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are increased by 50 pence this year from f2.50to f,3, from
f5 to f5.50, and from f t0 to f 10.50. Whilst only being a

small 50 pence increase, it is nevertheless high in
percentage tenns, so ahead ofinflation.

I am sure that hon. members will appreciate that the
percentage increase appears high only because ofthe very
low stafing price of the licence in the first place. However,
the department will be holding these three prices for this
and the 2000 season. Licences which cost f28 last year
will increase by a f 1 to f29 while the highest price licence
for the reservoir season increases by f2.50 from f85 to
f87.50. These two figures do therefore reflect the true rate
of inflation.

Mr President, I beg to move the motion standing in my
name.

Mr Singer: Mr President, I beg leave to second and
reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. members, I will put the resolution
set out at item 5 on the order paper. Will those in favour
please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes
have it.

Incinerator - Fees to Tender Stage -
Expenditure Approved

The President: Item 6, the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That þnwald -

(a) approves the expenditure of a sum not
exceeding f560,000 onfees to tender stage in
respect of a scheme to provide an integrated
inc inerator ( e ne rgy from waste ) fac ility for the
Island at Richmond Hill, Braddan, bringing the
total approved to date to f.l,324,000; and

(b) authorises the Treasury to expend during the
year ending 3 I st M arch 2000, from the capital
transactions accounL a sum not exceeding
f.372,000 in respect of the additional
expenditure.

Great progress has been made over the last year in
progressing a major component to the waste management
strategy with which this hon. Court has entrusted the
Department of Local Government and the Environment. I
refer, of course, to the integrated incinerator facility or
energy from waste management plant. TÞnder documents
comprising both the descriptions and the performance of
the proposed facility, together with a legal contract defining
the relationship of the proposed contractor to the
government, was sent out to the companies which had
previously demonstrated an ability to achieve the high
standards we are looking for. The tenders will be returned

this Friday, 2lst January when an intensive period of
comparing, analising and clarification will commence prior
to fìnal selection of the preferred tenderer.

The funds I am asking this hon. Court to release will
facilitate this work prior to my returning to this hon. Court
with the preferred tender before the summer recess. I can
also confirm that this money does not represent an increase
in the financial commitment for consultants' fees or the
projects' costs, butis acall-down offunds already allocated
for this purpose in the total cost plan. Mr President, I beg
to moYe.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks,
sir.

Mr Duggan: Mr President, as members have said earlier
today in this Court here, I think this resolution, sir, is
definitely premature. There is still a further inquiry to be
made. I would also like to ask the minister, could he give
the Court some indications of the total cost of incineration
when it is completed?

The issues the minister said this morning related to two
points regarding the emissions in plume, which is of grave
concern to my constituents, because - I do not want to go
over the whole incinerator issue again as we have had many
debates - it is a concern about the emissions which from
the chimney will definitely go into the Douglas valley, and
these are the issues which are of concern even to his
department.

The incinerator will be dealing possibly with blood from
the abattoirwhich we know now is going down theDouglas
sewers and coming out at the Conister. You are talking
there possibly of thousands and thousands of gallons of
blood, possibly to be ìncinerated. I would like the minister
to confirm whether this would be the case, and I just wonder
what the smell would be in the Douglas valley if that was
the case, sir.

So it is a grave concern for my constituents. I am totally
opposed to this incinerator and obviously is a matter where
the government itself and the department wants to be very,
very keen to get the issue right. But they seem to be just
pushing ahead with the incinerator; they could not care
less about peoples health. I do not agree with the assurances
the member gives the Court. He did not want it in his patch,
just put it in our patch, and it is not good enough, sir.

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I too for obvious reasons -
and I think it is well known within this hon. Court - cannot
approve the item that is on the order paper at the moment.
I believe it is coming forward too early, it is premature
(A Member: Hear, hear.), bearing in mind the answers
given by the hon. minister this morning in relation to
questions on waste management and the incinerator.

He indicated this morning at Question Ïme that the
two conditions which were attached at the public planning
inquiry in relation to what is going to go into the incinerator
and also the plume conditions are the t\ilo that are giving
him problems and that he is looking now for further
consultation, further expert advice and opinion coming in
to advise him and his department and off,tcers in relation
to the specific wording of those two conditions to enable
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the public in relation to that. Does he not realise that this
particular condition is very, very important (Mr Duggan:
Hear, hear.) and is of great public concern?

Further, can he cast his mind back to the October,
November sitting of this hon. Court in 1998 - and I
appreciate at that time he was not the hon. minister; but
the minister at the time advised members that the export

having to pay an additional f25 per tonne to landfill the
paper which should be going off, or at least should be

itockpiled, for recycling for when the market picks up in

n 1998 the policY or the
being told they were going
paper of high market value,

the more expensive paper was going to be recycled, that
there would be continuous recycling initiatives and that
would run in tandem with the incinerator, and we were

assured that they would not be using things like paper to
fire it up. Can he explain why it seems norù/ that the media,
when writing about this particular issue, have indicated
that paper, particularly oflow grade, would be used in great
quantities to keep this incinerator fired up?

A Member: I hope so.

Mrs Cannell: There seems to be a shift in policy, a

change in policy and I appreciate there has been a change
in ministerial leadership within this department but the
policy should have remained the same. So can he explain
ãbout that, because there seems to be a little less honour in
relation to this item than perhaps with others?

Can he also indicate - and I dare say he will say that a
lot of it they are still looking into, which further underlines
my reservation as g for us to
prove such huge matter to
which he has not I wants us

to vote for all of this money? It is my understanding that
there is still no site for disposal of ash, whether it is fly ash

or bottom ash; there is still no disposal for that, and he

further said this morning that out of the public planning

inquiry process there were further related matters which
needed to be addressed. He alluded to them this morning
and he said they covered such things as road network, basic
infrastructure, size of building, look of building et cetera,
and that that would have to go to a further public inquiry.
So here we are being asked to approve huge sums of money,
and yet the situation is not, to my mind, even halfway there;
it is not even halfway along the road. Surely it would be

better, more prudent for the minister to come forward once
he has got all ofthese details ironed out and can present a

full and proper case for moneys such as this. The majority
of, members I dare say, will approve this money today;
will it merely sit there and wait until he has got solutions
to all of these related matters that he was unable to answer
this moming, or will he begin spending it in order to seek
his tenders? How can he seek tenders when he has not got
answers to the questions which 'ù/ere put to him
(A Member: Hear, hear.) this morning, and how on earth
can he begin to assure the public that his department is on
the right track?

I would hope that any member in this hon. Court today
who has had just the smallest of doubt in relation to this
issue will now begin to look at it for what it really is. I
believe this department is incapable of progressing such a
scheme, of installing somebody or a company into the
position of not only building, design build, but operating
it to satisfactory standards. That is my belief, and I believe
if other members consider what is being said here today
and look at previous debates in Hansard and questions in
relation to the matter and the number of questions that this
minister has been unable to answer, they should also search

their consciences today, because if hon. members approve
this money today, then that is it; it will go through come
hell or high water because this hon. Court has approved
moneys to start the whole scheme. I would ask members:
look at your conscience, Iook at the facts and vote sensibly'
Thank you.

Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, contrary to my hon'
colleague from is committed
against incinera neration and I
would like it if t rm that we are

not talking of a plume of smoke, we are talking of a plume
of steam, which is water vapour and which is not
detrimental to the environment. (Mrs Crowe: Hear, hear.)

And also, could he confirm thatthe department does recycle
high grade paper and it is better to utilise low grade paper

inãn incinerator than going to landfill, and at least we will
get energy from the waste? Thank you, Mr President.

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, really I just want to follow
on from some of the comments that have been made,
especially by the minister who says more funds need to be

mãde available so that all this information can be gathered
up to, I suppose, the tender stage. That is my concern, that
this information has not yet been available, and how can

someone put in a tender that can hold water, or plumes, or
whatever you want to call it - how can they get to that
stage? I am sure no other department of govemment would
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s stage whereby all the information

:åîlË'i",i",î'"î#iåiiBå:ï;i
tenderer then put in funds over and above to cover any
eventualities that might be brought to the fore, that might
come at this public inquiry?

It seems to me it is doing it round the backdoor really
(Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) and not putting everything on

putting in their tender know what they are going to be
tendering for? How much waste is going to be going in? If
we can recycle as much as possible, if we can reduce as

much as possible in the first place, not creating the waste
and then reducing what is going to incineration or landfill,
but what is in actual fact being produced in the first place,
and the department was unable today to demonstrate that
they were reducing waste.

When it is created, yes, there are other ways of doing it,
and I align myself with the memberforDouglas East, who
suggests that this paper should be recycled. Ifit is cheaper
to recycle we should be recycling it. Obviously these
outlets, these business connections are not needed and will
not be needed in the future, because the department has

already decided that waste paper will be burnt through the
incinerator, because otherwise the incinerator cannot
operate without it because it does not have enough calorific
value, and it might have been that members of this hon.
Court assumed that we would recycle it all and it is being
collected for recycling. But it is being collected to be
separated so that people in the future will also keep it
separate so that it can be used to enhance the value of the
incinerator. That has always been the policy of the
department, not spelt out but that was my understanding
of what would happen in the future.

I cannot support incineration. I believe that instead of
building up landfill and all the problems that have been
created over the years what we should have been doing is
getting into proper reduction, reuse, recycle and proper
composting and all the rest that that entails. Instead, what
we are doing is, we are going to be burning all this stuff,
throwing it into holes at the moment, burning it in the future
and then bringing in all sorts of material in place of
composting which we could already be using. That I think
is the failure of this particular policy, this joined-up policy
of government that we should have addressed many, many
years ago, and I know 10 years ago at least I was derided
because I was pushing recycling and reuse, and l0 years
down the line we are no closer. When it comes to the end
of this incinerator - because this incinerator will be built -
we will be looking for something else to do, and I think
we should be looking at it now, not l0 or 15, 20 years
down the road. I will be voting against this motion.

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I shall not be supporting
this this morning, and that comes as no great surprise, I
suppose. I will not support something that to all intents
and purposes will be placing what in effect will be a similar

situation of transposing Peel power station onto the bottom
of Richmond Hill (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.), and that is
the end of that.

There are so many questions to be answered and so
much more detail to be worked out, it just defies belief
and I would make a further call on the department. and the
new minister to take up the invitation to go and visit a

power and energy centre, for goodness' sake, before we
spend any more money, because by the time we get this
integrated incineration process up and running it will be
out of date anyway, so we might as well invest in some
new technology, in my opinion, if we are going to invest
in anything. I appreciate we have got a waste management
problem, we are a small island and it will need a resolution,
but for goodness' sake let us have the proper resolution
suitable for our Island. Thank you, Mr President.

Mr Lowey: Mr President, I could have sat quiet and
just voted against. As most people in this Court know, I
support, or have supported, incineration. I supported
incineration on the understanding that I was confident that
our standards of emissions would be of the highest order
(Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) and that they would not be
detrimental.

I have to say over the last nine months I become more
and more disillusioned. It does appear to me that the
department is running away from the very high standards
that it proclaimed would be at the heart of their policy, and
therefore I have got to decide today whether I can go along
with expending more public money on this particular
scheme to draw up to tender stage. Now, what we have
heard today is that the minister has said that he is going
out again to public discussion and yet he is still wanting
this money to draw up tender documents for the complete
programme, the plant, and I am unhappy, I have to say to
the minister yet again publicly, with the advice and the
consultants that they take on board, and it does seem to
me - and forgive me if I am misinterpreting the Department
of Local Goverment and the Environment's policy - that
they are promising the Court one thing and then all they
seem to do then in recent times is to see how far they can
retract from that original statement. (Mr Duggan: Hear,
hear.) Now, that may be a misapprehension on my part but
it is certainly the feeling that I get, that the highest standards
are now not to be the highest standards. We are now taught
it is not smoke, it is steam. Well, smoke goes up and smoke
comes down; steam goes up and steam will come down
(Mr Gilbey: No.) and it will recycle back into the river.
Even I as a non-academic know that.

So I am really not impressed to be told, 'Don't worry,
we've got experts.' I think the department in this instance
is a bit premature. I would have been more impressed with
the department if they had hung on a bit until they had
finished their consultations and then said what those
consultations were rather than say, ''We're having
consultations, give us the money and we're going to do it
anyway.' So I will not be supporting this extra money at
this particular time and I would urge the department to get
its act together (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) and to state
clearly that, if incineration is to come, the very highest
standards will be applied. We should expect nothing less
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Mr Gilbey: I am not going to be drawn into explaining 
what we went to see or where we went to see it. 

Mrs Cannel!: Shame! 

Mr Duggan: That is silly! 

Mr Gilbey: There is no reason to at all. What I can say 
with absolute certainty is that an incinerator of the type 
which this Court has been pursuing, quite rightly, for the 
last few years is the right type, it is proven technology, 
whereas it is quite clear that PEC plants and similar 
operations are not proven and it would be a considerable 
risk of public funds and operational - 

The President: Hon. members, even ministers are not 
going to go down the line of debating incineration. The 
hon. member of the Council. 

Dr Mann: Yes, thank you, Mr President. Would the 
minister advise us as to whether the Council of Ministers' 
press relations officer knows why you went to Belgium 
last month? 

Mr Delaney: Does the wife know why you went? 

Mr Brown: The APG must. 

Mr Gilbey: Quite frankly, I have no idea whether he 
knows or not and I am not particularly concerned. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, can the minister inform this 
House, did he go to visit Belgium to see the problems they 
have got with pollution because of incineration, like the 
recent communications that have come to our attention as 
far as pollution effects from incineration in the United 
Kingdom? Can the hon. member tell us is this the case 
why he went there, because of the fact that certain 
agricultural produce had to be banned for a number of years 
because of the abuses as far as incineration? Is that the 
reason why the hon. member went? 

The President: Hon. member, again we are widening 
the subject. The minister may reply if he wishes and then 
I will move on. Thank you. 

Waste Disposal — Costs per Tonne — 
Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: We will move on then to item 9 on the 
order paper and I call on the hon. member for Peel, Mrs 
Hannan. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment: 

What are the current costs per tonne of - 

(a) incineration; 

(b) recycling; and 

(c) landfill? 

The President: Again I call on the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment, Mr Gilbey, to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, in November 1998 the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment 
provided a presentation to hon. members of Tynwald on 
the comparable costs of the disposal of the Island's waste 
by either incineration or disposal to landfill. At that time 
the costs per tonne for incineration of the Island's waste 
were estimated to be in the region of £89 per tonne with 
landfill costs, assuming a 25-year solution, in the region 
of £74 per tonne. 

At the Tynwald sitting in November 1998 the 
department was authorised to progress the integrated 
(energy from waste) incinerator facility to tender stage at 
an indicative cost of £37.3 million at June 1998 prices and 
to proceed on the basis of a single contract for design and 
building operation and to investigate the option of utilising 
external finance for the project. Since that time the 
department has been progressing the procurement of an 
(energy from waste) incinerator facility to serve the whole 
of the Island and the department hopes to be presenting to 
the June sitting of this hon. Court a financial motion seeking 
Tynwald support for the procurement following a 
satisfactory conclusion of the tender process. 

Prior to the June sitting of Tynwald it is the department's 
intention to make a presentation to all members of this 
hon. Court to update them on the waste management 
strategy, the procurement process for the proposed (energy 
from waste) facility and the comparable costs which will 
have been identified as part of that process. 

In relation to the specific question of the hon. member, 
I do not feel that it would be appropriate for me to disclose 
cost details in advance of the June sitting of this hon. Court. 
This is because there is an obligation on the department to 
respect the commercially sensitive nature of matters which 
remain subject to negotiation as details of the proposed 
operating contract resulting from the tender process are 
finalised. I would beg the hon. members' indulgence and 
understanding in relation to this matter and would assure 
them that it is my intention to provide the very fullest 
information to this hon. Court following the comprehensive 
briefing to be held on 13th June, to which briefing 
invitations will be dispatched in the next few days. 

Following determination of the waste management 
strategy, the department's officers have been proceeding 
with procurement of an (energy from waste) facility in 
accordance with Tynwald's- instruction. As part of this 
procurement process, some comparable costs were 
investigated between incineration and landfill. On the basis 
of a 25-year solution and the best information available 
from consultants and costs in relation to the Ballaharra 
landfill site it has previously been demonstrated that there 
is no significant cost differential between the two disposal 
options, as I said earlier. 

In relation to recycling, the initiatives that the 
department has been involved in so far - scrap metal, paper, 
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glass, aluminium cans and batteries - have all proven to be 
costly experiences, primarily because of the off-Island 
shipping costs and transportation costs attached to the 
removal of the materials for recycling. There is no 
immediate market available in the Isle of Man for any 
materials currently reclaimed before going to landfill. It is 
unlikely that the Island could support reclamation or 
recycling of materials to produce a usable product and 
market that product successfully on the Island. For this 
reason, any recycling initiative is invariably going to 
require shipping off-Island into a marketplace with a heavy 
subsidy from government. Even then unless someone is 
prepared to accept the materials there is no point whatever 
in exporting them. 

However, the department is currently progressing a 
scheme for the composting of green waste. The composted 
products will be used to reinstate a former landfill site at 
Port Erin. This initiative will not significantly alter the 
volume of waste to be disposed of to incineration and so 
far no detailed cost estimate in terms of transportation and 
recycling costs has been ascertained. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, could I ask the minister why 
he is selective in his support of Tynwald resolutions? On 
one hand he says that it is a Tynwald resolution to proceed 
with incineration and yet Tynwald resolutions suggest that 
it should be reduce, reuse, recycle, then incineration, and 
in regard to that resolution and policy in the reduction of 
waste, can government not come to an arrangement with 
importers of products that their packing materials and all 
that that envisaged cannot also be shipped out? They ship 
it in at great cost to us, the consumer, so could they not 
also ship it out again and could that not be a licence to 
operate in the Isle of Man? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am sorry that clearly the hon. 
member did not hear what I was asked on the radio this 
morning, not in connection with her question because I 
would never refer to a question, but in connection with the 
views of some other group. The policy of the Council of 
Ministers and the department is perfectly clear and is set 
out in concise terms in the policy document and it is to 
reduce, reuse and recycle. When we come to reduction it 
is very difficult and I actually took the example of the 
packets of cornflakes you get that are not one packet of 
cornflakes but inside the big packet there are about a dozen 
smaller packets and frankly the amount of paper and stuff 
involved is more than the amount of the different kinds of 
cornflakes, but these are supplied by firms who do not 
manufacture just for the Isle of Man, they manufacture for 
far bigger markets and we have no control on what they 
produce but our housewives, all purchasers want to have 
the right to buy them and I do not think it would be very 
popular if we were to say these things cannot come into 
the Island. Equally, it is clearly quite impractical to suggest 
that the supermarkets should then have to collect or pay 
for the removal of such waste. They would merely put up 
the price to their customers and the cost of living. 

When we come to reuse, the government is going all 
out to get reuse. Our four civic amenity sites are doing a 
tremendous business in reuse. Goods are being brought in  

and a lot of the goods brought in are being snapped up 
within a few minutes by people waiting for bargains and 
many more things are also being taken over a longer period. 
So certainly reuse is going on. 

Regarding recycling, again the department is making 
every effort to bring that about and everyone must have 
seen the many banks of containers into which people are 
encouraged to put glass, paper, aluminium et cetera et 
cetera. So every effort is being made to have reuse and 
recycling. 

I have also pointed out that in fact incineration, when 
we get it, is a form of recycling because it turns waste 
which would otherwise just be buried in the ground into 
electrical energy, which must be environmentally a good 
thing. 

The thing that I admit we are weakest on is reduction, 
but I have explained the reasons for that and if the hon. 
member or anyone else can think of any really good ways 
of getting a reduction in waste I should be very interested 
to hear of them. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, could I ask the minister has 
he checked up on all the incinerators that have been closed 
down due to the environmental impact and very high 
running costs? 

Mr Karran: He is not interested in that. 

Mr Gilbey: You will find that any incinerators that have 
been closed down are ones that are very elderly and have 
almost come to the end of their working life, but what is 
far more important is that in the UK there is legislation to 
reduce the amount of landfill tipping by 20 to 30 per cent 
over the next I think it is 10 years and this is going to be 
done by the construction of up to 150 or more incinerators 
and frankly if it was felt these were so dangerous, would a 
country such as the UK be planning to build 150 of them? 
The answer must be a resounding no. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, bearing in mind that the 
question asked was, 'What are the current costs per tonne 
of incineration, recycling and landfill?', will the minister 
in future, when getting the figures together, bear in mind 
the cost to the Island of the images created last Monday 
evening on North West News where they had eight minutes 
of time showing flocks of seagulls and rubbish up at the 
Ayres site and the cost of that in PR terms and the image 
given of the Isle of Man, of how we live and how we intend 
to live, rather than how we really are, trying to look after 
the environment of the Island? 

Mr Henderson: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: I am so glad that the hon. previous Minister 
for Local Government has raised that very helpful point. I 
have never tried to defend the Wright's Pit. It is most 
unfortunate. It is most unfortunate that in the public interest 
it is vital it continues until we get an incinerator, but that is 
just one of the reasons why we need an incinerator as fast 
as possible and not to have its provision delayed so that 
we do not have pits such as that Wright's Pit, either there 
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or anywhere else in the Island, and I think it is the most 
powerful argument for the need for us to get on and agree 
to have an incinerator. 

Mr Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, does the hon. minister 
understand the real meaning of the hierarchy of waste 
management which Tynwald has approved? Would he 
agree with me if he does understand that, that the reduction 
which is at the top of the hierarchy is achievable and is an 
important initiative? Further to that, is he aware that the 
United Kingdom have actually engaged an officer in a full-
time post on a given term contract to actually oversee the 
introduction of the reduction on importation, unnecessary 
imported packaging, plastic components that cannot be 
reused or recycled? Is he aware of that? Is he further aware 
that the reason the United Kingdom Government have 
engaged such a person is to meet with the EU directive to 
which I believe we are also obligated? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, if the UK does this it is excellent 
news for us because everyone in this hon. Court knows 
that the vast majority of consumer goods that come to this 
Island come from the UK and go to the UK market, so if 
the amount of packing material et cetera is reduced in the 
UK it will automatically be reduced in this Island, which 
is an excellent thing. But if the hon. member, as I have 
said, Mr President, has any specific ideas as to how we 
can bring about a greater reduction in this Island, the 
department would like to hear from her, but I do not know 
that we have had any positive ideas from her as yet. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I would like to return to the 
question that I asked on recycling, the costs per tonne of 
recycling. The minister stated that it was very heavy costs 
on shipping and transport which prevented government 
from being involved in some of this recycling, so could 
the minister provide further information about this 
hierarchy of the waste solution which is reduce, reuse, 
recycle, then incineration? Is it the understanding of the 
minister that with incineration there would be a 
continuation of reduction, reuse and recycle or is everything 
going to be incinerated? Could I also ask him what is 
recycled at the moment? He spoke about bins being 
provided for the public. What is actively being recycled at 
the moment, that is, disposed of to recycling units? 

He stated with regard to waste disposal about the cost 
of cardboard or whatever, when he said the cost would be 
passed on to the customers for ultimate disposal. (Mr 
Downie interjecting) Would he not agree with me that the 
customers pay anyway - 

Mr Delaney: Speech, Mr President. 

Mrs Hannan: - whether they pay at the beginning of 
the disposal route or whether they pay at the end of the 
disposal route as in incineration or landfill? With regard 
to dumping at the Ayres, would the minister not agree that 
instead of it being an indictement on the Isle of Man in 
general it is an indictement on the government and not the  

people of the Isle of Man that a landfill is available to us 
now. 

The President: I have been very lenient, hon. member. 
The minister to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: There were so many questions in that 
speech, Mr President, that I do not know - 

Mrs Hannan: They were questions. 

Mr Gilbey: - which to answer first. I certainly cannot 
remember them all. 

Mr Delaney: Go to the internet! 

Mr Downie: Yes, go to the website! 

Mr Gilbey: The main point and the most important one 
is what is our policy when we have an incinerator and it is 
perfectly clear. It is set out very, very clearly in the policy 
document. The first step is reduction, which we have 
discussed at some length this morning, Mr President. The 
next one is reuse and the next one is recycling and then 
you come to incineration of what is incinerable and there 
will always be some inert waste, such as building material, 
that will have to be landfilled, but that is totally different 
from the type of landfilling happening at Wright's Pit East. 

The hon. member then asked what is recycled. Well, at 
the moment glass is recycled, coloured and white glass. 
Aluminium is recycled. Some paper is. We would like to 
recycle much more and we were recycling much more but 
the price collapsed. In fact people do not want certain types 
of paper at all. Also we are recycling certain clothing as 
well and I can assure the hon. member we are very keen to 
recycle as much as we possibly can, but obviously 
everything in this world is a matter of balance and it is a 
matter of balance between the desirability of recycling as 
much as one can and the balance of cost that that brings 
about. 

Regarding the point about the public pay in the end for 
waste disposal, of course they do, and the department and 
government have also accepted the policy of the polluter 
pays, but I frankly think it would be very difficult to 
suddenly start telling national chains like Marks & Spencer 
et cetera that they have to make a contribution over and 
above what they do through their own rates et cetera for 
waste disposal because of the packing materials they bring 
in. They do not have to do that in the adjacent isles and I 
would have thought it was extremely difficult to suggest 
that they did and if we forced them to somehow, 
undoubtedly they would increase the cost of goods in their 
shops and pass it on to the consumer at that stage. 

Ramsey Swing-Bridge — Reopening — 
Question by Mr Singer 

The President: We turn to item 10, hon. members, and 
I call on the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer. 
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Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. There has 
been no consultation with any insurance company 
concerning such increases in car insurance premiums, and 
I have to say that there is no obligation on them to do so. 
The only discussion we have had with any insurance 
company on this topic was following the receipt of this 
question, when we firstly contacted the Tower Insurance. 
They have been very helpful with us and have confirmed 
that such increases have been imposed due to heavy losses 
sustained in the last two years. This is not necessarily 
because the number or size of the claims has increased, 
but merely that the company has paid out more in claims 
than they have received in premiums. 

Nevertheless, even after this yearis increase, they have 
pointed out that their premiums are still likely to be below 
the premiums charged in 1995. They are confident that 
their premiums are still in the top four quotes received by 
brokers from both local and off-Island insurance 
companies, and in a recent sampling exercise carried out 
by the company, they say they were found to be the least 
expensive in more than half the cases tested. Another local 
insurance company have confirmed that their premiums 
were increased in March this year by between 5 and 10 
per cent and they, like many insurance companies, were 
continuing to reassess their premiums every two months. 

We have contacted the Isle of Man Insurance Brokers 
Association who have confirmed that Tower did not 
increase their premiums - indeed, many premiums were in 
fact reduced - over the last four years and as a result were 
out of step with the general level in the market place. Whilst 
it can be argued that the company should have increased 
their premiums on a more regular basis, I do not believe 
we should criticise anyone for holding their prices steady 
over such a length of time when, undoubtedly, their 
overheads must have increased, sir. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, I thank the member for that 
reply on behalf of his lady chairman - 

Mr Cretney: Member. 

Mr Delaney: - member, and I look forward to her return. 
(Laughter) Mr President, may I ask, bearing in mind I at 
no time, as I would not do, name any company which I 
was asking a question on unless it became the public 
interest - it was you, sir, and your department that named 
the company, and that should be on record. Secondly, may 
I ask this: is there a situation then where we are saying 
where other insurance companies have by five or ten per 
cent this year, over four years they can actually say in the 
region of ten per cent, bearing in mind that is what they 
have been quoted, that is an acceptable sort of figure for 
increases to the Manx public, because that is what it 
averages out at? And could I ask you if you would explain 
why in this statement, just for general knowledge, it says, 
`If your vehicle is garaged in the UK, the premium 
increases may be more variable'? Would the hon. member 
tell me, does he know of major amounts of people in the 
Isle of Man who actually garage their cars in the UK, 
because I am not aware of more than two who actually 
own more than one car? (Mr Downie interjecting) 

Mr Houghton: Mr President, I do have some sympathy, 
I have to say, with what the hon. questioner is relating to. 
I do agree that there is an inference in his question with 
regard to this situation and the situation with regard to 
security of your vehicles as being garaged in the UK and 
how that interrelates with circumstances in the Isle of Man. 
I do have to say also that really I would be quite willing to 
take a number of these enquiries back to the Office of Fair 
Trading because I do think the situation should be reviewed 
and looked into by our department, and I underlined that 
by saying that even I had a huge increase in my insurance 
premiums in January of this year which went up by almost 
21 per cent. When I queried it, my quotation was, after 
some short period of time, reduced by almost £200 in 
respect of both vehicles, and in fact that reduced quotation 
was some £90 less than the previous yearis rate. So the 
message I would send out to the hon. member and members 
of this Court is certainly to query your policies. 

Mr Cretney: Hear, hear. 

Mr Delaney: Could I ask then, bearing in mind your 
department's interest on behalf of us and our people we 
represent and bearing in mind the increases, would you, 
speaking on behalf of the department, confirm to members 
in writing, or if you cannot do now, whether or not these 
increases and the cost of insurance is taken into the retail 
price index of the Isle of Man on which we seem to live 
and die in this Island and, if so, would the member also 
bear in mind, if you are going to speak to these companies, 
that your message to us today, sir, is to shop around? 

A Member: Travel by bus! 

Mr Houghton: Mr President, I would indeed confirm 
and underline that it is in everybody's interest to certainly 
shop around in this situation, but also I will take back to 
the Office of Fair Trading the hon. questioner's concern 
about whether or not this pricing and the price increases 
are taken within the RPI. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you very much. 

Mr Houghton: That would be an interesting point and 
I would be delighted to follow that up. 

Air Quality Standards — 
Public Health Act Provisions — 

Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: Question 22, the hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I beg leave to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment: 

When will section 88 of the Public Health Act 1990 
relating to air quality standards be brought into force? 
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The President: I call on the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment, the hon. member Mr 
Gilbey, to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, section 88 of the Public 
Health Act 1990 requires the department to prescribe 
substances, the presence of which in the air is prejudicial 
to health, along with permitted levels and methods of 
measurement and to report thereon to Tynwald. No 
regulations have been made as the department holds the 
view that it would be premature to do so for the following 
reasons. The department has adopted the air quality 
standards based on the recommendations of the expert 
panel on air quality standards, the EPAQ standards, and 
continuous emission monitoring is taking place to measure 
the ambient levels of the relevant pollutants. When there 
is significant sufficient data on the ambient air quality 
consideration would then be given to introducing 
regulations under section 88. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, this legislation has been in 
place for 10 years, so could I ask the minister for the 
environment why it has taken this long to get some form 
of data together? These readings have been going on for a 
number of years in my area. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the results of the ambient air 
monitoring for the automated monitoring stations at the 
Quarterbridge and Richmond Hill for part of 1997, 1998 
and 1999 are shortly to be presented to the department for 
consideration prior to public release. The important thing 
is that in summary the results generally show compliance 
with the EPAQ standards, and if there is compliance with 
the standards there is no reason to introduce legislation 
which would certainly have an adverse effect on the free 
actions of quite a number of people. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree 
that his risk experts that spoke to us through a video contact 
only about 10 days ago suggested that there were dangers 
from car engines and power stations and that they should 
be taken into account when looking at air quality which 
affects people's health? 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: What they actually said was that the dioxin 
emissions in the atmosphere at the moment were 1,000 
compared to one in 1,000 that would be produced if we 
had an incinerator. That is what they said. They at no time 
said that the existing level was unsatisfactory. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, could I ask the minister, is 
it a fact that legislation has not been introduced because 
the government is the biggest polluter, i.e. the Pulrose 
power station, and is he also aware that in South Douglas 
my constituents, a lot of them, suffer from asthma, more 
than anywhere else in this Island? 

Mr Gilbey: Interesting question about asthma. Your 
hon. colleague, the hon. Minister for Tourism, actually  

asked me to take this up, which I did, with the Department 
of Health and Social Security and I got a letter back which 
intimated - and I think the hon. minister will confirm this 
- that there was really no proof about this. It is all right for 
people to say these things but you have to have scientific 
proof. 

Mr Duggan: Ask the medical profession! 

Mr Downie: How many smoke, David? 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, would the minister agree 
with me that the letter from the director of public health 
indicated that levels of smoke and particulates in the 
Pulrose and Quarterbridge sites are considerably higher 
than for other areas of Douglas (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) 
and can give rise to exceedences of recognised air quality 
standards under still and calm conditions or temperature 
inversions? In particular, the director was referring to 
sulphur dioxide and smoke. 

Mr Duggan: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: I have not got the letter but I am sure that 
my hon. colleague is right in quoting it, but I was not 
replying to that part of the letter, I was replying to the part 
which suggested that there were figures available regarding 
asthma which there, as far as I am advised, are not. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, can the hon. minister advise 
in terms of air quality and the monitors to which he has 
alluded to in Quarterbridge and Richmond Hill in Douglas 
whether or not those monitors have been collecting 
measures of dioxin in the atmosphere, whether or not they 
have actually got the equipment out there to record the 
level' of dioxin in the atmosphere, and in relation to the 
one in 1,000 which the hon. minister has quoted - it would 
be one in 1,000 of particulates or pollutants already out 
there - can he advise us what the 1,000 are? What 1,000 
particulates and pollutants are already out there? Can he 
identify them, please? 

The President: Minister, if you can. 

Mr Gilbey: I think the real point about it is quite clear: 
if there is 1,000 of something anywhere, if you add one to 
it it is completely negligible - 

Mr Singer: It is what it is. 

Mr Gilbey: - but I can also quote the figure that the 
total dioxins from an incinerator in a whole period of 12 
months, 365 days, amount to 0.04 of a gram and in total 
size would be that of a grain of rice. (Mr Duggan 
interjecting) 

Mr Singer: Would the hon. minister not think that it 
might be better to take preventative measures in introducing 
section 88 before we have a problem rather than, as he 
says, wait until we have a problem and then introduce it 
when it is too late for many people? (Interjections) 
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Mr Gilbey: Well, as I say, there is no reason to suppose 
a problem is going to arise. The standards that we have 
been told from this preliminary survey of the results from 
our monitoring show compliance with the EPAQ standards. 
I would inform the Court, Mr President, that it is proposed 
that an air modelling study be undertaken for the Isle of 
Man by Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants. 
That model would integrate with the department's 
geographical information mapping system and would 
enable more accurate comparisons with air quality limits, 
guidelines and objectives, would provide answers to a 
number of 'what if' scenarios, such as: what if the hospital 
incinerator closed; what if the redevelopment of properties 
took place; what if there was a change to alternative fuels; 
what if electricity was generated by cleaner technologies; 
what if there were reductions in vehicle emissions? And 
this would provide informed information on which to base 
air quality strategy and action plans. It seems to me in all 
things it is far better to consider a matter when you have 
got the necessary information on which to base your 
decisions than to do it before this investigation has taken 
place. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
not agree with me that rather than approach this important 
subject with a laid-back manner, it needs an element of 
urgency instilled into it given the fact that residents of 
Douglas are living under a cloud of chemicals which must 
have health implications and which are soon to be 
exasperated. 

Mr Gilbey: No question of a laid-back manner, Mr 
President. The fact of the case is that this monitoring has 
been done, that the results of it are shortly to be presented 
to the department prior to public release and, more 
important, this air modelling study is to be undertaken by 
the Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants, and 
I am sure it is better to wait until we have the information 
on which to base the correct decisions than rush into 
decisions which may be wrong. 

Mr Bell: Mr President, the hon. minister has said that 
the monitors are positioned at Quarterbridge and at 
Richmond Hill. I wonder if he could tell us whether it is 
his intention to extend those monitoring posts to other parts 
of the Island such as Ramsey or Peel or other conurbations 
on the Island and, if there are further examinations of air 
quality in the future, will he ensure that the whole of the 
Island is covered and that the monitoring is not simply 
focussed on the atmosphere in Douglas? 

Mr Gilbey: Indeed, that is my understanding of just 
what the Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants 
would do because they would be tying it in with our 
geographical information mapping system, so I hope it 
would cover the whole Island. Indeed, I think it is very 
important that it should, if I might say so, because it may 
well be found that whereas it would be desirable to 
introduce measures of control in some areas and have 
smokeless zones, there may be other areas right in the 
countryside where there was absolutely no reason to do 
that at all. 

The President: I return to the original questioner. Mrs 
Hannan, please. 

Mrs Hannan: Yes. Could I ask the minister, Eaghtyrane, 
why this legislation has not been brought into force before 
now when this legislation actually states that the 
department shall, not less than once every three years, 
prepare and lay before Tynwald a statement. I wonder why 
it has not been introduced. 

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am afraid I cannot say why it was 
not introduced before I joined the department. Other hon. 
members may have the answer to that. All I can say is we 
are about to do it now. 

Waste Disposal — Policy to Recover, Reuse 
and Recycle — Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: We go on to question 23 and again I 
call on the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment: 

(1) When did your department introduce the policy 'to 
promote recovery, reuse and recycling initiatives in 
order to reduce waste for disposal where the 
environmental benefits justify the costs'; and 

(2) what have you done to implement it? 

The President: Again, finally, for the answer the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the department's policy to 
promote the recovery, reuse and recycling was introduced 
in 1988. The department operates schemes for the recycling 
of glass, cans, newspaper, office papers, dry cell batteries, 
scrap metals, car batteries and textiles. At the present time 
the department is also investigating the recycling of books, 
spectacles and hand tools. The department is also presently 
working with the support of Friends of the Earth to produce 
an updated version of the recycling guide for the Island. 
The department has designed and submitted to planning a 
scheme to improve the southern civic amenity site to 
provide an extension to existing recycling facilities at the 
site and to provide an all-Island green waste composting 
facility. 

The hon. member has a further question on the order 
paper which has received a written answer regarding the 
subsidies available for recycling on the Island. Much more 
detail on the incentives which have been undertaken by 
this department is contained in the answer to that question. 
In addition to the existing initiatives I am pleased to report 
that the department has agreed to provide further support 
for the Salvation Army on the Isle of Man towards the 
sorting and transportation for recycling of textiles deposited 
in textile banks at civic amenity sites and other places 
throughout the Island. Indeed, I would add that it has even 

• 

• 

• 
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received an award from the Salvation Army for doing this 
so at least someone somewhere appreciates its efforts in 
this direction. 

Finally, the department is taking a greater step in the 
delivery of the policy to promote recovery, reuse and 
recycling initiatives in proceeding to bring to this hon. 
Court at this sitting a motion to take forward the delivery 
of the integrated energy-for-waste incineration facility 
which will be used both to treat the Island's municipal 
solid wastes, animal and clinical wastes, and will also -
and this is the important point - produce electricity from 
that waste in a manner which is both efficient and 
environmentally friendly and does not involve the use of 
either fossil fuels or nuclear energies. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I wonder, could I ask the 
minister why the policy was changed in 1998 to remove 
`reduction'? It was changed at that time with the minister. 
I accept that it was changed at that time to promote recovery 
and to cease using a 'reduction' term. 

Mr Gilbey: I am afraid I was in another department of 
government at that time, Mr President. I cannot remember 
what happened in 1998 but certainly, as I have said recently 
on very many occasions, we believe strongly in reduction 
but we have to be practical about this. Most of the goods 
that all of us and all the public buy in this Island are 
packaged and produced elsewhere and we, unfortunately, 
I would agree in many ways, cannot control what that 
packaging is. The decision - 

Mrs Hannan: Of course you can. 

Mr Gilbey: You say of course we can. These 
manufactured goods are produced for bigger audiences, 
bigger markets than ours and they produce what they think 
will sell in those markets, but I hope that we will see more 
reduction. I think it is ridiculous that sometimes you can 
buy a packet of various cornflakes and by the time you 
have opened the big packet you have all these little packets 
inside - 

Mr Cretney And a toy. 

Mr Gilbey: - of different types, and I should think there 
is more paper and stuff there than there are cornflakes. So 
I totally agree with the sentiments of the hon. member, but 
we have to be practical that unfortunately we do not control 
the producers of these goods. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, could I ask the minister in 
reference to his environmentally friendly incinerator, is 
he going to carry out continuous monitoring for dioxins 
and furans during the whole of its life? 

Mr Gilbey: First of all it has been pointed out to me, as 
indeed is correct, that in our present policy document -
and of course I have not got other policy documents - it 
makes it perfectly clear that reduction is part of our policy. 
That is clearly set out in the policy document. 

Now, regarding the monitoring, indeed the incinerator 
will be monitored to the highest standards continuously,  

and the thing that hon. members have been told that I would 
like to re-emphasise is that the monitoring panels which 
are in the control room will be available in real time on the 
worldwide net. So everyone can at any time dial in and 
see what those panels are showing - anyone in the world, 
in the Island or elsewhere - and in that respect we will be 
setting, I think, a world lead. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister revisit the 
statement that he suggested that it was the most efficient 
way of using the waste heat from the incinerator to generate 
electricity? Is it not a fact that it is one of the most inefficient 
ways? When you add the fact that there is £50 million 
being paid out on a cable, would he also not agree that it 
adds even more insanity to the proposal of incineration as 
far as using the waste heat for generating electricity? And 
can the minister also inform this Court that the true agenda 
is that if we have an incinerator the sheer economics means 
that recycling goes out of the window? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, first of all I think I never said it was 
the most economically effective; I said 'which is both 
efficient and environmentally friendly' and that is it. No-
one can deny that it is a better use of waste to get electricity 
from it than to just throw it in a hole in the ground, as we 
are doing at the moment, with the unfortunate results which 
other hon. members have mentioned in respect of both the 
Raggatt and the Point of Ayre. It is just not true - I cannot 
emphasise this enough - that if we have an incinerator there 
is any intention whatsoever to cut down the amount of our 
policy to minimise, reuse and recycle. It is absolutely not 
true. I cannot say this more strongly. You do not have to 
believe me but that is the truth. The policy is to increase 
those and at the same time have incineration for the rump 
or residue which cannot be dealt with in those more 
favourable ways, which would either have to be put in a 
landfill or would have to be incinerated, and if you read 
documents coming from the UK and other places they also 
make it quite clear that having incineration does not mean 
less recycling, et cetera. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
confirm that whilst it is undoubtedly the intention of the 
department to continuously monitor that which can be 
continuously monitored, there is as yet no method for 
continuously monitoring dioxin emissions? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, not absolutely continually, but it will 
be done very often indeed, but everything that can be 
monitored will be monitored and I have actually seen on 
the continent the graphs that show you what is going on 
and they will be available, as I say, on the internet. 

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister, how often is 
often for dioxins and furins, the emissions that will be 
created by this environmentally friendly incinerator? 

Mr Gilbey: I cannot tell you exactly now how often it 
is but it will be at the required EU standards, because again 
it is not just us who are laying down standards for this 
incinerator; this incinerator has to meet not only the present 
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but the future proposed highest EU standards and that is 
what it will do. 

The President: Hon. members, I am being very relaxed 
in relation to the question; it does not actually refer to the 
incinerator. Nevertheless, the hon. member for Douglas 
East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. On the question 
on the agenda paper, number 23, in respect of recycling, I 
note the department does not subsidise the disposal of 
plastics or the recycling of plastics. If the hon. minister 
were to receive a request from a company with a view to 
doing just that, collecting and recycling plastics, would 
his department consider subsidising provided a business 
plan was submitted? And further, in relation to the 
continuous monitoring of dioxins, will he accept that the 
observation, the contribution made by the hon. health 
minister, is correct? And further, is he aware that the so-
called established measurement method for so-called 
continuous monitoring of the incinerator is to take a sample 
twice a year, and that is the established method of today? 

Mr Gilbey: We would follow whatever the standards 
in the EU were. I think if the EU, with the hundreds of 
incinerators they have there and their very high standards, 
consider it acceptable, we should accept that. 

Now, regarding her interesting point concerning the 
recycling of plastics we would consider any approach to 
recycle anything and indeed I can confirm to her that there 
is another waste stream that has not been discussed so far 
in this hon. Court, and that is construction waste, and we 
are at this time considering the possibilities of co-operating 
with the private sector in sorting that out in what is called 
a MRF with a view to separating it into stone and earth, 
which can be reused, and other products like wood and 
paper and wallpaper et cetera, which can either be landfilled 
or eventually, I hope, incinerated. So I hope that this shows 
that we are very keen to pursue all methods of recycling 
which may be put to us, and I would like to conclude this 
by saying that I think perhaps the department and I are to 
blame in that we have not sold our recycling efforts enough 
(Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.), but frankly I believe in action, 
getting things done rather than a lot of spin, and we have 
been doing it but perhaps we are to blame for not telling 
the world loudly enough what we have been doing. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the 
minister, in replying to the monitoring as far as dioxins 
are concerned - it costs £2,000 every time you try to do it 
so it would not be done very often as far as that is 
concerned, and confirm the fact that it is done twice a year? 
On the issue of the recycling, would the minister not agree 
that the fact is that you will be under strict guidelines from 
whoever operates this plant for a certain volume of refuse 
to go through this plant and it will not be in your interests 
to be progressively looking towards any policy as far as 
recycling is concerned in the future because you will be  

penalised by your operator who will be running this 
incinerator in the first place? 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

The President: Ignore the last part of the question, Mr 
Minister. Your reply - the first part was relevant to the cost 
and the number of times - 

Mr Gilbey: With regard to the dioxins the hon. member 
has said that it costs £2,000 a time. I do not know what it 
costs, but frankly to do it once a month would be only 
£24,000 a year and, although that is a lot of money, it is 
totally containable within the overall budgets for waste 
disposal. So if it was required to be done more often there 
is absolutely no hesitation. (Interjection) It is ridiculous to 
do it 24 times a day. It does not need doing that often. The 
fact is we will always keep to the required EU standards 
and frankly, if it costs £24,000 a year, to my mind it would 
not be a disaster and you could also rest assured in all 
these matters that technology is moving forward (A 
Member: Hear, hear.) and I am sure there are people now 
working on ways of checking and testing for dioxins in a 
quicker and less expensive way, and I am glad to see the 
hon. Minister for Trade and Industry nodding at that. 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, can the minister confirm, 
because there is no continuous monitoring of dioxins, that 
surrogate parameters are used from the gaseous emissions 
which can be calculated and the only way we can find a 
proper calculation of the dioxin is by doing it from the 
flue treatment residue? 

Mr Gilbey: I entirely agree with the helpful explanation 
of the hon. member, who has more technical knowledge 
on this than I - 

Mr Downie: And a degree in engineering. 

Mr Gilbey: - but he is of course absolutely right. 

The President: Hon. members, the remaining questions 
are for written answer. 

Free TV Licences for the Elderly — 
Question by Mr Houghton 

for Written Answer 

Question 24 

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to 
ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

(3) When do you plan to implement a scheme to provide 
free TV licences for those aged 75 years and over; 

(3) how will the scheme operate; and 
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J N Radcliffe and G H Waft, with Mr T A Bawden, Clerk 
of the Council. 

In the Keys: The Speaker (Hon J D Q Cannan) 
(Michael); Mr L I Singer and Hon A R Bell (Ramsey); 
Mr R E Quine OBE (Ayre); Mrs H Hannan (Peel); 
Hon W A Gilbey (Glenfaba); Hon D North (Middle); 
Mr P Karran, Hon R K Corkill and Mr G T Cannell 
(Onchan); Messrs J R Houghton and R W Henderson 
(Douglas North); Hon D C Cretney and Mr A C Duggan 
(Douglas South); Mr R P Braidwood and Mrs B J Cannell 
(Douglas East); Mr J P Shimmin and Hon A F Downie 
(Douglas West); Hon J A Brown (Castletown); 
Hon D J Gelling (Malew and Santon); Sir Miles Walker 
CBE LLD (hc) (Rushen); with Prof T StJ N Bates, Clerk 
of Tynwald.  

the Lord Mayor and he wrote the following words: 'Dear 
Mr President, I write to express the heartfelt sympathy of 
us all at the tragedy that occurred today off Speke Airport 
Liverpool. The appalling loss of life resulting from this air 
crash has shocked and saddened this city. Our thoughts 
and prayers are with all those bereaved following this 
dreadful event, and I wish to express on behalf of the City 
of Liverpool how much we all feel for them and our 
concern at the suffering they must endure. Would you 
please convey to your parliament the sincere condolences 
of everyone in Liverpool and add our deepest sympathy to 
the wishes we extend to the Isle of Man at this time. Edwin 
M Clein, Lord Mayor.' 

The loss of life during the TT Festival has also carried 
with it much sorrow and our thoughts and prayers are with 
those equally most closely affected. 

Also, hon. members, our thoughts are with our Chaplain 
on the death of his step-daughter. The address that he so 
ably delivered must have been of considerable support and 
comfort to those family members. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

The Lord Bishop took the prayers. 

Apologies for Absence 

The President: Hon. members, we have apologies for 
absence from the hon. member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe, 
and the hon. member for Garff, Mr Rodan, who are both 
away this morning on departmental business. 

Expressions of Sympathy 

The President: Now, hon. members, considering the 
words of the Bishop during our prayers this morning, since 
our last sitting the Island has been deeply upset at the tragic 
accident that befell the air ambulance en route to Liverpool. 
There will always be a danger associated with flying, but 
the loss of life in an accident to a flight on a mercy mission 
seems doubly poignant. Our sympathy goes to the families 
of all those involved and in particular to the young persons 
who lost both father and mother. (Members: Hear, hear.) 

Hon. members, the close links of our Island and 
Liverpool were shown by the receipt the next day from 

Tribute to the Late Katherine Cowin, 
Former MHK 

The President: Hon. members, last Friday, in company 
with Mr Speaker and with the hon. member for Council, 
Mr Lowey, I attended the funeral of Katherine Elizabeth 
Cowin, former member of the House of Keys for East 
Douglas. She served for the five-year term 1971 to 1976. 
She served on the Local Government Board and the 
Department Board of Education. She was, of course, best 
known throughout the Island as a teacher, and there were 
many ladies who can testify to her skill. Maybe she did 
rule her classes with a rod of iron but her discipline earned 
respect, and many today are grateful that they were taught 
by Katie Cowin. 

Outside of school her particular interest was the theatre, 
and her clear direction and organisation skills were admired 
not only by the members of the Douglas Choral Union but 
those who attended the shows of which she was the 
company producer. The Gaiety Theatre featured large in 
her life and she was to become a founder member of the 
friends, enjoying greatly the restoration which has taken 
place. 

Apologies for Absence 
Expressions of Sympathy 

Tribute to the Late Katherine Cowin, Former MHK 
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Katherine Elizabeth Cowin had a long and accomplished 
life, crowned with the publication of her book 'Alice's 
Story' published at the age of 92. Whilst ostensibly the 
book is the story of her mother, it is a valuable piece of 
social history written with the same clarity and discipline. 

Hon. members, today in this Court I think it is only 
myself and the hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey, who 
recall Katie Cowin's oratory in this chamber. Nevertheless 
I ask that you stand for a few moments to mark with respect 
the passing of a former colleague and a member of the 
House and to remember those bereaved by the accidents I 
earlier referred to. Hon. members. 

The Court stood in silence. 

The President: Thank you, hon. members. 

Welcome to Visitors 

The President: Now, hon. members, on a lighter note 
it is pleasing to advise you that in the Tynwald Public 
Gallery this morning we have children from Michael 
Primary School, from Jurby Community School and from 
Foxdale Primary School, along with six A-level students 
reading politics from King William's College. You are 
welcome to take part and watch our deliberations this 
morning. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

Bills for Signature 

The President: We have three Bills for signature, hon. 
members, and if you are agreeable we will continue with 
our business whilst they are being signed. 

Members: Agreed. 

Papers Laid before the Court 

The President: I call upon the Clerk then to lay papers. 

The Clerk: I lay before the Court: 

Social Security Act 1982 - 
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 9) 
Order 2000 [SD No 205/00] 

Fees and Duties Act 1989 - 
Deeds and Probate Registries (Fees) Order 2000 
[SD No 187/00] 
General Registry (Miscellaneous Fees) Order 2000 
[SD No 186/00] 
Fees and Duties (Government Fees) Order 2000 
[SD No 185/00] 
High Court Fees Order 2000 [SD No 184/00]  

Licensing and Registration of Vehicles Act 1985 -
Trade Licences (Rates of Duty) Order 2000 
[SD No 301/00] 

Road Traffic Act 1985 - 
Goods Vehicles (Plating) (Fees) Regulations 2000 
[SD No 302/00] 

Road Traffic (Public Service Vehicles) Act 1964 -
Public Service Vehicles (Licences and Certificates) 
(Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 2000 
[SD No 303/00] 
Public Service Vehicles (Drivers' and Conductors' 
Licences) (Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 2000 
[SD No 304/00] 

Prevention of Terrorism Act 1990 - 
Prevention of Terrorism (Enforcement of External 
Orders) Order 2000 [SD No 300/00] 

Social Security Act 2000 - 
Social Security Administration Act 1992 
(Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2000 
[SD No 264/00] 
Jobseekers Act 1995 (Application) (Amendment) 
(No. 2) Order 2000 [SD No 265/00] 
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 10) 
Order 2000 [SD No 266/00] 

Pension Schemes Act 1995 - 
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 3) 
Order 2000 [SD No 267/00] 
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 4) 
Order 2000 [SD No 268/00] 

Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 -
Income Support (General) (Isle of Man) 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2000 
[SD No 269/00] 

Cremation Act 1957 - 
Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2000 
[SD No 277/00] 

Local Government Act 1985 - 
Local Authority (Mortgages) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2000 [SD No 237/00] 

Oil Pollution Act 1986 - 
Merchant Shipping (Oil Pollution Preparedness, 
Response and Co-operation Convention) 
Regulations 2000 [SD No 319/00] 
Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Oil Pollution) 
(Amendment) Regulations 2000 [SD No 316/00] 

Agricultural Wages Act 1952 - 
Agricultural Wages Regulations 2000 
[SD No 318/00] 

Fishing Vessels (Financial Assistance) Scheme -
Fishing Vessels (Financial Assistance) Scheme 2000 
[GC No 23/00] 

Welcome to Visitors 
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4/ 	
Sow Slaughter Premium (Amendment) Scheme - 

Sow Slaughter Premium (Amendment) Scheme 
2000 [GC No 25/00] 

Beef Quality (Headage Payment) (Amendment) 
Scheme - 

Beef Quality (Headage Payment) (Amendment) 
Scheme 2000 [GC No 26/00] 

Road Traffic Act 1985 - 
Road Vehicles (Authorisation of Special Types) 
(Dual-purpose touring coaches) Order 2000 
[SD No 226/00] 

Post Office Act 1993 - 
Post Office (Overseas Letter Post) (Amendment) 
Scheme 2000 [SD No 257/00] 
Post Office (Inland Post) (Amendment) Scheme 
2000 [SD No 298/00] 

Currency Act 1992 - 
• Currency (100th Birthday of Her Majesty the Queen 

Mother Crowns) Order 2000 [SD No 236/00] 

Agricultural Wages Act 1952 - 
Agricultural Wages Board Order 2000 
[SD No 317/00] 

Companies Act 1931 - 
Companies (Fees and Duties) Order 2000 
[SD No 1/00] 

Companies Act 1931: Companies (Transfer of Domicile) 
Act 1998 - 

Companies (Transfer of Domicile) (Fees and 
Duties) Order 2000 [SD No 2/00] 

Companies Act 1931: Limited Liability Companies Act 
1996 - 

Limited Liability Companies (Fees and Duties) 
Order 2000 [SD No 5/00] 

• Partnership Act 1909 - 
Partnership (Fees) Rules 2000 [SD No 3/00] 

Child Custody Act 1987 - 
Child Abduction and Custody (Parties to 
Conventions) (Amendment) Order 2000 
[SD No 335/00] 

Air Navigation (No. 2) Order 1995 - 
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Emergency 
Evacuation) Regulations 2000 [SD No 263/00] 
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Emergency 
Evacuation) (Amendment) Regulations 2000 [SD 
No 321/00] 
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Exhibition 
of Flying) Regulations 2000 [SD No 261/00] 
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Tynwald 
Day) Regulations 2000 [SD No 262/00] 

Deep Sea Mining (Temporary Provisions) Act 1981 -
Deep Sea Mining (Temporary Provisions) Act 1981 
(Isle of Man) Order 2000 [SI 2000 No 1112] 

Appointed Day Order - 
Land Registration Acts (Appointed Day) Order 
2000 [SD No 276/00] 

Report - 
Report of the Police Complaints Commissioner for 
the year ended 31st March 2000 

Press and Public Relations Officer —
Attendance at Council of Ministers' 
Meetings — Question by Mr Delaney 

The President: We turn now, hon. members, to the 
question paper and I call upon the hon. member of Council, 
Mr Delaney, to ask the question standing in his name. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Chief 
Minister: 

Is the new press and public relations officer 
authorised to attend all meetings of the Council of Ministers 
and, if so, why? 

The President: I call on the Chief Minister to reply. 

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, the answer to the first 
part of the question is yes. The press and public relations 
officer attends meetings of the Council of Ministers. He 
attends these meetings so that he can keep abreast of 
developments and assist in the drafting of any press releases 
which may result from meetings of the Council, sir. 

Mr Delaney: A supplementary, Mr President. May I 
ask the Chief Minister if he will ensure that this Isle of 
Man Government - and particularly having seen what 
happens on the other island across the water, Mr Blair -
will not become a place where press, public relations 
become the key issues rather than decisions of his Council? 

Mr Gelling: Yes, indeed, Mr President, from the main 
duties of the press officer it was made quite clear that the 
press officer is there to co-ordinate off-Island media and 
to assist departments of government to actually put out 
their press releases when they have something that they 
wish to say. It is in no way going to be in anything like - I 
think the hon. member refers to - spin-doctoring or anything 
in that direction, and certainly the press officer is not there 
to spin anything on behalf of a minister in person, sir. 

Mr Cannell: Yes, Mr President, would the hon. Chief 
Minister not agree with me that the previous similar 
position which this government endorsed foundered for 
just such a reason: that the press officer was not entitled to 
attend what was then Executive Council and that it is 
essential, if we are to bring over the right image of the Isle 
of Man, that he is fully in the picture? 

• Press and Public Relations Officer — Attendance at Council of Ministers' Meetings — Question by Mr Delaney 



Mr Gelling: Mr President, at the January sitting of 
Tynwald the hon. Minister for the Local Government and 
the Environment indicated that he would report back to 
the Court on the progress made on the initiatives identified 
in his department's Housing Policy Review Report 1999. 

I am pleased to be able to confirm to all hon. members 
that a written report will be presented to the July sitting of 
this Court and will include a full list of new-build housing 
projects in hand by the Department of Local Government 
and the Environment and local authorities, an estimate of 
the numbers of housing units anticipated and the dates 
when those units will be available. 

The report will list some 30 new-build housing projects, 
which are at various stages of development, to address the 
housing targets established by the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment. At the same time I am 
aware that the department seeking to acquire an initiative 
of developments of other housing sites around the Island, 
which will contribute to the needs of the later years of that 
programme. 

Therefore, Mr President, I would invite the hon. member 
and the questioner, the hon. member, Mr Karran for 	•  
Onchan, to await the report at the July sitting of Tynwald 
which will indeed address the query that he has raised. 

• 
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Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, I think to get the feel 
of the situation the press officer would need to be there. I 
think it would probably be unusual if he was not there and 
was just given information then ad hoc and he would be 
putting out press releases really without the background 
knowledge. This is what it is all about - trying to get in 
particular off-Island media to spread the good news of the 
Isle of Man in a proper fashion with a professional there 
to guide the departments, sir. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, could the Chief Minister 
advise if this particular role, given the highly privileged 
nature of the role, requires that some sort of confidentiality 
papers or the Official Secrets Act have to be signed given 
the highly sensitive nature of the information they will be 
privy to? 

Mr Gelling: This indeed is in order, Mr President. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, my supplementary is, 
bearing in mind now that a large number of other 
departments have already their own press, the example 
being the hon. member for Council's Department of Health 
and Social Security, where every day virtually press 
releases are coming out, will this officer be heading up all 
the press and public relations for the government 
departments rather than everyone working in isolation and 
possibly giving out wrong stories or different stories? 

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, when the media off-
Island now come through to the Isle of Man they usually 
ask for the press office. Of course we did not have a press 
office, and then they would perhaps be passed on to the 
department or whatever to get some information. Those 
press enquiries will now go to the press officer, who will 
co-ordinate that with the department and also where, such 
as in the hon. member's department which has a press 
officer, they will be able to co-ordinate and allow that press 
officer then to deal with the media, and I have to say that it 
really came home to us when the need to someone to co-
ordinate especially off-Island media came to light when 
we have the terrible tragedy earlier this year and did bring 
on board the Tourist Board's press officer who did an 
excellent job, sir. 

Housing — New Schemes Initiated — 
Question by Mr Karran 

The President: Item 2, hon. members, and I call on the 
hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Chief 
Minister: 

Other than the Harcroft estate, what new housing 
schemes has the government initiated this year? 

The President: Again it is for the Chief Minister to 
reply. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the 
Chief Minister not agree that it is rather dangerous for one 
to have to wait until July as then we go into recess and 
then there is three or four more months gone without this 
housing crisis being addressed by the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment? Can the Chief Minister 
inform this hon. Court, as we have got two hundred-odd 
applications for the first-time buyers at Harcroft, will he 
be looking towards using some of the other land such as at 
Cronk Grianagh and other sites to develop some more first-
time buyers houses, and will he be making some sort of 
announcement on those sorts of points in July or do we 
have to put some sort of motion down? 

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, again I only say to the 
hon. member that if we waited until July we will have all 
the facts, but we have gleaned out of that report, which is 
now coming to its final stages and he mentions Cronk 
Grianagh - that is actually on the list. I have a list here of 
other places in Andreas, Foxdale, Bride, Jurby, Braddan, 
Castletown and the Ramsey triangle site and so on, but I 
think it would be wrong of me to try and develop that 
because the report will be able to go into more detail from 
the department next month, sir. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister, in 
viewing my proposal for a private member's Bill on 
bringing in certain areas of land for development, give us 
an idea whether his Council of Ministers will support the 
leave to introduce of my proposal, or will the hon. Chief 
Minister use the dead hand of the executive in order to 
make sure that no-one else can try and solve this horrendous 
problem at the moment. 

The President: Hon. member, I do not wish to get into 
policy, but the Chief Minister can reply. 

• 

Housing — New Schemes Initiated — Question by Mr Karran • 
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• Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, I think I would like to 
reassure the hon. member and all members of this hon. 
Court that Council and the department are concerned about 
housing. I would suggest that therefore, if the report from 
the department is so imminent that we will have it next 
month, it will actually be in the hands of the hon. member 
probably within the next week or 10 days because it has to 

• be submitted in time for the July Tynwald. I would say 
that after reading that report it would be the time when he 
will have to make his decision as to whether his private 

• member's Bill might be helpful or otherwise, sir. 

HRH The Prince of Wales — 
Cost of Attendance on Tynwald Day —

Question by Mr Karran 

The President: Item 3, hon. members, and again I call 
on the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran. 

•
Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the the Chief 

Minister: 

What is the estimated additional cost to Manx public 
funds of HRH The Prince of Wales presiding at Tynwald 
at St John's on Tynwald Day? 

The President: Again it is for the Chief Minister to 
reply. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I am not in a position in 
advance of the visit to provide members with a definitive 
estimate of the likely cost of the visit of HRH The Prince 
of Wales. Obviously there is a police cost involved, but 
because the police plans are both flexible and classified, I 
am not in possession of a figure for their costs. 

As regards other estimated costs, these amount to 
£133,480. However, I should qualify that figure by saying 
that, firstly, £57,000 of that cost is for additional pedestrian 
crash barriers which will have an ongoing use, so that cost 
is not exclusively attributable to the visit; and secondly a 

• significant element of the remainder is attributable to the 
cost of bringing a contingent of the Household Cavalry to 
the Island to enhance the visit and the Tynwald Ceremony 
of 2000. 

The President: I call on HM Attorney-General to reply. 

The Attorney-General: Thank you, Mr President. The 
general rule is that a court order must be served on the 
relevant person before it can be effective. If, therefore, a 
defendant is ordered to deliver up goods to a plaintiff, the 
plaintiff must arrange for the court order to be served on 
the defendant, and this is usually by way of personal service 
by the coroner. If the defendant's whereabouts are 
unknown, then necessarily the order cannot be served in 
the usual way and the plaintiff will be unable to enforce 
the court order unless the court allows the order to be served 
by what is known as substituted service on the defendant's 
last known residence or place of business or upon the 
defendant's advocates or perhaps by advertisement. 

In the ordinary way, therefore, Mr President, a person 
who cannot serve the court order will be without a remedy 
in law. 

Mr Cannell: A supplementary, Mr President, if I may. 
May I ask the learned Attorney-General what option there 
is for persons who are treated in this fashion to gain a degree 
of reciprocity with people who reside outside of the 
jurisdiction, i.e. the UK, where their residence there might 
be transmitted to those who would have to serve such 
papers? 

The Attorney-General: I am not quite sure, Mr 
President, of the import of the hon. member's question. I 
can say that there is a system of reciprocal enforcement of 
judgments in the High Court between the Island and the 
UK. I am not sure if that is the point the hon. member is 
concerned about. 

Mr Cannell: Yes. 

Bovis Lend Lease Ltd — 
Jackie Maye (Isle of Man) Ltd — 

Intention to Prosecute re Work Permits 

The President: We turn then, hon. members, to item 5 
on the order paper. This time I call on the hon. member for 
Douglas East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask HM Attorney-General: 

Court Order — Repossession of Goods —
Enforcement — Question by Mr Cannell 

The President: Item 4, hon. members, and I call on the 
hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell. 

Mr Cannell: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I beg leave 
to ask HM Attorney-General: 

What remedy is available to a person who has a 
court order for the repossession of goods from a person 
whose whereabouts are unknown? 

Do you intend to prosecute Bovis Lend Lease Ltd 
and J Maye (IOM) Ltd for failure to comply with statutory 
requirements to obtain work permits for persons employed 
on the construction of the new hospital? 

The President: Again the Attorney-General to reply. 

The Attorney-General: Yes, thank you, Mr President. 
In answer to the question raised by the hon. member, on 
the basis of the facts presently known to me there are no 
grounds for prosecuting either or both of Bovis Lend Lease 
Ltd and J Maye (IOM) Ltd, the correct name of which I 

HRH The Prince of Wales — Cost of Attendance on Tynwald Day — Question by Mr Karran 
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believe is Jackie Maye (Isle of Man) Ltd, for alleged failure 
to comply with statutory requirements to obtain work 
permits for persons employed on the construction of the 
new hospital. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, would the Attorney-
General wish to confirm that the Works Permit Committee 
did pursue an investigation and made a recommendation 
to the good offices of the learned Attorney-General for 
prosecutions to be made in respect of 23 work permits 
which were required and were not obtained by 23 
individuals working on the hospital sites? Can he confirm 
that, please? 

The Attorney-General: Mr President, I am pleased to 
confirm that my chambers did look most carefully at a set 
of instructions that was given to my chambers by the Work 
Permits Committee and, those investigations having been 
carried out, it was recommended that no prosecution should 
be made. 

Mr Delaney: If I may, Mr President - is the learned 
Attorney saying that, under the clear cut case that seems 
to be the situation on this Island, over two dozen work 
permit people who should have had work permits did not 
have them and there is no intention, therefore, to prosecute 
people who do not get work permits to work in the Isle of 
Man? 

The Attorney-General: Mr President, that would not 
be a correct analysis of what I have said to the hon. Court. 
The question that was put to me was whether or not there 
were grounds for prosecuting either of the two companies 
which are referred to in the question. There are often many 
factors that have to be taken into account before a 
prosecution is authorised and of course, in respect of the 
work permit legislation, no prosecution can be instituted 
without my consent. I can assure the hon. Court that all 
questions of such prosecutions are dealt with with the 
greatest of care and I am quite convinced in my own mind 
that it was not appropriate to prosecute in this particular 
case. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, could I ask the learned 
Attorney how many prosecutions he has taken on for people 
not obtaining work permits during the last 12 months? 

The Attorney-General: Mr President, I cannot give 
that information precisely. What I can say is that I have 
authorised the prosecution of individuals for not obtaining 
work permits in appropriate cases, and that has been done 
within the recent past. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, my final question to the 
learned Attorney: given that there were approximately 23 
work permit breaches in relation to this matter, can he 
please advise what is the reason that he is not 
recommending prosecution? Could he give us a good 
reason for not taking it forward? 

Mr Brown: A legal one. 

The Attorney-General: Mr President, the decision as 
to whether or not I prosecute is mine alone (A Member: 
Hear, hear.) and I do not think it is appropriate for me to 
reveal the circumstances which I took into account. 

Mr Brown: Hear, hear. 

Michael Primary School —
Extension and Refurbishment —

Question by the Speaker 

The President: Item 6, hon. members, and I call upon 
the hon. member for Michael, Mr Speaker. 

The Speaker: Mr President, I ask a member for 
Education: 

When do you expect construction to commence on 
the extension and refurbishment of Michael Primary 
School? 

The President: I call upon a member of the Department 
of Education, the hon. member of Council, Dr Mann, to 
reply. 

Dr Mann: Mr President, in answering this question I 
would like to add my welcome to the children of the various 
schools sitting in the public gallery. We do attach 
considerable importance to their interest in the actions of 
this Court and in particular, of course, on this occasion the 
school which is the subject of the question. 

First, let me clarify that Michael Primary School is to 
be extended but not refurbished. Plans for the extension 
were begun in November 1999 and the design process 
continues to take place until July this year. When the design 
process is complete the building contractor will be selected 
through the tendering process. Once the costs have been 
finalised, Tynwald's approval will be sought to vote the 
money so that construction may begin. 

It is anticipated that construction will begin on the site 
in the last week of October 2000 and will continue for a 
period of nine months, with completion in July 2001. The 
extensions will consist of a sports hall with a store room 
and changing areas, a community hall with its own servery, 
two additional classrooms and a shared activity area and a 
library. In total the extensions will add over 680 square 
metres of floor area to the school and will more than double 
the size of the school. The sports hall, which will be 187 
square metres of the new floor area, will be constructed 
with a structural steel frame with a skin of facing bricks 
on the outside and on the inside. The whole extension will 
be finished with facing bricks and have concrete roof tiles 
to match the existing ones. Some work will be needed to 
the boiler house to make it capable of providing heat to 
the extra rooms and those enabling works will be completed 
during the summer holidays. Access to the extensions at 
the rear of the school will be by a covered area and during 
construction the building contractors will have a temporary 
access point onto the school site so as to minimise 
disruption to the school. 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for the 
Department of Education for his statement and 
enlightenment and I am also pleased that the children of 
Kirk Michael School who will benefit from this extension 
are here to hear the statement. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the member for the 
Department of Education tell us, will there be a different 
priority with the Ofsted inspections? Will this affect the 
refurbishment programme of schools in the future? 

Dr Mann: I gather the hon. member is referring to the 
programme of Ofsted inspections. If during Ofsted 
inspections the structure or function of a school building 
is made a subject of criticism, obviously the department 
will take that into account in its programme. 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, could I ask the member of 
the department, does the Department of Education still have 
a programme for the replacement of the many mobile 
classrooms which exist around many schools in areas 
where there have been large population increases in the 
last several years, and are they still committed to doing 
something to reduce these numbers of mobile classrooms? 

The President: Hon. members, the question refers to 
Michael Primary School; whilst I will permit this, I am 
not permitting to go round every school on the Island. Dr 
Mann. 

Dr Mann: I am interested to answer that supplementary. 
We are obviously very aware of the fact that we have a 
large number of temporary classrooms in place. Many of 
these have been in place for a long number of years. Firstly 
it emphasises that our capital programme of school building 
is not large enough and we need a very large programme 
to actually overcome the backlog, but in the meantime we 
are trying to replace some of those that are deteriorating 
and hope to replace others with permanent structures in 
the coming months anyway. 

Education — 
Flying-In of UK Supply Teachers — 

Question by Mr Cannell 

The President: Item 7, hon. members, and I call on the 
hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell. 

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask a member for Education: 

Does your department intend to fly UK agency-
registered supply teachers to the Island on a weekly basis? 

The President: Again, Dr Mann to reply. 

Dr Mann: I can assure the hon. member that it is not 
the intention of this department to fly UK agency-registered 
supply teachers to the Island on a weekly basis. 

Mr Cannell: A supplementary, if I may, Mr President. 
Could the member for Education confirm that such a step 
was considered and would he recognise that there is a 
teacher recruitment crisis in the Isle of Man? 

Dr Mann: As far as I am aware, unless it was during 
the two or three weeks when I was on a fixed sabbatical, 
that matter has never been considered by the department. 
It may have been considered by others, but not by the 
department. 

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, could the member for 
Education answer whether or not this issue of a shortage 
of supply teachers has been raised by the Joint Teaching 
Associations for the last two years, and has the department 
accepted that there is a difficulty employing the correct 
number of supply teachers for our needs? 

Dr Mann: I can confirm exactly what the hon. member 
has said. Obviously the department is conscious of 
difficulties, the main reason being that because we have 
been recruiting large numbers of teachers in the last few 
years we are actually absorbing the existing pool of supply 
teachers in the Island, and of course we need a wide 
variation in their subject teaching. As for primary schools, 
we are advancing the reappointment or the new 
appointment of primary school teachers which used to be 
on an annual basis; we are now doing them on an immediate 
basis and recruiting on an immediate basis, and we are 
currently investigating a full-time group whose sole 
purpose will be locum as we would describe it - locum 
supply teaching round the Island. That is a proposal that is 
currently, or will be shortly, before the Treasury. 

Quine's Corner and Steam Railway Station, 
Douglas — Operation of Traffic Lights —

Question by Mr Cannell 

The President: Question 8, hon. members. I call on 
the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell. 

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Transport: 

Are you satisfied with the operation of the traffic 
lights in the Quine's Corner and Steam Railway Station 
areas of Douglas? 

The President: I call on the Minister for Transport, the 
hon. member for Castletown, Mr Brown, to reply. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. In response to 
the question I think it would be helpful to just give a little 
bit of background so that the hon. member and the members 
of this Court are aware of the situation. 

As part of the Tesco store planning approval a new set 
of traffic lights was required to be installed at Bank's 
Circus. The operational brief for these signals in relation 
to timings linking with signals at Athol Street and Quine's 
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Corner and vehicle-type movements was set by my 
department and forwarded to the Tesco management. As 
part of the construction of the store the signals were 
designed by Tesco's traffic consultants, Pinnacle 
Transportation, and installed by Tesco's contractors. All 
costs involved in providing the signals and associated 
highway works are borne by Tesco. However, due to an 
incorrect microchip being installed due to incorrect design 
it was found that the essential timing link to the other sets 
nearby at Athol Street and Quine's Corner was not 
operational on the date of commissioning the new lights 
on 11th May 2000. 

Attempts were made to provide a temporary linking 
system but this proved unworkable and alterations were 
made to the maximum green times to compensate as much 
as possible for the missing co-ordination of the three sets 
of signals until the matter could be rectified. The 
department has advised Tesco's traffic consultants that the 
present situation is unacceptable and have advised them 
that the problems associated with the new traffic lights 
must be rectified urgently. 

I can therefore confirm that my department is not 
satisfied with the operation of the new traffic lights (Mr 
Delaney: Hear, hear.) installed by Tesco's and we have 
made it clear that we will not accept the transfer of 
responsibility and ownership of the lights until they operate 
satisfactorily. Thank you. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, a supplementary too in 
actual fact, if I may. Bearing in mind the problem that has 
been created for the minister and his officers and for the 
general public who experience so long delays to get down 
there even if they want not to go to that store, would the 
minister, bearing in mind the problem that he has outlined 
and in the knowledge that the buses are shortly to go to 
that area to commence their trips, ensure at least within 
the shortest period of time that the traffic system, whether 
Tesco pays for it or not, is put right so the Manx travelling 
public (Two Members: Hear, hear.) can get on with their 
travelling job? 

Mr Brown: Mr President, the difficulty is that of course 
the controls that operate the sequence of the lights are 
microchips and they have to be manufactured in the United 
Kingdom specifically for the lights so they can actually 
work together with other lights and unfortunately, as I said 
in my response, due to a design error by Tesco's traffic 
consultants the chip that was installed was not able to deal 
with the situation we have, and unfortunately it is creating 
inconvenience for the travelling public. However, my 
department has made representation to them and we have 
asked that this matter be rectified as quickly as possible. 
They are, I understand, manufacturing a new chip, or new 
electronic components, which will in fact rectify the 
situation. The department will, of course, continue to 
monitor the situation and will look to see whether anything 
else is required to be done to ease the traffic flow problems. 

I can advise the hon. member that a couple of weeks 
ago I did ask our people also to look at the situation at the 
top of Station Hill to see what can be done in terms of 
road markings to give a clear indication that people have 
to actually pull over to the left hand side - 

Mr Delaney: Well done! 

Mr Brown: - if they wish to go straight on as against 
people going straight across as they have been used to, 
which then takes them into the Tesco lane and has been 
causing problems. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, may I ask the hon. Minister 
for Transport, who is actually running the highways of the 
Isle of Man? (Laughter) Is it his department or is it Tesco? 
In my opinion Tesco may be very able at selling chips, but 
clearly they have not got much idea about microchips for 
traffic lights! 

Mr Houghton: The Minister for Tesco to reply. 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, it is all right the hon. member 
saying what he said; clearly the responsibility for the 
highways of the Isle of Man rests with myself and my 
department. I have no problem with that. I think, if it had 
been up to my department, there would have been no new 
bus station down at that area and there would be no Tesco 
down at that area because (Mr Houghton and another 
Member: Hear, hear.) the access point is not ideal and 
everybody who uses that area knows that. However, 
planning applications were submitted and certain 
conditions were applied by the planners which required 
these lights to be installed. I have to say that my department 
in its responsibility is ensuring that the lights are what we 
require to ensure the best traffic flow possible under the 
circumstances that we have on what is an important 
junction. I would also say to the hon. member, of course, 
we have been conscious that one of our major proposals, 
which will be on the agenda later, is in fact to improve the 
South Quay area. We have already built a new bridge into 
Douglas and, once all that has improved, access into 
Douglas will be far easier from that side of the Island. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, would the hon. Minister 
for Transport confirm that when he speaks of the relocation 
of the bus depot to Bank's Circus, one of the difficulties is 
that those buses are unable to exit that facility to turn right 
across the stone bridge? 

Mr Brown: I am not really clear what the hon. member 
is making, except I would say my understanding was that 
it was only ever envisaged that the buses would go in and 
out of Douglas along the North Quay and, even when the 
improvements are made in the longer term and hopefully 
partial pedestrianisation of part of North Quay, the buses 
will continue to go straight across and through Quine's 
Corner into Lord Street to get onto their bus routes. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, bearing in mind the sad 
tale we have heard - and the minister is only too well aware 
of the delays that the general public are feeling - the 
question I asked, my supplementary, was in relation to the 
buses which are yet to go into the depot adjacent to this 
so-called store. Can the minister tell us, bearing in mind 
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• the number of vehicles that have got to access that road, 
what improvements will be made even when this chip is 
installed to make sure thosee buses keep to their schedules? 

Mr Brown: Mr President, I can advise the hon. member 
that in determining the criterion that was required by my 
department for Tesco's when they installed the lights at 
their cost and not at the taxpayer's cost, we took into 
account all the traffic movements envisaged in relation to 
the buses and to people going to the Tesco store. There is 
no doubt that because of the change of development in 
that area there is a substantial increase in traffic movements 
now going to be in that area. However, the chip and the 
electronics that should be amended to meet the criteria 
that we put forward should in fact be able to deal with 
that, and I can advise it is hoped that the new electronic 
equipment will be installed within the next few weeks so 
hopefully the issue will be resolved, but I can assure the 
hon. member, within the limitations that we have on these 
junctions, my department will be, and is, looking to see 
what action if any we can take to ensure that the public are 
clearly advised which lane to get into and how to get down 
to the areas they require. After that, of course, it is up to 
the sequence of traffic lights as to whether or not delays 
happen, but I can advise that I understand that the bus 
movements have been taken into account in response to 
the development of the requirements for that junction. 

Bus Station, Douglas — Redevelopment —
Question by Mr Karran 

The President: Question 9, hon. members. The hon. 
member for Onchan, Mr Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Minister for 
Local Government and the Environment: 

(1) Does your department intend to redevelop the bus 
station site in Douglas; and 

• 
(2) if so, when? 

The President: I call on the hon. member Mr Gilbey, 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the answer is yes indeed. 
The department is extremely keen to do so and is currently 
progressing the detailed brief for the development of the 
Lord Street bus station site in Douglas following a lengthy 
consultation with the various public bodies who have an 
interest in the site. Following completion of this brief the 
department will be seeking the selection of an appropriate 
developer to assist in the development of proposals and 
obtain all necessary consents to enable the project to 
proceed. Our current programme would seek to submit a 
planning application before the end of this year to enable 
work to start on site approximately 12 months later. 

In view of the hon. member's correct interest in housing, 
he will be interested to know that the brief will contain  

plans for 30 units of sheltered housing and 20 apartments, 
but those apartments will not be for first-time buyers, but 
it does mean 50 more housing units plus a public square, 
modern bus stop facilities, associated car parking and some 
small shop units. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I thank the minister for this 
good news. Would the minister not say whether the 20 
units will be for local authority use or for the private sector? 
I would be interested to know. And will this be part of the 
package in July as far as the housing review is concerned, 
Eaghtyrane? 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, it ought to be mentioned in 
the housing review. As it is sheltered accommodation I 
would envisage it being run by the public sector and not 
by the private sector. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, I wonder if the minister 
could advise the Court today whether there is still a 
commitment to involve in the development of this site the 
former owners of the site. Douglas Corporation, and if it 
is envisaged that the housing units will come under their 
responsibility and eventually come under part of their 
housing stock, as will the proposed town square and other 
environmental improvements to the area. Is this a 
partnership between the corporation and his department? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, as I mentioned, Mr President, the 
proposals have been reached after lengthy consultation with 
the various public bodies, and any public sector housing 
in Douglas to the best of my knowledge has always been, 
is and will be run by Douglas Corporation. I cannot think 
of any Department of Local Government houses in the 
Douglas borough. 

Mr Delaney: Could I ask the minister, Mr President, 
if, bearing in mind the success of the York Road 
development, we can look forward to something similar 
in this area, designed and constructed under the auspices 
of Douglas Corporation very successfully? 

Mr Duggan: Hear, hear. 

Mr Cannell: The only successful thing they have ever 
done. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I would hope that it will be 
very successful. When you say 'similar', I cannot, as the 
plans have not been drawn up yet, say how similar it will 
be, but our aim is to have very high standard sheltered 
accommodation everywhere in the Island and I think that 
recently opened by the department at St John's is a very 
good example. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would beg to ask a 
supplementary. Would the minister just clarify: if the 30 
units are not going to be for sheltered accommodation are 
they going to be in the public or in the private sector, and 
will there be account taken as far as providing some 
disabled housing in this area for those with chronic access 
problems? Will he take that on board? 

• 
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Mr Gilbey: I think I could not have made it clear 
enough, Mr President. The sheltered housing will be 
approximately 30 units and apartments, but not for first-
time buyers approximately 20 units. Regarding those for 
the physically disabled, I think it is too early in the planning 
stage to say whether any will be specially designed or not, 
but I think I can say as a good example that the doors in 
the bungalows at St John's were made especially wide so 
that people in wheelchairs et cetera could get through them. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, a supplementary, if I may, 
to the hon. minister for the department. Could I request 
that in the interim period his department attempts to allay 
the fears which are expressed that the entire area is to be 
closed down and will deprive the bus travellers of the toilet 
facilities there, which are looking pretty shabby. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I am afraid I cannot comment 
on that, but I am sure that in the plan either alternative 
toilets will be provided or those will be left as long as 
possible. I am afraid I cannot go into the precise details 
like that at this stage. 

Braddan Local Plan — Zoning of Land — 
Question by Mr Karran 

The President: Question 10, hon. members. Again I 
call on the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Minister for 
Local Government and the Environment: 

(1) Has the Department of Transport been consulted 
on the zoning of land for development in the 
Braddan Local Plan; and 

(2) will the rezoning of land in the Braddan Local Plan 
have any potential financial gain for the elected 
members or employees of either your department 
or of the Braddan Commissioners? 

The President: Again the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, in accordance with the 
procedures which have been established by this hon. Court, 
the Department of Local Government and the Environment 
has embarked upon the first stage of a consultation exercise 
designed to establish an area plan for the parish of Braddan. 
In accordance with the usual practice all interested parties 
have been invited to make representations to the department 
in relation to the issues and options document. Naturally, 
other government departments have also been consulted 
and given the opportunity to make representations, which 
will be considered before the draft development order is 
produced for yet further public consultation. 

As the hon. member has made particular reference to 
the Department of Transport I can categorically confirm 
that both the highways and the drainage divisions of that  

department have been fully consulted, as indeed they are 
on all planning matters. 

I must say that I am puzzled by the second part of the 
hon. member's question. By its very nature, the zoning or 
rezoning of land can have an impact on the value of that 
land, but whether or not someone benefits as a result of 
such zoning is not - and I stress, not - a planning issue and 
cannot and should not be considered by the department. 
Quite frankly I have no way of knowing whether any 
elected members or employees might be directly affected 
by whatever zonings are eventually agreed and I consider 
that such matters are quite irrelevant for the proper 
development of land within the Island. However, I do 
understand that the Chairman of Braddan Commissioners 
has stated that none of his commissioners or employees 
would be affected. However, I would like to stress this: 
anyone connected with the decision-making process who 
found that they had an interest would be bound to declare 
that interest and take no further part in the decision-making 
process, as is standard practice throughout the whole of 
government and hopefully the local authorities. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the 
minister confirm, then, that the Department of Transport 
are not party to adding the previously proposed flyover as 
being used as a Trojan horse as far as any proposed 
development within the plan? Would the minister also 
inform this hon. Court what sort of fines are involved if 
any party contravenes their position of privilege as far as 
being into this when allowing for the fact that a piece of 
agricultural land is worth £2,000 an acre and it is worth 
£250,000 an acre if it gets planning permission? Does it 
cover the financial costs of the increased value as far as 
any fine is concerned and does it not mean that it is really 
academic? 

Mr Gilbey: I really cannot comment on this Trojan 
horse point, Mr President. However, regarding the fines 
indeed I did not come equipped with a list of fines or 
whether imprisonment applies, because I hope there would 
be a standard of behaviour that everyone in this hon. Court 
and the members of the civil service would adhere to and 
I would also expect it to be adhered to by the commissioners 
and their employees. I think, in the case of commissioners, 
if they misbehave they can be debarred from continuing 
as commissioners. I should think that this hon. Court also 
could have sanctions against any hon. member who 
behaved in such an improper way but I do not envisage 
this happening. I would hope that people would behave as 
we expect them to behave, and that is with honour and 
integrity. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister investigate 
some sort of declaration as far as all local plans are 
concerned with the bodies that have involvement in the 
final decision-making of those plans, allowing for the vast 
amount of money that can be increased on one's land as 
far as this is concerned? Would the minister not agree that 
we need to make sure that people can have full confidence 
as far as that is concerned, and can the minister assure this 
hon. Court that there have been no deals made to allow for 
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• certain areas to get developed in order that we can then 
push through a flyover, which has been proposed in the 
past? 

Mr Brown: You can give that undertaking, Walter. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I am glad to hear from my 
hon. colleague and friend, the hon. member for Castletown, 
that I can certainly give that undertaking that no such deal 
has been entered into at all. 

Regarding this thing of people signing documents as to 
their integrity, where do we begin and end? I agree with 
the hon. member that the increase in the value of land can 
be substantial if planning permission is given but also we 
can think of other things in business deals, in grants by 
government - you can go on and on and on, and I prefer to 
accept that the majority of people are honest and 
honourable and that if they are caught out not being they 
will be dealt with appropriately, but I would also say it 
does seem to me that the hon. member, the way he is going 
on, must feel there is something improper going on; if there 

• is, would he please tell my department with the fullest 
details so it can be examined - 

Mr Brown: And mine! 

Mr Gilbey: - and the Department of Transport too, and 
I would say that to everyone: if they believe there is any 
impropriety it should be reported and dealt with and some 
of these things are criminal offences and I am very glad to 
see the Chief Constable nodding at that and he is here to 
hear that. 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

Waste Management Board 
— Establishment of —

Question by Mrs Cannell 

The President: Question 11, the hon. member for 
• Douglas East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment: 

(1) Do you intend to establish a waste management 
board and, if so, when; 

(2) what will be its remit; and 

(3) who will be represented on the board? 

The President: The Minister for Local Government and 
the Environment to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the answer to the first part 
of the hon. member's question is that it is proposed to 
establish a waste management board with effect from 1st 

April 2002, but this will not be the responsibility of the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment. 
That will ensure that the board is operational at least nine 
months before the energy-to-waste incinerator would be 
fully commissioned. It will be a matter for the Council of 
Ministers to establish the board, but I can confirm that the 
Council of Ministers have already given approval in 
principle to this arrangement. 

So far as the second part of the hon. member's question 
is concerned, the remit of this new board will be determined 
by the Council of Ministers. The Department of Local 
Government and the Environment intends to submit 
suggestions for consideration by the Council of Ministers 
in due course but it will be for the Council of Ministers to 
decide on these matters. 

In light of what I have just said, the hon. member will 
no doubt understand that I cannot answer the third part of 
her question, except to say that so far as I am aware no 
decision has been made by the Council of Ministers on 
this matter as yet. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I thank the hon. minister 
for his reply, but would he not agree with me that it would 
be prudent to have in place this waste management board 
before the commencement of any contractual agreement 
with an incinerator operator? 

Mr Gilbey: I do not see any reason for that at all, and 
indeed I think it would be a great mistake to have gone 
ahead forming this board with additional expense et cetera 
before we know exactly what is going to happen regarding 
the incinerator because, as the hon. member and others 
want to stop it, we would be very stupid to commit 
ourselves to things that might not be required. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I again thank the hon. 
minister, but would he not agree with me that it is desirable 
for the Isle of Man to have a waste management board 
irrespective of what (Some Members: Hear, hear.) type 
of process is introduced into the Isle of Man for dealing 
with waste matters? But further to that, is the minister aware 
of the advice that was submitted to the 1998 planning 
inquiry which was provided by a senior officer of his 
department in respect of the contract arrangement being 
between the Waste Management Board and the incinerator 
operator, and that his senior officer said it is Isle of Man 
Government policy that a private company with a proven 
successful track record should be awarded the contract to 
operate the energy from waste facility, and that contract 
will be between the operating company and the Waste 
Management Board? Is he aware of that and does he have 
difficulty with that, and does he agree with me that, in 
view of his answer given this morning, there is a distinct 
change of direction in respect of the evidence submitted 
two years ago? 

Mr Gilbey: Unfortunately, as is often the case, Mr 
President, I do not agree with the hon. lady on this matter 
or - 

Several Members: With the hon. member! 
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Mr Gilbey: - on many other matters. 

A Member: A matter of principle. 

Mr Gilbey: I do not see any inconsistency in this at all. 
It is perfectly true that the contract will be with the Waste 
Management Board because the contract will be transferred 
to them. Initially it will, of course, be with the Department 
of Local Government but there is clear provision in it for 
it to be transferred, so it is when the operation starts which 
is what really matters, and before it starts it will be between 
the operator and the Waste Management Board so I see no 
inconsistency; I see no problem; I believe the whole matter 
is being dealt with in a sensible and logical manner. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, could the hon. minister 
advise the Court today whether the Ballacallow Liaison 
Committee is still in being? And also, is the department 
still having regular meetings with its recycling forum, and 
is it not true that the department wish to extend recycling 
and in fact have a planning application in at the moment 
for land down in the south of the Island for making 
compost? 

Mr Gilbey: Indeed, the hon. member is totally right. 
These bodies he has referred to are still in being, they are 
active. It is absolutely right, we are very keen on recycling, 
as I have said, almost like a gramophone record going on 
forever, and it is absolutely correct that we have plans put 
in for planning application for a composting site at the 
civic amenity site in the south of the Island which we think 
will take over 5,000 tonnes of green material a year and 
which we hope will be operational within 12 months. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
not agree with me that it has been confirmed within the 
Council of Ministers and with the rest of the parliament 
here that the Department of Trade and Industry will be 
responsible for the establishment of the Waste Management 
Board and, if he agrees with me in that, would he further 
not agree or concede that it should be the Department of 
Trade and Industry that is having input by way of making 
suggestions on the membership and the remit of the board 
to the Council of Ministers and not his department? 

Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: I again do not agree with the hon. lady - 

Mrs Cannell: Member! 

Mr Gilbey: - but that is not very surprising, and in fact 
it is quite correct - 

Mr Cretney: Member! 

Mr Gilbey: - when it is going the Waste Management 
Board will be responsible to the Department of Trade and 
Industry. There is no problem with that because that is not 
any hindrance to the contract between the commercial 
operator, which will be transferred to that board. Of course  

the Department of Trade and Industry will have an input 
to this but, more important, as I have made very clear, the 
Council of Ministers on which the Minister of Trade and 
Industry obviously serves will make these decisions. It will 
not be either department; it will be made by the Council of 
Ministers, bearing in mind the widest interests of the Island. 

Mr Lowey: Mr President, in reply would the hon. 
minister, although he says it will not be his department 
that will set it up but that the Council of Ministers will set 
it up, confirm that this Waste Management Board will 
consist of local authority representation or is it to be run 
as a business with a profit motive or as a service with a 
public subvention, i.e. a subsidy? 

Mr Gilbey: I cannot at this stage say who will comprise 
it, whether it will be comprised by local authority 
representatives, government representatives, private 
industry representatives or a mixture of all three. It would 
seem to me off the cuff that it would probably be best to 
have a balance of all three, but again, I stress, this is not a 
matter that has been decided; it is a matter which will be 
carefully considered inview of all representations, and I 
suggest that those who have views on this matter should 
write in with them and they will be considered. Suggestions 
will be put by different bodies to the Council of Ministers, 
which will make the final decision. 

Car Insurance Premiums — Increase — 
Question by Mr Delaney 

The President: Question 12, hon. members, and I call 
on the hon. member of Council, Mr Delaney. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Home Affairs: 

Are you aware of the 25 per cent to 40 per cent 
increase in car insurance premiums for Manx residents, 
apparently imposed as a result of a significant increase in 
claims from the Island arising from crimes relating to cars? 

The President: I call on the Minister for Home Affairs, 
the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Bell, to reply. 

Mr Bell: Mr President, as far as I am aware, this increase 
of the order of 25 to 40 per cent in car insurance premiums 
is being imposed by one firm only. This firm has not 
increased its premiums for the last four years and indeed 
has reduced many of its premiums over that same timescale. 
As a result of that commercial decision they have sustained 
heavy losses for the last two years. The managing director 
of the company concerned, when interviewed on Manx 
Radio on Friday evening, stated that the increase in car 
crime was a very minor factor in the decision to increase 
premiums. Of greater importance was the number and type 
of claim they were receiving. 

Nevertheless, I am pleased to give the figures of the 
reported vehicle crimes for the previous four years. These 
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are: 1996-97, 924; 1997-98, 870; 1998-99, 918; and 1999-
2000, 1,127. The figures for the year ended 31st March 
2000 are some 22 per cent higher than the previous year, 
but this has coincided with a major police initiative which 
began on 1st July 1999 to encourage the public to report 
all crime, no matter how trivial. It was anticipated that this 
campaign would result in increases in reported crime of 
approximately 20 per cent. 

The number of reported road traffic accidents has 
increased from 848 in 1996-97 to 1,034 in 1999-2000, an 
increase of almost 22 per cent also. By its very nature 
vehicle crime is difficult to prevent or detect. One drunken 
person on the way home from a night out can cause damage 
to a considerable number of vehicles merely by dragging 
a coin or a key along them, but unless someone actually 
witnesses such events it is virtually impossible to know 
who has done the damage. The police actively encourage 
crime prevention and work closely with the neighbourhood 
watch schemes. It is only by this active involvement of 
the community that we can hope to reduce this type of 
mindless vandalism, which costs each of us both in terms 
of aggravation and increased premiums. 

The 2000-01 policing plan aims to achieve a 5 per cent 
reduction in both the number of crimes committed and the 
number of road traffic accidents, and the constabulary have 
highlighted in the plan a proactive approach to traffic 
management and crime reduction. 

Mr Delaney: I thank the minister for his straightforward 
reply. Could I ask the minister, bearing in mind that I have 
read the latest reports - and I know there is one due from 
the police - over the last four years that he would dispute 
clearly, as he has done, and ask that people, when they are 
claiming for the situation for crime in the Isle of Man, do 
not use it as excuses to justify in part huge increases from 
25 to 40 per cent on cost to the public? 

Mr Bell: Mr President, yes, I would entirely agree with 
the hon. questioner. I think it is very tenuous for any 
company such as this to claim that the rise in vehicle crime 
on the Island was responsible for this very considerable 
hike in the premiums being charged to clients. Although, 
as I have said, there has been an increase in the number of 
crimes reported, it is directly as a result of the efforts being 
put in by the police at the moment to urge all members of 
the community to report every crime to them no matter 
how trivial, and a lot of them are very trivial cases although, 
I accept, very aggravating when they happen, and therefore 
the insurance content of many of these reported incidents 
really would be quite minimal if claimed on at all. 

New General Hospital — Remedial Works —
Question by Mr Delaney 

The President: Item 13, again I call on the hon. member 
of the Council, Mr Delaney. 

Mr Delaney: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health 
and Social Security: 

( I) Has any work on the new hospital required remedial 
action after completion; and 

(2) if so, what? 

The President: On this occasion I call on the Minister 
for Health and Social Security, Mrs Christian, to reply. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, several works package 
contractors have completed their works, and normal 
snagging or remedial works have been undertaken by those 
contractors. 

Mr Delaney: Bearing in mind the actual question - 'Has 
any work on the new hospital required remedial action 
after completion; and if so, what?' - could the minister tell 
me if the contractors who have finished the work or works 
that have finished, it has been necessary to go back and, 
for example, drill up any of the concrete that was previously 
laid? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I do not have the detail 
of the remedial works that have been carried out. 

Mr Delaney: The answer is you do not know. 

Mrs Christian: The answer is, Mr President, that I am 
advised by those who are responsible for supervising the 
construction of the hospital that normal snagging and 
remedial works have been undertaken by the contractors. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, whilst the hon. member of 
the Council would be in the dizzy heights as far as 
scaffolding is concerned as I would be the joinery floor - 

Mr Delaney: And climbing chimneys! 

Mr Karran: - could the minister inform this hon. Court 
that it would be a normal process, that there will always 
be snagging and problems as far as any building project is 
concerned and I think it is unreasonable to expect that the 
new hospital will be any different than any other major 
construction development within the Island? 

Mr Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I have to concur with 
the hon. member. I am not aware that there have been any 
significant or abnormal requirements for snagging or 
remedial works other than, as the hon. member has 
indicated, occur on any major building project. 

Mr Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, is the hon. health minister 
actually aware that there were problems on site, quite 
considerable problems on site, due to the large downpour 
of rain that has occurred in the Isle of Man over the last 
three to four weeks and, as a result of that, the gutters on 
the new hospital were overflowing and, when inspected, 
the Bovis contract managers discovered that the wrong 
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size drain had actually been put in to service the hospital 
and that the drain which was in place was only a 6-inch 
drain when the bare minimum requirement for something 
like this would be at least 9 inches and, as a result of that, 
concrete and all sorts of foundation work had to be dug 
up? Is he aware of that? (Interjections) 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the hon. member's 
question asks about remedial works on completed projects. 
There are sections of the work which have not been 
completed but which have been subject to assessment 
because of the failure of Crowe EPH. There are surveys 
being carried out in relation to drainage works, and 
remedial works are required in some areas in regard to the 
drains. I am told that the drains were inspected by the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment's 
building inspectorate and that that was carried out before 
they were covered. 

In so far as there have been mistakes by any contractors, 
those contractors are responsible for putting that work right 
and will do so. The hon. member does not indicate whether 
or not she is talking about works which are not completed, 
and my answer was specifically in relation to the wording 
of the question - packages which have been completed; if 
the hon. member is referring to works which have not yet 
completed and were not yet completed by contractors who 
failed on the site, I can assure the hon. member that that 
work is being checked and being checked in detail. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, a supplementary. My 
supplementary is, would the minister agree or disagree with 
me, forgetting about semantics, that once you have laid 
concrete that is a completed job - if it is not the concrete 
has been mixed wrongly - and would the minister not give 
me the concession that if concrete has been laid it is 
completed, and if it has been altered or dug up it has not 
been laid correctly for some reason? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I think that the members 
of the construction industry would not necessarily agree 
with the hon. member in terms of his definition of what is 
completed. We could argue all day about what is completed. 
There are retention periods which have not yet had the 
efflux of time, and at the end of that time they will be 
checked and then, if signed off, they will be completed. 

Mr Delaney: Beam me up, Scottie! 

Mrs Christian: At this stage, Mr President, there are 
many sections where concrete may have been laid but I 
would not agree with him that the work has been 
completed. 

New General Hospital — 
Management Contractor — Work Permits — 

Question by Mrs Cannell 

The President: We are going on to question 14. I call 
on the hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

Was the management contractor for the new hospital 
fully advised on appointment of the statutory requirement 
to obtain work permits for certain categories of employee? 

The President: Again, the Minister for Health and 
Social Security to reply. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the answer to the question 
is yes. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President. if the answer to the 
question is yes, can the minister then please advise me 
and hon. members why it was that when the Work Permits 
Committee inspectors did a swoop on the site they 
discovered that managers of Bovis did not have work 
permits and had been on site for some considerable time 
without work permits? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, that is a question which 
ought to be addressed to Bovis. They know what the 
requirements of their contract are and it is for the 
Department of Trade and Industry to monitor work permits. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, is it not a fact that the Bovis 
contractor is the hon. minister's department's manager on 
this particular site, and is it not incumbent upon the 
Department of Health to ensure that its manager, managing 
the contract for the new hospital, is aware and complies 
with all our rules and regulations and legislation? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I would concur that all 
of us would agree that everybody should be aware of the 
law and should comply with it. In so far as ensuring that 
everybody does it is a very different matter. I would concur 
with her that it was an obligation of Bovis to comply with 
the work permit regulations and it is also a requirement 
for the works package contractors. The fact that they were 
not doing so I understand was clearly indicated in returns 
to the Department of Trade and Industry on a weekly basis 
where clearly names did not have a work permit number 
alongside of them. I would suggest it is the Department of 
Trade and Industry inspectors' responsibility to follow up 
such omissions in the reports to them. 

Incinerator — Health Implications — 
Director of Public Health — 
Question by Mr Henderson 

The President: Item 15, the hon. member for Douglas 
North, Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave 
to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

Has the director of public health expressed any 
views to your department on the public health implications 

New General Hospital — Management Contractor — Work Permits — Question by Mrs Cannell 
Incinerator — Health Implications — Director of Public Health — Question by Mr Henderson 



TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, 20th JUNE 2000 	 T777 

• of the future operation of a mass burn incinerator in the 
Isle of Man? 

The President: Again, I call on the Minister for Health 
and Social Security, Mrs Christian, to reply. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the answer to the hon. 
member's question is yes and that in expressing his views 
to the department and in answering questions from the 
department the director of public health does confirm that 
he is not an expert toxicologist. My understanding is that 
it is the director of public health's primary concern to be 
assured that the incinerator will run within the stated 
emission limits and will be subject to continuous 
monitoring. He is, in these matters and related issues, 
consulting with Professor Blain and Dr Floyd and other 
experts and following up scientific papers which are being 
released on a continuous basis. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I thank the hon. health 
minister for her positive affirmation that the director of 
public health has expressed a concern. Would she also agree 
with me that the director of public health has had meetings 
with specialist toxicologists and that they have also 
expressed concerns about ingestion of fine particle 
materials from the incinerator? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the director of public 
health has had meetings with toxicologists other than those 
presented by DoLGE as their experts. Everybody is aware 
of the scientific papers on particulates and on dioxins. The 
difficulty we all face is interpreting those, and of course 
he is addressing questions to all parties about the 
interpretation and consequences for health of those 
particular matters. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, I would like to ask the hon. 
Minister for Health re the talks with regard to PM1Os and 
particulates: have discussions been entered into with 
vehicle emissions on the Isle of Man and other known 
carcinogenic causes which also exist in the background at 
present? 

• Mrs Hannan: Like power stations. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, yes, the director of public 
health is, of course, aware that there are many sources of 
these particular substances. With regard to the proposed 
incinerator he is clearly concerned to have assurances from 
those concerned about the emission standards, the 
effectiveness of monitoring those emission standards, and 
of course one has to weigh those up against the background 
base levels of these substances and other areas where they 
are produced and indeed government has a responsibility 
to tackle those areas as well, I would suggest. 

Mr Waft: Would the minister agree with me that 
perhaps the time is right for an audit of the health of the 
people of the Isle of Man, especially in view of the 
incinerator and in view of the nearness of Sellafield so 
there can be a datum level on which to base some future 
response as to what is actually happening? 

Several Members: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Christian: Yes, Mr President, our director of public 
health has been working very hard since he came to the 
Island to put in place an assessment of the health of the 
Island which may be used as a datum base for future 
reference. Of course, he has certain ideas as to what we 
might be monitoring now in relation to measuring any 
increase in the burden of any particular substances in 
relation to the health of the Island and will, I am quite 
sure, be working on what appropriate measures may be 
established so that we can monitor things as they change 
in the future, if they change. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, as the hon. minister says that 
the director of public health's discussions are ongoing at 
the moment with various experts, can she tell us when he 
is likely to come to any conclusions and recommendations 
that he can make to this hon. Court so we can have a better 
understanding of the dangers or lack of dangers that may 
be occurring in our air quality? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, he is awaiting responses 
and had hoped to have responses from the DoLGE experts, 
Professor Blain and Dr Floyd. Whilst our director of public 
health may take a view on this, he is certainly not an expert 
in toxicology; he is probably more qualified than most of 
us to try and make an assessment but still in these very 
specific areas is heavily reliant on research papers from 
other people and opinions from other people but is doing 
his best to assess these on a balanced and fair basis from 
what might be regarded as opposing horses. 

Mr Singer: Could I then ask, Mr President, when he 
has got the best balanced view that he can put together, is 
it then not his responsibility then to inform hon. members 
of this Court of his views which, as you say, are more 
expert than ours? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I think I answered in the 
first part of my question that his prime concern in relation 
to the incinerator is, in accepting that the emissions issues 
and particulates issues are important, that the incinerator 
be operated and managed within the levels which are set 
out in the contractual documentation and that the 
monitoring is effective and continuous. I am not sure at 
this stage whether he feels he would be in a position to 
challenge any of these toxicological experts. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, other than the primary 
concerns which have been outlined by the hon. minister 
here today, would the hon. minister also not agree with me 
that the director of public health, Dr MacLean, is extremely 
concerned in relation to the fact that there is no established 
method of measuring dioxin in the human body which he 
believes should be done prior to the commissioning of an 
incinerator, and that further he illustrated in a letter dated 
10th April - has the minister seen that letter from the 
director of public health - where he is talking about the 
baseline data prior to the commissioning of an incinerator 
seeming to be a sensible move? However, is the minister 

• 
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aware of a further concern that he has where he says, 'I 
have some concerns over our current abilities to measure 
perhaps very subtle changes in environmental parameters 
and health status'? Can the minister advise whether or not, 
bearing in mind that all the information comes to the good 
doctor and is passed on to her good self and on to hon. 
members of this Court, her department will be in a position 
to provide a comprehensive programme where the health 
of this nation can be properly assessed? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I find myself in some 
difficulty in answering that question because the director 
of public health is not here to expand on what he meant by 
his letter. The point that I feel that the director of public 
health was making is, first of all, we have a job to do to 
establish baseline data on the health of the Island in any 
case which is being undertaken now and is ongoing. In 
respect of measuring the potential changes if the incinerator 
goes ahead, the changes which may be brought about by 
that, in my conversations with him I understand that is 
what he is referring to in terms of being able to measure 
subtle changes in a population of this size because they 
are so small and because we have such a statistically small 
population. 

The hon. member referred to him having concerns about 
not being able to measure dioxins - I think that is how she 
quoted him. I understand he certainly has views on 
indicative tests that could be carried out in terms of 
measuring dioxins in fat or in breast milk. I am not quite 
sure whether the hon. member is accurate in terms of him 
having concerns about how that might be done. I 
understand that if it is not possible to do it here then 
presumably it is not possible to do it anywhere else either. 

So I hesitate to be positive in my response on behalf of 
the director of public health on what is a technical question, 
and I think we need to have clear understanding of what 
was in his mind when he wrote that down and in the nature 
of the hon. member's response to it I was not aware that 
he had concerns that you could not measure other than 
that might be a concern that is general because such tests 
are not easy to obtain. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, just one final question to 
the hon. minister in terms of clarification. With respect to 
the position of the good Dr MacLean being a doctor of 
public health, is he responsible to the public of the Isle of 
Man in terms of informing on what his concerns may or 
may not be in relation to a particular health matter or is his 
responsibility first to his minister and then it is up to his 
minister to then inform or not, as the minister may see? Is 
Dr MacLean free to make a statement, health minister, or 
does he need your permission? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, it is quite clear in his 
terms of reference that he is there to respond in the best 
interests of the health of the Isle of Man. He does not have 
to wait for any instruction from me (Mr Cretney: Hear, 
hear.) to say what he believes to be appropriate in the 
circumstances. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, could the minister confirm 
whether or not her department was represented at the recent  

public inquiry into the initial planning application 
surrounding the incinerator project - 

Mrs Cannell: Two years ago. 

Mr Downie: - and was it not a fact that all of these 
public health issues were raised by both sides - there were 
some very eminent and distinguished and highly qualified 
people represented there - and was it not a fact that the 
decision that the planning inspector took was the view that 
there would be no detrimental health to the people of the 
Isle of Man if this project were to continue? Is that not a 
fact? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the department did have 
a representative there. The director of public health 
currently in post is a different person. The position is that 
the director of public health monitors papers which are 
being produced constantly on these issues and is concerned 
to properly analyse the consequences of current and up-
to-date papers on the subject. The difficulty is in 
establishing perhaps the bona fides of some of these papers 
and getting views from people who are more expert than 
himself in the toxicological implications of certain of these 
papers. Whilst he is more qualified than we are, he would 
himself say he is not an expert toxicologist and obviously 
has to look for those who are very specialist in this field, 
and certainly in trying to read some of the papers myself 
there are a wide number of variables in all of these things 
which come into play, and I can appreciate that it is a very 
difficult issue trying to filter out the new papers that become 
available and determine whether or not they have any 
measure of veracity or credibility or are significant or not. 

Mr Lowey: Could I ask a simple question of the 
minister? Would she not agree that any additional pollution 
to the atmosphere, however small, can only make the 
position worse, and if there is a doubt then isn't it better to 
remain the same rather than make things worse and then 
try to correct them? I do not think you need to be a medical 
officer of health to follow the logic of that reasoning. 

Mrs Christian: Speaking personally I think the hon. 
member oversimplifies. While he talks about adding 
pollution to the atmosphere one has to consider whether 
you are adding it one way or whether you are adding it 
another way, and our difficulty is in establishing which 
way would be the best for the Island. The information that 
has been produced for us by various experts - and I accept 
that many people will question it and challenge it - is that 
the burden produced by the incinerator is relatively small 
in relation to the base burden that exists around us now. 

Mr Lowey: As an addition. 

Mrs Christian: What I would suggest is this 
government should be tackling those sources which are 
currently producing dioxins. 

Mr Delaney: Hear, hear. 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr Lowey: It is not a substitution. 

Mrs Christian: It is not a substitution but one has to 
weigh up whether or not the disposal of our waste by 
incineration with an additional burden of certain substances 
can be perhaps counterbalanced by tackling other sources 
of those pollutants in our atmosphere, restoring us to the 
status quo which nobody up to now is protesting about, or 
few are, in terms of car use or power station use or coal 
fires and so on. We all have a difficult task of evaluating 
the net effect and it is not, I think, reasonable simply to 
look at one aspect of it without looking at the rest. 

Incinerator — Future Effects on Tourism — 
Question by Mrs Cannell 

The President: Item 16. I call on the hon. member for 
Douglas East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Tourism and Leisure: 

How will the future operation of a mass burn 
incinerator for the Isle of Man enhance your department's 
stated policy of promoting and encouraging 'green and 
environmentally friendly' holidays in the Isle of Man? 

The President: I call on the Minister for Tourism and 
Leisure, the hon. member for Douglas South. 

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr President. We live on a 
beautiful island and it is incumbent on those of us who are 
its guardians on behalf of the people to exercise such 
responsibility with great care. Indeed, it has long been 
acknowledged by my department that the future success 
of tourism will be very much based on the promotion of 
the Isle of Man's natural resources. To this end, therefore, 
one of the main objectives of the tourism strategy launched 
in September 1999 is stated as 'to instigate and support 
initiatives which aim to safeguard the Island's natural 
resources and enhance its general appearance'. 

It is in this regard that I have recently expressed my 
concerns as to the general untidiness of local beauty spots 
such as the Marine Drive where some people seem to 
consider it acceptable to dump rubbish or leave crashed 
cars in the middle of an otherwise unspoilt coastal 
landscape, a fact which unfortunately applies equally to 
our beaches. Whilst addressing such issues is partly a 
matter of education and promotion, there is also an overall 
requirement to dispose of our rubbish efficiently and 
effectively. My department would like to see improvements 
in the management of all types of waste, particularly given 
the complaints received about the environment at the Point 
of Ayre and its use for landfill. 

Before joining the Council of Ministers in 1996 it was 
made quite clear that I would continue to oppose plans for 
a refuse incinerator adjacent to the area I represent, South 
Douglas. Indeed, I was the only member of Tynwald on 
behalf of those I represent to submit written views to the  

planning inquiry in 1998. Obviously it is for all Tynwald 
members to consider all the issues in relation to this project 
and make their decision accordingly. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I welcome the words from 
the minister here today in relation to his view and also on 
tourism, but would he not agree with me that a full 
comprehensive recycling and composting scheme for the 
Isle of Man would actually attract green tourism and make 
an additional facility for tourists to come and look at - a 
green example, a green island? 

Mr Cretney: I have had the privilege, as have a number 
of other members, I am aware, to visit Bornholm, which is 
the green island in the Baltic. 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mr Cretney: I think another example on the Isle of 
Man would be very nice. 

Mr Downie: And they have three incinerators in the 
Baltic. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, a supplementary, if I may. 
Would not the hon. Minister for Tourism agree with me 
that, far from being green and environmentally friendly, 
the present appearance of the Ayres is extremely brown 
and very highly unenvironmentally attractive and friendly? 

Mrs Cannell: Exactly; I would not disagree with you. 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, I would say not only is the 
Ayres currently unacceptable from an environmental point 
of view, I would also say that the method by which the 
refuse was disposed adjacent to Peel (Mrs Cannell and 
Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.), where for a hundred years 
leachate is going to have to be removed from that, is equally 
unacceptable. Whatever method of refuse disposal is 
ultimately arrived at following on from today or whenever 
is going to have implications. I think it is for us all to 
consider the various methods by which we should dispose 
of our waste and vote accordingly. 

Incineration — Recycling — 
Grant Support to Operating Companies — 

Question by Mr Karran 

The President: Item 17, the hon. member for Onchan, 
Mr Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Minister for 
Trade and Industry: 

Will your department consider providing grant 
support to either or both of the following - 

(a) 	the selected incinerator operating company; 
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(b) 	a comprehensive recycling operational 
system for the Isle of Man? 

The President: The Minister for Trade and Industry, 
the hon. member Mr North, to reply. 

Mr North: Mr President, the Department of Trade and 
Industry offers grants for a variety of purposes across a 
wide range of activities. The simple answer to the question 
as to whether we would consider providing grant support 
to the two activities quoted must therefore be yes, as they 
could potentially qualify for training and certain other 
grants such as those currently being offered to meet the 
costs of ISDN and ADSL connections. If the hon. member 
is referring to our main industrial grant scheme, I would 
have to say that eligibility here is restricted by the 
interpretation of industrial undertakings contained in the 
Industry Board Act 1981. 

On initial consideration, both activities arguably involve 
a degree of processing and thus might qualify. I would, 
however, suggest that if prospective operators of either 
scheme were to approach the department, we would seek 
legal confirmation of this even before proceeding to the 
application stage. In addition, the industrial grant scheme 
is discretionary and eligibility is also subject to 
environmental and commercial criteria such as profitability 
and creation of added value. Whether either activity would 
satisfy these requirements would be a matter for judgement 
after examination of a detailed business plan. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, so would the Chief Minister 
agree that then his department could be used as another 
poacher's pocket as far as hiding the costs of incineration? 
And could the Chief Minister inform this hon. House, have 
there ever been any approaches as far as prospective 
recycling operations to his department and, if so, when, 
and were they shown the door? 

Mr North: Mr President, there have been, from 
memory, several applications and they were all considered 
in great detail. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
kindly enlighten us in relation to his comment 
`environmental criteria'? What are his department's 
environmental criteria? What actually comes under that 
heading? 

Mr North: Mr President, again we are on hypothetical 
questions here, but it would depend on the individual 
application. Each application would have to be inspected 
on its own merits. 

Mrs Cannell: Well then, in terms of previous 
applications to his department for recycling initiatives, can 
the hon. minister advise what they were, what the 
composition for the recycling was, did he have an 
application from someone wanting to recycle tyres, and 
further, of those applications received by his department, 
were any approved, and if not, why not? 

Mr North: Mr President, from memory, certainly one 
that I know of when the hon. member was a member of 
the department was approved and in fact just before I got 
up to answer this question I had opened a letter that had 
been circulated by the hon. member for East Douglas on 
tyres and, to my knowledge, that has not been to the 
department for examination. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister not 
agree that the dead hand of the executive has made sure 
that any proposals as far as recycling initiatives are 
concerned would not get support at his department? And 
would he not agree that this is the case? 

Mr North: No. Mr President, I do not agree, because 
we have considered them and in fact I can think of one 
where an amount of money was given as a grant. 

Incinerator — 
Contamination of Livestock and Land — 

Question by Mrs Cannell 

The President: Item 18, the hon. member for Douglas 
East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to ask 
the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry: 

Has the Manx National Farmers Union or any 
farmer expressed a view to your department on the 
potential contamination of livestock and agricultural land 
from the future operation of a mass burn incinerator for 
the Isle of Man? 

The President: The hon. member for Douglas West, 
the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, to 
reply. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, the answer to the hon. 
memberis question is yes. The Manx National Farmers 
Union has expressed concern to me about potential 
contamination from a mass burn incinerator, the concern 
being that potential contaminates might have an 
accumulative effect on the soil, animals and herbage. 

I have to say that I believe these concerns to be 
unfounded and have so informed the Manx National 
Farmers Union. I think there has been much misinformation 
spread on this subject, which has raised understandable 
concerns in the agricultural industry. However, as regards 
the effects of incineration on agriculture, you only have to 
look at Denmark, which-has probably the most successful 
agricultural industry in Europe and where 95 per cent of 
their refuse is disposed of through mass burn incineration. 
I have also pointed out to the union that at present the 
agricultural industry benefits from what is effectively a 
free disposal system in terms of the by-product from the 
meat plant, the cattle co-plant, and other fallen agricultural 
areas. These materials are currently disposed of to landfill 
after being rendered and treated, but I do not consider this 
as an acceptable option for the long term. 
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The union itself accepts that the most desirable route 
for the disposal of animal waste is through incineration 
and has advised me that it has no objection to an incinerator 
plant for medical waste and also to deal with animal waste. 
To be frank, I think that an artificial distinction has been 
made here and that a properly managed and operated 
incinerator which complies to the highest EU standards 
will propose no threat to the agricultural industry at all. 

What I do view as a matter of concern is the 
scaremongering which has been rife and which is likely to 
damage the agricultural industry because it will influence 
the public's perception of the situation to the detriment of 
our local product. It should also be borne in mind that the 
practice of landfilling producible waste will be outlawed 
by the EU before 2005 and the failure to provide a proper 
environmentally acceptable waste regime could actually 
have a detrimental effect on the Isle of Man and our 
agricultural community's long-term viability. Thank you, 
Mr President. 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, is the minister aware 
that a survey carried out in Jersey from the Centre for 
Research into the Environment and Health at Leeds 
University following concerns that the emissions from the 
Bellazonne incinerator could be contaminating the 
environment with hazardous chemicals, have found that 
the average level of dioxins in Jersey milk and grass is 10 
times lower than the maximum concentration allowable 
in the UK; also that the level of dioxins was typical of 
rural sites in the UK and that there does not seem to be a 
correlation between the proximity of any farm by the 
Bellozanne incinerator and the measured dioxin levels? 

Mr Downie: I thank the hon. member for that point. I 
am aware of the report and I am also aware of how highly 
regarded agricultural produce is from Jersey, bearing in 
mind that they have had an incinerator in operation for a 
period in excess of 25 years, and Jersey Royal potatoes at 
the moment are bringing a price three times what our own 
potatoes are bringing. They have an excellent track record 
for their milk and other agricultural produce, and if there 
were any concerns about what has happened in Jersey, I 
think we would have heard an awful lot more about it. 
Having looked at the report myself and the background 
information that was supplied, their levels are much lower 
than they are in the UK and I would not be at all surprised, 
if a similar study were taken in the Isle of Man, if we found 
that our own environment was in a very similar sort of 
position. Thank you. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, is the hon. minister aware 
of what happened in Belgium in in February 1999, where 
chicken farmers noticed signs of acute poisoning in their 
flock, in particular increased death rate, failure of eggs to 
hatch and severe nervous disorders? Is he further aware 
that the Belgian government was informed of the same in 
late April - this is after it was discovered in February - and 
that the dioxin levels which were found in two eggs were 
extremely high, another 10 chickens were also analysed 
and were found to be contaminated, and is he aware that 
on 26th May 1999 the Belgian government informed its  

neighbours and the European Commission as required by 
the law? And is he further aware that the commission now 
has commenced court action over the delay in informing 
them of the contamination within Belgium? Is he further 
aware that Denmark, which he has cited as an example 
here today, has the highest cancer rate in Europe and is 
also rated as being the largest consumer of dairy product 
and meat? And will he please advise hon. members here 
today, is he representing the farming industry? Is he 
representing collective responsibility? Is he representing 
his constituents? Is he between a hard place and a rock? 
(Applause from the public gallery) 

The President: I am sure, hon. member for Douglas 
East, you will get plenty of opportunity to make your 
political point, shall we say. In this case, minister, do you 
wish to reply to those six 'are you aware' questions? 

Mr Downie: I am aware, I am fully aware and, if 
nothing else in this role I am in in government, I try and 
keep myself informed. I will circulate this Brussels food 
scare to all members. I have the newspaper cutting in front 
of me This scare came about because polluted cooking fat 
was fed back through the food chain, recycled to chickens. 

Mrs Cannell: What about Belgium? 

Mr Downie: This then finished up by showing in the 
eggs as dioxin. The hon. member needs to be aware when 
she makes these wild allegations about dioxin - 

Mrs Cannell: Confirmed. 

Mr Downie: It is present in barbecues, open fires, chip 
fat 

Mrs Cannell: I agree with you. 

Mr Downie: - a whole range of other issues. 
The reference to Denmark and the number of people 

who die of cancer - I would like to see the evidence that 
links that to incinerators. (Mr Gilbey: Hear hear.) People 
in Denmark might smoke more than anyone else. I think 
these figures that she quotes are entirely erroneous. Now, 
I have had a number of years involvement in waste 
management and whenever I have been abroad I have 
always made it my business to go and have a look at these 
plants, and as far as I am concerned - 

Mrs Cannell: What plants? 

Mr Downie: I am now prepared to make a statement to 
this Court that I think that we are moving in the right 
direction. The UK and the Isle of Man in particular have 
been part of the dirty men of Europe and we need to clean 
our act up and we need to get on and have a proper regime 
ahead of us which includes re-use, recycle and, finally, 
incinerate. That is what all the top countries are doing -
Switzerland, Austria, the Scandinavians - and the sooner 
we stop all this ridiculous questioning and get on with this 
job, the better. I am willing to provide the member with 
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whatever background information she wants on dioxin and 
all these other food scares, and I am sure, when the 
members actually read this article, the contamination came 
from the feeding of chip fat and vegetable fats to chickens 
and produced the dioxin in the eggs. 

Mr Lowey: Would the hon. minister not agree that his 
confidence in incineration and its effect on the agricultural 
industry of the Isle of Man is so complete that he will give 
a written guarantee to the agriculturalists of the Isle of Man 
that if something is found to be wrong in the future, 
government will pick up the price tag? 

A Member: They always do, anyway. 

Mr Downie: As a member of this government for some 
years, I am surprised the hon. member does not know that 
this government is not empowered to give any written 
guarantees to anyone, nor is any other business. There is 
nothing to stop a jumbo jet crashing onto this Court as we 
are talking today; nobody can give anyone a written 
guarantee. All that we can do is provide the best possible 
route for the disposal of our rubbish, adhere to best practice, 
adhere to the highest possible standards and, as far as I am 
concerned, that is what I believe is what this government 
is trying to do, and to insinuate that we are trying to put 
something in place second best, I think, is completely 
wrong and completely misleading. You either support this 
package which will be debated later on today or you reject 
it. I am confident that this government has done its work, 
there has been a public inquiry which has fully supported 
the principle of incineration. There is yet to be another 
public inquiry, perhaps next year some time, when any 
new evidence can be brought to bear and discussed then, 
but at this particular moment in time, I do not think we 
should be clouded by what has happened with scares 
involving dioxin-based fats fed to chickens in Brussels. 

Water Supply System —
Refurbishment and Amelioration —
Financing — Question by Mr Singer 

The President: Item 19, I call on the hon. member for 
Ramsey, Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to ask the 
Chairman of the Water Authority: 

(1) What is your current programme for the renewal 
and refurbishment of the island's water supply 
system; 

(2) in view of your admission that water standards are 
unacceptable, what adjustments do you intend to 
make to the short and medium-term programme of 
the authority to ameliorate the effect on the 
consumer; and 

(3) has your authority sought direct financing by the 
government to expedite the refurbishment? 

The President: I call on the Chairman of the Water 
Authority, the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, to 
reply. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, in response to the first part 
of the question, Tynwald approved the Water Authority's 
Strategic Business Plan in June 1999. The plan sets out a 
20-year programme of investment in the Island's water 
supply system and the plan reflects the authority's current 
programme of renewal and refurbishment of the system. 

One of the main problems which the business plan aims 
to address is the discolouration of water supply to our 
customers. There are two main causes of discoloured water: 
firstly, all six existing water treatment works produce water 
which, whilst safe to drink, does tend to form deposits of 
aluminium, iron and manganese compounds in the mains 
network. When these deposits are disturbed the customers 
receive discoloured water. Secondly, in some of the older 
parts of the mains network that have cast iron pipes which 
have no protective internal lining then the water produced 
by the six existing water treatment works which generate 
a very good quality of water, as will be seen in our water 
quality report, does have a tendency to corrode the unlined 
pipes. This causes some of our customers to receive rust 
in their water on a regular basis, but this issue is being 
addressed under the strategic plan at the present time. The 
hon. member is aware of the proposal that was put here 
last year towards resolving this issue. 

As far as the third part of the question is concerned, we 
have discussed the issue of funding within the authority 
and within the Treasury. The issue has been addressed and 
it has been decided that the authority will pick up the costs 
as far as any infrastructure renewal is concerned. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, could I thank the hon. 
member for his detailed answer, but in consideration of 
his answer that it is going to take 20 years to complete this 
programme, can he tell me what increase or projections of 
percentage rate increases we can expect over the next few 
years in our water rate in order that this programme can 
commence? 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, the hon. member is aware 
that there is a 15 per cent increase for the next three years. 
Obviously it will take some 31/2 years before we see the 
two new works up and running. Once that happens, that 
will stop the issue of the dissipation of the aluminium 
manganese into the pipes. That is only part of the 
programme that needs to be addressed. Some of the pipes 
are well over 100 years old that are supplying many of the 
areas. In fact, I remember one of my late constituents telling 
me how awful I was for not supplying water for a certain 
area within the Island; she told me of the great advantages 
as a child when the water came to Maughold, and when I 
told her that that same supply pipe was the same supply 
pipe that was put in new from when she was a child to 
save her mother carrying buckets from the community well, 
which was some distance away, and when you allow for 
the fact that the amount of pipes that have been put in 
since then through the amount of development that has 
been in that area and the fact that there was only a tap in 
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the back garden in those days to dishwashers, internal 
toilets and everything else, she was somewhat surprised. 
So we will start seeing some improvements in the water 
supply but it will take 3L/2 years. With the increased 
development on this Island, obviously the situation will 
have to take account of that as well; that has not helped 
the situation at the present time. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, in taking note that the water 
rate increases will be 15 per cent for the next three years, 
and that these increases are in relation to the rateable value 
of the properties, does the hon. member not agree with me 
that it is very unfair that the higher rated properties in the 
towns will pay a greater proportion of the costs ft because 
it is a per percentage increase ii and that the spread of the 
costs should be equally over properties both in the country 
and in the towns as they will both equally benefit? 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would totally agree with 
the hon. member. I find it scandalous that an identical 
property can have a discount of 40 or 50 per cent because 
it is in a different location and often the rural locations are 
far more expensive to supply water to and yet they are 
getting their water for a lesser amount. I do think that issue 
needs to be addressed and I do hope that we will see some 
action from the Treasury who is responsible for the rateable 
values; the review is long overdue as far as I am concerned 
and I support and sympathise with the hon. member. 

Water — Distribution and Filtration Plant —
Consultancy Fees for Scheme of Renewal —

Question by Mr Houghton 

The President: Item 20, the hon. member for Douglas 
North, Mr Houghton. 

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I beg to 
ask the Chairman of the Water Authority: 

What was the total of consultancy fees in respect of 
the 71m scheme approved by Tynwald for the renewal of 
distribution and filtration plant? 

The President: The Chairman of the Water Authority, 
Mr Karran, to reply. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, the strategic business plan is 
set out over a 20-year programme of investment in the 
Islandis water supply infrastructure. The total cost of the 
programme was estimated within the business plan to 
approximately £71 million as of April 1999 prices. Two 
principal areas of investment will be the development of 
two new water treatment works and the rehabilitation of 
the distribution system. The Water Authority's Strategic 
Business Plan was developed over a period of several years 
by the authorityis internal staff with the help and assistance 
of a number of specialist, external consultancy companies. 
The fees paid to the external consultancy companies 
involved directly and indirectly in the development of the  

business plan is estimated to be approximately £1.2 million. 
This covers the assistance of providing to the authority by 
the consultants of a wide range of areas including the 
surveying and assessing of the condition of the authorityis 
existing assets including the 10 impounding reservoirs, the 
seven water treatment works, the 33 service reservoirs, 
the 19 pumping stations, the developing of strategies for 
the refurbishment and replacement of the existing assets, 
the detailed feasibility studies for two new water treatment 
works which will replace the existing water treatment 
works, the development of information system strategy 
for the authority, the development of the authorityis 
computerised geological information systems, the 
developing and the implementation of the authorityis 
computerised hydraulic network modelling, the 
development of the water mains leakage control strategy 
and the development of a water mains rehabilitation 
strategy. 

Mr Houghton: Mr President, may I ask if the hon. 
Chairman of the Water Authority can indeed confirm that 
the amount he has quoted as £1.2 million in respect of 
these consultancy fees is indeed correct and is not more 
likely to be a figure of some £4 million, sir? 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, my figures, I would hope, 
are correct or there should be some serious questions asked 
back at the Water Authorityis headquarters. I think the issue 
is is that one has to accept that the Water Authority until 
recent times had less staff than it had 15 or 20 years ago. I 
would like to see what other departments of Tynwald has 
actually had less members of staff than 10 or 15 years ago. 
So the issue is that one has to have the work done. In the 
past there has been a situation where it has been a matter 
of it being left, and it needs to be addressed. So that is why 
there has been £1.2 million worth of money spent. Is the 
hon. member getting confused as far as the bond is 
concerned? Obviously that would be an issue totalling £0.5 
million. 

Car Insurance Premiums —
Consultation with Government over 
Increase — Question by Mr Delaney 

The President: Item 21. I call on the hon. member of 
the Council, Mr Delaney. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, I beg to ask the Chairman 
of the Office of Fair Trading: 

Was there prior consultation, or has there been 
subsequent discussion, between your office and insurance 
companies which have imposed a 25 per cent to 40 per 
cent increase in car insurance premiums for Manx 
residents? 

The President: In the absence of the hon. member for 
Rushen, Mrs Crowe, I call on the hon. member for Douglas 
North, Mr Houghton, to respond. 
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Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. There has 
been no consultation with any insurance company 
concerning such increases in car insurance premiums, and 
I have to say that there is no obligation on them to do so. 
The only discussion we have had with any insurance 
company on this topic was following the receipt of this 
question, when we firstly contacted the Tower Insurance. 
They have been very helpful with us and have confirmed 
that such increases have been imposed due to heavy losses 
sustained in the last two years. This is not necessarily 
because the number or size of the claims has increased, 
but merely that the company has paid out more in claims 
than they have received in premiums. 

Nevertheless, even after this yearis increase, they have 
pointed out that their premiums are still likely to be below 
the premiums charged in 1995. They are confident that 
their premiums are still in the top four quotes received by 
brokers from both local and off-Island insurance 
companies, and in a recent sampling exercise carried out 
by the company, they say they were found to be the least 
expensive in more than half the cases tested. Another local 
insurance company have confirmed that their premiums 
were increased in March this year by between 5 and 10 
per cent and they, like many insurance companies, were 
continuing to reassess their premiums every two months. 

We have contacted the Isle of Man Insurance Brokers 
Association who have confirmed that Tower did not 
increase their premiums - indeed, many premiums were in 
fact reduced - over the last four years and as a result were 
out of step with the general level in the market place. Whilst 
it can be argued that the company should have increased 
their premiums on a more regular basis, I do not believe 
we should criticise anyone for holding their prices steady 
over such a length of time when, undoubtedly, their 
overheads must have increased, sir. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, I thank the member for that 
reply on behalf of his lady chairman - 

Mr Cretney: Member. 

Mr Delaney: - member, and I look forward to her return. 
(Laughter) Mr President, may I ask, bearing in mind I at 
no time, as I would not do, name any company which I 
was asking a question on unless it became the public 
interest - it was you, sir, and your department that named 
the company, and that should be on record. Secondly, may 
I ask this: is there a situation then where we are saying 
where other insurance companies have by five or ten per 
cent this year, over four years they can actually say in the 
region of ten per cent, bearing in mind that is what they 
have been quoted, that is an acceptable sort of figure for 
increases to the Manx public, because that is what it 
averages out at? And could I ask you if you would explain 
why in this statement, just for general knowledge, it says, 
`If your vehicle is garaged in the UK, the premium 
increases may be more variable'? Would the hon. member 
tell me, does he know of major amounts of people in the 
Isle of Man who actually garage their cars in the UK, 
because I am not aware of more than two who actually 
own more than one car? (Mr Downie interjecting) 

Mr Houghton: Mr President, I do have some sympathy, 
I have to say, with what the hon. questioner is relating to. 
I do agree that there is an inference in his question with 
regard to this situation and the situation with regard to 
security of your vehicles as being garaged in the UK and 
how that interrelates with circumstances in the Isle of Man. 
I do have to say also that really I would be quite willing to 
take a number of these enquiries back to the Office of Fair 
Trading because I do think the situation should be reviewed 
and looked into by our department, and I underlined that 
by saying that even I had a huge increase in my insurance 
premiums in January of this year which went up by almost 
21 per cent. When I queried it, my quotation was, after 
some short period of time, reduced by almost £200 in 
respect of both vehicles, and in fact that reduced quotation 
was some £90 less than the previous yearis rate. So the 
message I would send out to the hon. member and members 
of this Court is certainly to query your policies. 

Mr Cretney: Hear, hear. 

Mr Delaney: Could I ask then, bearing in mind your 
department's interest on behalf of us and our people we 
represent and bearing in mind the increases, would you, 
speaking on behalf of the department, confirm to members 
in writing, or if you cannot do now, whether or not these 
increases and the cost of insurance is taken into the retail 
price index of the Isle of Man on which we seem to live 
and die in this Island and, if so, would the member also 
bear in mind, if you are going to speak to these companies, 
that your message to us today, sir, is to shop around? 

A Member: Travel by bus! 

Mr Houghton: Mr President, I would indeed confirm 
and underline that it is in everybody's interest to certainly 
shop around in this situation, but also I will take back to 
the Office of Fair Trading the hon. questioner's concern 
about whether or not this pricing and the price increases 
are taken within the RPI. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you very much. 

Mr Houghton: That would be an interesting point and 
I would be delighted to follow that up. 

Air Quality Standards — 
Public Health Act Provisions — 

Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: Question 22, the hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I beg leave to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment: 

When will section 88 of the Public Health Act 1990 
relating to air quality standards be brought into force? 
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The President: I call on the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment, the hon. member Mr 
Gilbey, to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, section 88 of the Public 
Health Act 1990 requires the department to prescribe 
substances, the presence of which in the air is prejudicial 
to health, along with permitted levels and methods of 
measurement and to report thereon to Tynwald. No 
regulations have been made as the department holds the 
view that it would be premature to do so for the following 
reasons. The department has adopted the air quality 
standards based on the recommendations of the expert 
panel on air quality standards, the EPAQ standards, and 
continuous emission monitoring is taking place to measure 
the ambient levels of the relevant pollutants. When there 
is significant sufficient data on the ambient air quality 
consideration would then be given to introducing 
regulations under section 88. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, this legislation has been in 
place for 10 years, so could I ask the minister for the 
environment why it has taken this long to get some form 
of data together? These readings have been going on for a 
number of years in my area. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the results of the ambient air 
monitoring for the automated monitoring stations at the 
Quarterbridge and Richmond Hill for part of 1997, 1998 
and 1999 are shortly to be presented to the department for 
consideration prior to public release. The important thing 
is that in summary the results generally show compliance 
with the EPAQ standards, and if there is compliance with 
the standards there is no reason to introduce legislation 
which would certainly have an adverse effect on the free 
actions of quite a number of people. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree 
that his risk experts that spoke to us through a video contact 
only about 10 days ago suggested that there were dangers 
from car engines and power stations and that they should 
be taken into account when looking at air quality which 
affects people's health? 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: What they actually said was that the dioxin 
emissions in the atmosphere at the moment were 1,000 
compared to one in 1,000 that would be produced if we 
had an incinerator. That is what they said. They at no time 
said that the existing level was unsatisfactory. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, could I ask the minister, is 
it a fact that legislation has not been introduced because 
the government is the biggest polluter, i.e. the Pulrose 
power station, and is he also aware that in South Douglas 
my constituents, a lot of them, suffer from asthma, more 
than anywhere else in this Island? 

Mr Gilbey: Interesting question about asthma. Your 
hon. colleague, the hon. Minister for Tourism, actually  

asked me to take this up, which I did, with the Department 
of Health and Social Security and I got a letter back which 
intimated - and I think the hon. minister will confirm this 
- that there was really no proof about this. It is all right for 
people to say these things but you have to have scientific 
proof. 

Mr Duggan: Ask the medical profession! 

Mr Downie: How many smoke, David? 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, would the minister agree 
with me that the letter from the director of public health 
indicated that levels of smoke and particulates in the 
Pulrose and Quarterbridge sites are considerably higher 
than for other areas of Douglas (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) 
and can give rise to exceedences of recognised air quality 
standards under still and calm conditions or temperature 
inversions? In particular, the director was referring to 
sulphur dioxide and smoke. 

Mr Duggan: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: I have not got the letter but I am sure that 
my hon. colleague is right in quoting it, but I was not 
replying to that part of the letter, I was replying to the part 
which suggested that there were figures available regarding 
asthma which there, as far as I am advised, are not. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, can the hon. minister advise 
in terms of air quality and the monitors to which he has 
alluded to in Quarterbridge and Richmond Hill in Douglas 
whether or not those monitors have been collecting 
measures of dioxin in the atmosphere, whether or not they 
have actually got the equipment out there to record the 
level' of dioxin in the atmosphere, and in relation to the 
one in 1,000 which the hon. minister has quoted - it would 
be one in 1,000 of particulates or pollutants already out 
there - can he advise us what the 1,000 are? What 1,000 
particulates and pollutants are already out there? Can he 
identify them, please? 

The President: Minister, if you can. 

Mr Gilbey: I think the real point about it is quite clear: 
if there is 1,000 of something anywhere, if you add one to 
it it is completely negligible - 

Mr Singer: It is what it is. 

Mr Gilbey: - but I can also quote the figure that the 
total dioxins from an incinerator in a whole period of 12 
months, 365 days, amount to 0.04 of a gram and in total 
size would be that of a grain of rice. (Mr Duggan 
interjecting) 

Mr Singer: Would the hon. minister not think that it 
might be better to take preventative measures in introducing 
section 88 before we have a problem rather than, as he 
says, wait until we have a problem and then introduce it 
when it is too late for many people? (Interjections) 
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Mr Gilbey: Well, as I say, there is no reason to suppose 
a problem is going to arise. The standards that we have 
been told from this preliminary survey of the results from 
our monitoring show compliance with the EPAQ standards. 
I would inform the Court, Mr President, that it is proposed 
that an air modelling study be undertaken for the Isle of 
Man by Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants. 
That model would integrate with the department's 
geographical information mapping system and would 
enable more accurate comparisons with air quality limits, 
guidelines and objectives, would provide answers to a 
number of 'what if' scenarios, such as: what if the hospital 
incinerator closed; what if the redevelopment of properties 
took place; what if there was a change to alternative fuels; 
what if electricity was generated by cleaner technologies; 
what if there were reductions in vehicle emissions? And 
this would provide informed information on which to base 
air quality strategy and action plans. It seems to me in all 
things it is far better to consider a matter when you have 
got the necessary information on which to base your 
decisions than to do it before this investigation has taken 
place. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
not agree with me that rather than approach this important 
subject with a laid-back manner, it needs an element of 
urgency instilled into it given the fact that residents of 
Douglas are living under a cloud of chemicals which must 
have health implications and which are soon to be 
exasperated. 

Mr Gilbey: No question of a laid-back manner, Mr 
President. The fact of the case is that this monitoring has 
been done, that the results of it are shortly to be presented 
to the department prior to public release and, more 
important, this air modelling study is to be undertaken by 
the Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants, and 
I am sure it is better to wait until we have the information 
on which to base the correct decisions than rush into 
decisions which may be wrong. 

Mr Bell: Mr President, the hon. minister has said that 
the monitors are positioned at Quarterbridge and at 
Richmond Hill. I wonder if he could tell us whether it is 
his intention to extend those monitoring posts to other parts 
of the Island such as Ramsey or Peel or other conurbations 
on the Island and, if there are further examinations of air 
quality in the future, will he ensure that the whole of the 
Island is covered and that the monitoring is not simply 
focussed on the atmosphere in Douglas? 

Mr Gilbey: Indeed, that is my understanding of just 
what the Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants 
would do because they would be tying it in with our 
geographical information mapping system, so I hope it 
would cover the whole Island. Indeed, I think it is very 
important that it should, if I might say so, because it may 
well be found that whereas it would be desirable to 
introduce measures of control in some areas and have 
smokeless zones, there may be other areas right in the 
countryside where there was absolutely no reason to do 
that at all. 

The President: I return to the original questioner. Mrs 
Hannan, please. 

Mrs Hannan: Yes. Could I ask the minister, Eaghtyrane, 
why this legislation has not been brought into force before 
now when this legislation actually states that the 
department shall, not less than once every three years, 
prepare and lay before Tynwald a statement. I wonder why 
it has not been introduced. 

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am afraid I cannot say why it was 
not introduced before I joined the department. Other hon. 
members may have the answer to that. All I can say is we 
are about to do it now. 

Waste Disposal — Policy to Recover, Reuse 
and Recycle — Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: We go on to question 23 and again I 
call on the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment: 

(1) When did your department introduce the policy 'to 
promote recovery, reuse and recycling initiatives in 
order to reduce waste for disposal where the 
environmental benefits justify the costs'; and 

(2) what have you done to implement it? 

The President: Again, finally, for the answer the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the department's policy to 
promote the recovery, reuse and recycling was introduced 
in 1988. The department operates schemes for the recycling 
of glass, cans, newspaper, office papers, dry cell batteries, 
scrap metals, car batteries and textiles. At the present time 
the department is also investigating the recycling of books, 
spectacles and hand tools. The department is also presently 
working with the support of Friends of the Earth to produce 
an updated version of the recycling guide for the Island. 
The department has designed and submitted to planning a 
scheme to improve the southern civic amenity site to 
provide an extension to existing recycling facilities at the 
site and to provide an all-Island green waste composting 
facility. 

The hon. member has a further question on the order 
paper which has received a written answer regarding the 
subsidies available for recycling on the Island. Much more 
detail on the incentives which have been undertaken by 
this department is contained in the answer to that question. 
In addition to the existing initiatives I am pleased to report 
that the department has agreed to provide further support 
for the Salvation Army on the Isle of Man towards the 
sorting and transportation for recycling of textiles deposited 
in textile banks at civic amenity sites and other places 
throughout the Island. Indeed, I would add that it has even 

• 

• 

• 
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received an award from the Salvation Army for doing this 
so at least someone somewhere appreciates its efforts in 
this direction. 

Finally, the department is taking a greater step in the 
delivery of the policy to promote recovery, reuse and 
recycling initiatives in proceeding to bring to this hon. 
Court at this sitting a motion to take forward the delivery 
of the integrated energy-for-waste incineration facility 
which will be used both to treat the Island's municipal 
solid wastes, animal and clinical wastes, and will also -
and this is the important point - produce electricity from 
that waste in a manner which is both efficient and 
environmentally friendly and does not involve the use of 
either fossil fuels or nuclear energies. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I wonder, could I ask the 
minister why the policy was changed in 1998 to remove 
`reduction'? It was changed at that time with the minister. 
I accept that it was changed at that time to promote recovery 
and to cease using a 'reduction' term. 

Mr Gilbey: I am afraid I was in another department of 
government at that time, Mr President. I cannot remember 
what happened in 1998 but certainly, as I have said recently 
on very many occasions, we believe strongly in reduction 
but we have to be practical about this. Most of the goods 
that all of us and all the public buy in this Island are 
packaged and produced elsewhere and we, unfortunately, 
I would agree in many ways, cannot control what that 
packaging is. The decision - 

Mrs Hannan: Of course you can. 

Mr Gilbey: You say of course we can. These 
manufactured goods are produced for bigger audiences, 
bigger markets than ours and they produce what they think 
will sell in those markets, but I hope that we will see more 
reduction. I think it is ridiculous that sometimes you can 
buy a packet of various cornflakes and by the time you 
have opened the big packet you have all these little packets 
inside - 

Mr Cretney And a toy. 

Mr Gilbey: - of different types, and I should think there 
is more paper and stuff there than there are cornflakes. So 
I totally agree with the sentiments of the hon. member, but 
we have to be practical that unfortunately we do not control 
the producers of these goods. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, could I ask the minister in 
reference to his environmentally friendly incinerator, is 
he going to carry out continuous monitoring for dioxins 
and furans during the whole of its life? 

Mr Gilbey: First of all it has been pointed out to me, as 
indeed is correct, that in our present policy document -
and of course I have not got other policy documents - it 
makes it perfectly clear that reduction is part of our policy. 
That is clearly set out in the policy document. 

Now, regarding the monitoring, indeed the incinerator 
will be monitored to the highest standards continuously,  

and the thing that hon. members have been told that I would 
like to re-emphasise is that the monitoring panels which 
are in the control room will be available in real time on the 
worldwide net. So everyone can at any time dial in and 
see what those panels are showing - anyone in the world, 
in the Island or elsewhere - and in that respect we will be 
setting, I think, a world lead. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister revisit the 
statement that he suggested that it was the most efficient 
way of using the waste heat from the incinerator to generate 
electricity? Is it not a fact that it is one of the most inefficient 
ways? When you add the fact that there is £50 million 
being paid out on a cable, would he also not agree that it 
adds even more insanity to the proposal of incineration as 
far as using the waste heat for generating electricity? And 
can the minister also inform this Court that the true agenda 
is that if we have an incinerator the sheer economics means 
that recycling goes out of the window? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, first of all I think I never said it was 
the most economically effective; I said 'which is both 
efficient and environmentally friendly' and that is it. No-
one can deny that it is a better use of waste to get electricity 
from it than to just throw it in a hole in the ground, as we 
are doing at the moment, with the unfortunate results which 
other hon. members have mentioned in respect of both the 
Raggatt and the Point of Ayre. It is just not true - I cannot 
emphasise this enough - that if we have an incinerator there 
is any intention whatsoever to cut down the amount of our 
policy to minimise, reuse and recycle. It is absolutely not 
true. I cannot say this more strongly. You do not have to 
believe me but that is the truth. The policy is to increase 
those and at the same time have incineration for the rump 
or residue which cannot be dealt with in those more 
favourable ways, which would either have to be put in a 
landfill or would have to be incinerated, and if you read 
documents coming from the UK and other places they also 
make it quite clear that having incineration does not mean 
less recycling, et cetera. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
confirm that whilst it is undoubtedly the intention of the 
department to continuously monitor that which can be 
continuously monitored, there is as yet no method for 
continuously monitoring dioxin emissions? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, not absolutely continually, but it will 
be done very often indeed, but everything that can be 
monitored will be monitored and I have actually seen on 
the continent the graphs that show you what is going on 
and they will be available, as I say, on the internet. 

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister, how often is 
often for dioxins and furins, the emissions that will be 
created by this environmentally friendly incinerator? 

Mr Gilbey: I cannot tell you exactly now how often it 
is but it will be at the required EU standards, because again 
it is not just us who are laying down standards for this 
incinerator; this incinerator has to meet not only the present 
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but the future proposed highest EU standards and that is 
what it will do. 

The President: Hon. members, I am being very relaxed 
in relation to the question; it does not actually refer to the 
incinerator. Nevertheless, the hon. member for Douglas 
East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. On the question 
on the agenda paper, number 23, in respect of recycling, I 
note the department does not subsidise the disposal of 
plastics or the recycling of plastics. If the hon. minister 
were to receive a request from a company with a view to 
doing just that, collecting and recycling plastics, would 
his department consider subsidising provided a business 
plan was submitted? And further, in relation to the 
continuous monitoring of dioxins, will he accept that the 
observation, the contribution made by the hon. health 
minister, is correct? And further, is he aware that the so-
called established measurement method for so-called 
continuous monitoring of the incinerator is to take a sample 
twice a year, and that is the established method of today? 

Mr Gilbey: We would follow whatever the standards 
in the EU were. I think if the EU, with the hundreds of 
incinerators they have there and their very high standards, 
consider it acceptable, we should accept that. 

Now, regarding her interesting point concerning the 
recycling of plastics we would consider any approach to 
recycle anything and indeed I can confirm to her that there 
is another waste stream that has not been discussed so far 
in this hon. Court, and that is construction waste, and we 
are at this time considering the possibilities of co-operating 
with the private sector in sorting that out in what is called 
a MRF with a view to separating it into stone and earth, 
which can be reused, and other products like wood and 
paper and wallpaper et cetera, which can either be landfilled 
or eventually, I hope, incinerated. So I hope that this shows 
that we are very keen to pursue all methods of recycling 
which may be put to us, and I would like to conclude this 
by saying that I think perhaps the department and I are to 
blame in that we have not sold our recycling efforts enough 
(Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.), but frankly I believe in action, 
getting things done rather than a lot of spin, and we have 
been doing it but perhaps we are to blame for not telling 
the world loudly enough what we have been doing. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the 
minister, in replying to the monitoring as far as dioxins 
are concerned - it costs £2,000 every time you try to do it 
so it would not be done very often as far as that is 
concerned, and confirm the fact that it is done twice a year? 
On the issue of the recycling, would the minister not agree 
that the fact is that you will be under strict guidelines from 
whoever operates this plant for a certain volume of refuse 
to go through this plant and it will not be in your interests 
to be progressively looking towards any policy as far as 
recycling is concerned in the future because you will be  

penalised by your operator who will be running this 
incinerator in the first place? 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

The President: Ignore the last part of the question, Mr 
Minister. Your reply - the first part was relevant to the cost 
and the number of times - 

Mr Gilbey: With regard to the dioxins the hon. member 
has said that it costs £2,000 a time. I do not know what it 
costs, but frankly to do it once a month would be only 
£24,000 a year and, although that is a lot of money, it is 
totally containable within the overall budgets for waste 
disposal. So if it was required to be done more often there 
is absolutely no hesitation. (Interjection) It is ridiculous to 
do it 24 times a day. It does not need doing that often. The 
fact is we will always keep to the required EU standards 
and frankly, if it costs £24,000 a year, to my mind it would 
not be a disaster and you could also rest assured in all 
these matters that technology is moving forward (A 
Member: Hear, hear.) and I am sure there are people now 
working on ways of checking and testing for dioxins in a 
quicker and less expensive way, and I am glad to see the 
hon. Minister for Trade and Industry nodding at that. 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, can the minister confirm, 
because there is no continuous monitoring of dioxins, that 
surrogate parameters are used from the gaseous emissions 
which can be calculated and the only way we can find a 
proper calculation of the dioxin is by doing it from the 
flue treatment residue? 

Mr Gilbey: I entirely agree with the helpful explanation 
of the hon. member, who has more technical knowledge 
on this than I - 

Mr Downie: And a degree in engineering. 

Mr Gilbey: - but he is of course absolutely right. 

The President: Hon. members, the remaining questions 
are for written answer. 

Free TV Licences for the Elderly — 
Question by Mr Houghton 

for Written Answer 

Question 24 

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to 
ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

(3) When do you plan to implement a scheme to provide 
free TV licences for those aged 75 years and over; 

(3) how will the scheme operate; and 
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(3) will those entitled under the scheme be compensated 
for the unexpired period of previously purchased 
licences? 

Answer 

(3) 	It was implemented yesterday and will take 
effect retrospectively to the beginning of this 
financial year, 1st April. 

(3) 	Pensioners now over age 75, or on reaching 
age 75 in future, will apply to their local post office 
for a free licence. This will be issued to them by the 
post office, but in future years a free licence will be 
issued to them by the TV Licensing Office without 
application. Modified arrangements apply to 
residents in sheltered accommodation, residential 
homes and nursing homes. Only one free licence 
will be issued per household. Particulars of the 
scheme will be posted to every TV licensee resident 
on the Island by the TV Licensing Office this Friday. 

(3) Yes. 

Social Security Benefits for the Unemployed 
— Question by Mr Henderson for 

Written Answer 

Question 25 

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson, 
to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

(1) To what individual financial benefits would an 
unemployed person, without accommodation and 
with minimal savings, be entitled; 

(2) what would be the maximum total financial 
entitlement in respect of those benefits of such a 
person; and 

(3) may a claimant be awarded successive emergency 
payments? 

Answer 

It is assumed that the hon. member is referring to a 
person who is capable of and required to register for work 
as a condition for receipt of benefit. In this case a person 
is normally eligible for jobseeker's allowance and may be 
eligible for jobseeker's enhanced allowance as well. 

I would refer the hon. member to pages 45 to 52 of the 
Benefits and Contributions Information Guide 2000-2001. 
This guide, which was sent to him on 12th April, and leaflet 
N1196 (IOM), which was sent to him on 22nd March, 
provide the information requested at parts (1) and (2) of 
the question. Nevertheless a summary of the relevant 
provisions follows: 

(1) 	An unemployed person who is capable of, 
available for and actively seeking employment is 
normally eligible to claim jobseeker's allowance. 

Jobseeker's allowance has two elements: 

• a contribution-based element, and 

• an income-based element. 

(2) 	To qualify for a contribution-based 
jobseeker's allowance a person must have paid 
sufficient national insurance contributions of a 
relevant class in the relevant income tax years. 

The current weekly rates of contribution-based 
jobseeker's allowance are as follows: 

for 16 and 17-year-olds £31.45 
for those aged 18 to 24 £41.35 
for those aged 25 and over £52.20 

A contribution-based jobseeker's allowance can be 
paid for up to 26 weeks. 

A jobseeker who is entitled to a contribution- based 
jobseeker's allowance may also qualify for an additional 
benefit known as jobseeker's enhanced allowance (JEA) 
if he has been continuously employed on the Island for 
at least two years prior to making his claim for 
jobseeker's allowance. JEA is payable at the same rate 
as the relevant amount of contribution-based jobseeker's 
allowance. So, for example, a jobseeker aged 25 or over 
who is currently entitled to a contribution-based 
jobseeker's allowance and a jobseeker's enhanced 
allowance will receive a total of £104.40 per week. 

Jobseeker's enhanced allowance can be paid for up 
to 52 weeks. Contribution-based Jobseeker's allowance 
stops after the 26th week. From the 27th week the 
claimant would receive only jobseeker's enhanced 
allowance (in the case of of a claimant aged 25 or over, 
£52.20 per week.) 

Income-based jobseeker's allowance is income-
related. Entitlement will depend upon, among other 
things: 

the constitution of the claimant's family; 

• where they live and any housing costs for which he 
is liable; 

• whether any member of the family is ill, disabled 
or of pensionable age; 

• any money the family already has coming in; and 

any savings or capital the family has in excess of 
£10,000. 
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To be eligible for benefit the claimant must: 

* have an income of less than his applicable amount 
(see below), and 

• have savings of less than £15,000. 

Normally, the claimant must also be aged 18 or over 
and be able to satisfy a residential qualification. Broadly 
speaking, the residential qualification is satisfied if the 
claimant qualifies as an Isle of Man Worker, as defined 
by the Control of Employment Act. 

However, benefit may be paid to claimants aged 16 
or 17 who would suffer severe hardship if benefit was 
not paid to them. It may also be paid to claimants who 
do not satisfy the residential qualification, if 
disqualification from benefit would be exceptionally 
harsh or oppressive. 

To be entitled to an income-based jobseeker's 
allowance the claimant's income from other sources 
(including contribution-based jobseeker's allowance and 
jobseeker's enhanced allowance) must be less than his 
applicable amount. The amount payable will be, broadly 
speaking, the difference between his applicable amount 
and his existing weekly income, if any. 

If he already has an income which is greater than 
his applicable amount, he cannot get income-based 
jobseeker's allowance. 

If he already has an income which is greater than 
his applicable amount, he cannot get income-based 
jobseeker's allowance. 

A single claimant's applicable amount would 
normally be made up of: 

a personal allowance, the rate of which depends 
upon his age and whether he is liable for housing 
costs; 

• premiums if he is disabled; 

• housing costs, if he is liable to meet any. 

The applicable amount of a single person without 
accommodation would normally consist of a personal 
allowance only (though it may be increased by way of 
a premium if the claimant is disabled). 

The personal allowance for a single claimant 
without accommodation is currently: 

• £64.05 where the claimant is aged 18 or over, or 

• £37.65 where the claimant is aged 16 or 17. 

These amounts represent the minimum income of a 
person without accommodation, who is available for, 

capable of and actively seeking employment and who 
meets the age and residence criteria. 

There is no limit to the duration of an income-based 
jobseeker's allowance. Entitlement will continue for as 
long as the claimant continues to meet the qualifying 
criteria. 

(3) As jobseeker's allowance is normally paid 
fortnightly in arrear, claimants may request 
payments to help them through to their first payment 
of jobseeker's allowance. 

In these circumstances, a claimant may be entitled 
to a 'start-up payment.' Eligibility is assessed in the 
same way as income-based jobseeker's allowance. 
Entitlement will also depend on the duration of the 
claimant's final wage or salary from his former 
employment, if any. 

Discharged prisoners may also be eligible for start-
up payments on their release from custody. 

There is no limit to the number of start-up payments 
which may be made. However the need for such 
payments does not usually last for more than a couple 
of weeks as the claimant should by then be receiving 
his jobseeker's allowance in the normal cycle. 

The staff of the social security division are always 
available to provide information to the hon. member, 
and indeed if he is concerned about a particular 
individual then such an approach would be more speedy, 
more effective and less time consuming. 

Air Pollution — Monitoring of Dioxins and 
Furans — Question by Mrs Hannan 

for Written Answer 

Question 26 

The hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment: 

Does your department monitor the dioxins and 
furans present in and around towns and villages? 

Answer 

In 1997, dioxins and furans were measured in milk, 
crops, river sediments and soils to determine background 
concentrations in the food chain. The comprehensive 
monitoring programme formed part of the environmental 
impact assessment for the incinerator. The samples were 
taken from the Douglas and Braddan area, these being the 
areas most likely to be affected by any emissions from the 
incinerator. Dioxin and furan levels were determined in 
milk from nine farms, crops from 12 farms, sediments from 
Rivers Middle, Crogga, Dhoo, Glass, and Douglas, and 
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soils from 20 sites in the area. Full details of the testing 
and the results were presented as public documents to the 
incinerator public inquiry. 

A further programme of testing for dioxins and furans 
is being undertaken this year. Milk, crops and soil will be 
tested from the Douglas and Braddan areas to provide 
further information on background levels of these 
substances prior to operation of the incinerator. 

Following the start of operation of the incinerator, the 
department will be carrying out further testing of the food 
chain to determine any effects on dioxin and furan levels 
of the incinerator emissions. 

Recycling — Subsidies Available 
— Question by Mrs Hannan 

for Written Answer 

Question 27 

The hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment: 

What subsidies are available for the recycling of - 

(a) glass; 
(b) paper; 
(c) cans; 
(d) plastics; 
(e) batteries; 
(f) oil; and 
(g) compostible materials? 

Answer 

I am pleased to be able to report that the department 
has continuously supported the recycling of a number of 
materials over a long number of years and, indeed, in the 
current financial year the cost to the department of 
continuing the various recycling initiatives to which it is 
committed is in the region of £400,000. In addition to the 
revenue expenditure on recycling, the department has sited 
around the Island 229 bins for the collection of glass for 
recycling, 46 bins for the collection of aluminium cans, 6 
bins for the collection dry-cell batteries, and 18 bins for 
the collection of paper for recycling. 

Where bins are provided, the department is also 
accepting the responsibility of monitoring those bins and 
collecting materials deposited in them for delivery to 
recycling outlets both on and off-Island. 

The hon. member has asked about the level of subsidy 
provided for various materials. The subsidy provisions for 
each material may be summarised as follows: 

(a) Glass is collected in 229 bins throughout the 
Island. The department itself undertakes the 

collection and shipment for recycling of all this 
material to a UK-based recycling establishment. 
Since January 1997 a total of 2,550 tonnes of glass 
has been shipped from the Isle of Man to the United 
Kingdom to Glass Recycling (UK) Limited. 

(b) Paper - the department has approved a scheme for 
newspapers and magazines to receive a subsidy of 
£60 per tonne, and quality (office) paper receives a 
subsidy of £40 per tonne, when it is shipped off-
Island for recycling in the UK. The department 
operates 18 recycling bins for paper on the Isle of 
Man and provides further support by arranging for 
the collection of those papers and delivery to an 
Isle of Man based company which then deals with 
the transportation of the paper off-Island for 
recycling purposes. Since 1997 a total of 2,400 
tonnes of paper has received subsidy from the 
department for shipment off-Island for recycling 
purposes. 

(c) Cans - the department operates 46 recycling bins 
for the collection of aluminium cans. Recycling 
itself is operated by a private firm on the Island who 
also provides a collection service for aluminium 
cans for recycling. The operator deals with the 
separation of unwanted steel cans from the 
aluminium, the baling of the aluminium and the 
transportation of the aluminium to the UK for 
recycling. Unwanted steel cans which enter the 
process, thereby increasing the cost of recycling, 
are passed to a local scrap merchant for disposal. 
However they generate no income for either the 
operator or the scrap dealer. The department 
provides further support by way of a service for the 
collection of aluminium cans deposited in wheelie-
bins to the Isle of Man-based operator. Due to the 
market position there is no requirement for the 
department to provide any further financial subsidy 
to the operator for the shipment off-Island of 
aluminium for recycling purposes. The operator who 
processes aluminium on the Island advises that 
approximately 18 tonnes per annum of aluminium 
cans are shipped off-Island for recycling purposes. 

(d) Plastics - the department provides no subsidy for 
the disposal of plastics as there is no known market 
for mixed plastics, and post-collection separation 
is felt to be an unworkable option. 

(e) Batteries - batteries may be split into two categories: 

(i) dry cell batteries (i.e. small torch batteries, 
et cetera) for which the department operates 
six recycling bins, are currently collected and 
stored pending their shipment off-Island at 
DLGE expense for recycling. 

(ii) wet cell batteries (i.e. car batteries) are taken 
off-Island principally by a specialising scrap 
metal contractor who receives a subsidy of 
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£50 per tonne. It should be noted in respect 
of wet cell batteries which come from motor 
vehicles that it is important to ensure that the 
acids contained within these batteries are not 
disposed of on-Island and are retained within 
the batteries and shipped as a single unit to 
the UK for specialised recycling. 

(f) Oils - both engine oil and spent cooling oils are taken 
off-Island in 4,000 litre units. This service is 
provided by Colas (IOM) Ltd who received a 
subsidy from the Department of Local Government 
and the Environment of £2,500 towards the 
shipment cost of each load to the UK for specialist 
recycling. 

(g) Compostible Materials - the department presently 
provides no subsidy for the composting of materials 
for recycling purposes. At the July sitting of 
Tynwald Court the department will be placing a 
motion for approval to fees to proceed with a scheme 
to extend the southern civic amenity site to provide 
a green waste composting facility. This facility will 
accept all green wastes deposited at civic amenity 
sites on the Isle of Man for composting and the 
resulting compost will be utilised to effect the 
reinstatement of the former local authority landfill 
site adjacent to the southern civic amenity site. The 
cost of transporting material for composting to the 
southern civic amenity site is to be met by the 
Department of Local Government and the 
Environment. It is estimated that up to 4,500 tonnes 
per annum of green garden waste will be able to be 
dealt with in this manner. 

(h) Fabrics - the department has recently agreed to 
support the Salvation Army with a subsidy of £75 
for each tonne of fabric shipped off-Island for 
recycling. 

The President: Hon. members, I think that brings us to 
the conclusion of our question paper, and looking at the 
Court clock I think it is an appropriate time at which to 
adjourn. So we will adjourn to 2.30 to continue at item 4. 

The Court adjourned at 1.01 p.m. 

Deputy President of Tynwald — 
Hon J D Q Cannan SHK Elected 

The President: Right, hon. members, having completed 
our question paper this morning we now turn to item 3 on 
the order paper which is the election of the Deputy 
President, and I call for nominations, please. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, I rise with pleasure to 
nominate the Speaker of the House of Keys, David 
Qualtrough Cannan. 

Mr Brown: I beg to second. 

The President: We have the one nomination, hon. 
members. Are we agreed? 

Members: Agreed. 

The Speaker: Mr President, I thank the Court for the 
honour that they have given me this afternoon. 

The President: Congratulations, Mr Speaker. 

Taxation — Future Strategy — 
Statement by the Minister for the Treasury 

The President: We then turn to the next item on our 
order paper, hon. members, the future of the taxation 
strategy, for a statement by the Minister for the Treasury, 
but, hon. members, before I actually call the Minister for 
the Treasury, I wish to make it quite clear to the Chief 
Minister and ministers of departments that I view with 
concern the release of information regarding a statement 
that has been placed on our order paper in a timely and 
correct fashion. This morning the Treasury minister was 
interviewed by BBC Radio, which I consider to be 
disrespectful to this Court in the light of the order of our 
business. (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) I am satisfied that 
tomorrow morning would have been of equal benefit (Mrs 
Hannan: Hear, hear.) for the broadcast to have been made 
and would ask that greater care be taken in the future. We 
are dealing then, hon. members, with item 4, a statement 
by the Minister for the Treasury. I call on the hon. member 
for Onchan, Mr Corkin. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, with regard to the statement 
on the agenda, I do wish to apologise to hon. members 
and confirm that I am embarrassed that the normal system 
of confidentiality and the embargo on information has 
broken down with regard to this item on the agenda. Hon. 
members have heard, or been able to hear, certain items in 
the media which they have been confidentially briefed on, 
the media has been confidentially briefed and unfortunately 
it has not worked out, and I am embarrassed about that. 
Can I say it is a matter which I am going to investigate 
further because I think it only respectful to members of 
the Court and to the Island's media services, who have 
kept this embargo. 

Mr President, the Isle of Man has enjoyed unprecedented 
economic success over the last decade and a half. It has 
avoided the economic blight of dependency of so many 
geographically peripheral jurisdictions through a 
combination of political stability, sound and efficient 
economic management, adherence to the highest 
international standards of financial propriety and regulation 
and the most productive use of its principal resource, its 
people. At the start of the new millennium the Isle of Man 
is a modern, confident, dynamic and expanding centre of 
commercial and professional excellence, providing a low, 
direct-tax environment and supporting its companies and 
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residents with the highest quality of public service 
provision. 

However, it is now almost 40 years since the bold 
initiative that saw surtax abolished on the Island and other 
income tax rates cut. Since this time there has been 
accelerating change in the global economic and political 
environment. In particular, the liberalisation of capital 
markets, the lowering of trade barriers and advancements 
in information and communication technology have led to 
record increases in cross-border trade and investment. 

The Isle of Man has responded magnificently in taking 
advantage of the opportunities so provided. The success 
of our business community has produced record growth 
and resulted in significant budget surpluses - over £108 
million over the last three years. Changes continue apace 
on the global scene and we must strive continuously to 
support our businesses as they seek to consolidate and to 
win new business and explore new markets. Clearly, to do 
this the Isle of Man has to remain an acceptable part of the 
international economic community and to acknowledge 
international economic initiatives. 

But the issues facing our government are not all 
externally sourced. Domestically, we need to address the 
means by which economic activity may be spread across 
the whole Island, how the productivity of our workforce 
can be raised, how employer costs can be contained and 
how the benefits of economic success can permeate even 
further throughout our community. To help address both 
the internal and external policy issues and meet the 
demands of the 21st century, the Treasury is proposing to 
bring forward for the consideration of members of Tynwald 
a new taxation strategy. Today I am announcing the outline 
of our proposals. 

Taking account of the key issues and the work already 
under way, the strategy is centred around the principles of 
acceptability, simplicity, competitiveness, high return and 
sustainability. It is also based on three basic assumptions: 
firstly, that the Island wishes to remain a competitive 
finance centre with a diversified economy; secondly, that 
the proportion of receipts from indirect taxation relative 
to government expenditure will not decline to a point where 
flexibility in maintaining low direct taxation will be 
seriously impaired; and thirdly, that tax in one form or 
another is simply a cost and that the Island will wish to 
remain a low-cost centre. Subject to Tynwald and 
legislative approval the changes will be phased in with the 
aim of achieving a 2005-06 deadline at the latest. 

Proposed changes: companies. The first change involves 
companies. The direct taxation charge on trading 
companies has already been reduced in the last two budgets 
by the introduction of a lower band of taxation. Useful 
though this is, a clearer message is required to set the scene 
for the future and help remove the uncertainty of the 
international taxation issues. I therefore propose a 
significant reduction in the rate of income tax. Rates will 
be cut to 10 per cent for trading companies and 15 per cent 
for others. 

Simplification of the overall tax system: this will include 
the introduction of the new corporate tax system and a 
basic approach to capital allowances, which follows 
accountancy principles whilst retaining 100 per cent relief 
for key industries. 

Moves to address some of the international concerns: 
an important aspect of the new corporate tax will be to 
seek to bring within the mainstream taxation provisions 
all those exempt businesses which currently have a 
substantial presence on the Island and provide meaningful 
employment. In particular, I have in mind ship management 
and insurance business. Their current taxation position will 
be maintained, albeit with a zero rate of tax instead of tax 
exemption, treatment which I also intend to extend to fund 
management. 

To meet expressions of concern from the OECD, the 
ring-fencing which requires only non-resident participation 
will be lifted so that all businesses of a like nature will be 
treated the same. 

Incentive schemes will be introduced to encourage 
development, particularly outside the Douglas area, with 
a progressive system of taxation for key start-ups. Venture 
capital schemes which attract tax relief will be revisited to 
harness and encourage the many entrepreneurial skills 
which exist within the Island community. This applies 
particularly to those which embrace new technology. 

Inward investment from off-Island is equally important 
as on-Island investment. The current disincentive arising 
out of the taxation treatment of dividends paid to off-Island 
investors will need to be addressed. 

The proposed incentives will be co-ordinated with the 
work of the Department of Trade and Industry to ensure 
that they are targeted in the most effective manner. Should 
Tynwald so decide, the proposals also need to be capable 
of supporting any new approach to collection of national 
insurance contributions or other local charges which 
reduces business cost and streamlines administration. 

The proposed strategy for the taxation of individuals is 
complementary to that for companies, in that it is to have 
a simple low-tax system which lends itself to the service 
efficiencies which can be gained out of the use of new 
technology. Encouragement for self-reliance and tolerance 
are key features within the central policies of this 
government. This requires a system which is reasonable 
in its application to all individuals and is consistently 
applied. Support for low-income families and equality of 
treatment for partners within a marriage are as fundamental 
to achieving these as are incentives to save for old age or 
infirmity. 

In view of labour market pressures the tax system also 
needs to be geared towards maximising the output of the 
existing workforce and the participation rate of the current 
population. It is therefore proposed the standard rate will 
be cut to 10 per cent and the higher rate to 15 per cent. In 
addition, the tax threshold will be increased and then linked 
to a specific statistical indicator. All income will be assessed 
on a current year basis of assessment, thereby removing 
many of the complications existing in our current system. 
Deductions from income will be simplified to leave only 
those which either secure the elements that are essential to 
quality of life or encourage personal enterprise such as 
housing costs, child care costs and business start-ups. 

There will be equality of treatment for both partners 
within a marriage. Personal allowances will be extended 
to non-residents and in future any increases will be in line 
with inflation. All allowances and deductions will attract 
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a tax credit at the standard rate with an element being 
refundable to residents on low incomes. 

The short-term residence concession will be replaced 
with a new definition of residence which takes account of 
short periods spent on the Island. 

There is to be encouragement for self-reliance through 
pensions and savings initiatives, and centres will be 
introduced for key personnel who have to be brought in 
on short-term contracts to assist new start-ups, and specific 
legislation for schemes which encourage productivity 
improvements. More detailed information on each of these 
proposals will be released during consultative stages. 

On the international issues let me turn back for a 
moment. As has been emphasised on several occasions to 
the international community, the Isle of Man is a high-
quality, well-regulated jurisdiction committed to operating 
to international standards and norms. It recognises that the 
work of the OECD forum on harmful tax competition is 
likely to contribute to the establishment of new 
international standards. Whilst we do expect to be placed 
on a list of jurisdictions meeting the OECD's tax haven 
criteria, the Isle of Man Government has a standing 
commitment to work positively and co-operatively with 
the OECD and its members and be proactive to any 
internationally accepted changes that may emerge. 

In the meantime, we believe that the proposed 
programme of updating and modernising our taxation 
provisions will remove many of the concerns which have 
been expressed at international level. For example, we are 
already on record that we are prepared to negotiate an 
updated double taxation agreement with the United 
Kingdom to provide for a modern framework within which 
business can be undertaken and information can be 
exchanged in accordance with internationally agreed 
standards. This will apply equally to any other country 
which wishes to enter into meaningful and constructive 
discussions. 

Exempt insurance companies and ship management 
companies have already been commented upon, and it is 
worth repeating that it is understood that the removal of 
the ringfence regime from around those activities will meet 
the concerns of the OECD. The position over non-resident 
company duty remains unchanged with a moratorium still 
in place on any new companies. 

As to other exempt companies, the Treasury 
acknowledges their contribution to the Island's economy 
and their value in acceptable international tax planning 
structures. Accordingly we will continue to support their 
cause and enter into discussions with OECD to determine 
which features they consider unsatisfactory and seek to 
achieve a position which alleviates their concerns. Many 
of the activities of these companies are tax-neutral and do 
not involve a loss of tax for any jurisdiction. Certainly the 
intention is to retain their usage into the foreseeable future. 

Whilst the same principles apply to international 
companies, barriers being raised by way of controlled 
foreign company legislation do raise a question mark over 
their continued existence. 

It is a critical feature of the proposed tax strategy that 
the Customs and Excise Agreement is retained. It underpins 
our ability to be flexible on direct taxation and whilst, as  

with income tax, there are sources of indirect tax receipts 
that might be seen as vulnerable, the overwhelming 
proportion of receipts are viewed as solidly based. 

The position regarding indirect taxation in the strategy 
is relatively straightforward. The policy is to maintain the 
Customs and Excise Agreement whilst at the same time 
monitoring, adapting or adopting change as it occurs. This 
will provide that developments in VAT in the United 
Kingdom and Europe will translate into the Island's system. 
New indirect taxes and duties introduced by the United 
Kingdom will be evaluated and actioned if necessary. 
Opportunity for flexibility within existing regimes will 
continue to be sought and evaluated. The current, 
predominantly free access and movement to and from the 
EU states is not curtailed in any way, and no additional 
bureaucratic burdens are placed by virtue of the Island's 
indirect taxation regimes on persons doing business 
between the United Kingdom or the European Union and 
the Island. 

Continuous monitoring of the indirect tax regime will 
ensure that overall it remains in the Island's best interest. 
Any increase in the relative significance of indirect taxation 
has the potential to impact on relatively low income groups, 
particularly where it falls most heavily on essential items 
of expenditure. In such circumstances consideration should 
be given to means by which the indirect tax burden on 
lower income groups might be mitigated or else countered 
through the benefits system or the income tax system. 

A new taxation strategy must go hand in hand with an 
economic strategy which maintains and expands the 
presence of key companies and attracts new profitable 
activities. It still needs to be concerned with delivering 
sustained and manageable growth across a diversified 
economic base, but to raise GDP and per capita tax revenue, 
contain future increases in population levels and reduce 
future pressures on the physical infrastructure and the 
provision of public services, then ideally such activities 
will need to be of a high profit, high value added per 
employee nature. The attraction of corporate decision-
makers and, for example, Treasury and investment 
management activities fits the bill as high added value 
activities and functions. 

E-commerce holds similar potential, not just where 
existing service functions are redefined and delivered 
electronically and less labour-intensively, but also where 
e-commerce entrepreneurs establish on the Island. Clearly, 
the e-commerce strategy must be central to the overall 
economic strategy and its production cannot lag behind 
anything else. I look forward to Tynwald debating this 
subject in more detail in July and, in due course the issue 
of taxation proposals for such business. 

Proposals for a new banking initiative will naturally 
encompass e-commerce internet service development, and 
the existing strategy will also be reshaped to attract secure 
profitable private banks consisting of few employees. This 
can be undertaken without any additional risk to the 
reputation or financial stability of the Island's banking 
sector. 

Any proposals for the reduction of the direct tax burden 
through the lowering of income tax rates brings with it 
issues to do with government financing of expenditure and 
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of income redistribution. In respect of the former there is 
clearly a risk, in the interim period at least, of revenues 
falling below existing forecasted levels. Implemented over 
five years, the incremental cost of the principal tax-
reducing proposals would be around £8 million per annum 
in real terms. Other elements of the package would add £2 
million to this. Of course, the anticipation is that total tax 
receipts will increase as the strategy succeeds and raises 
the level and quality of economic activity. 

The reduction in tax rates will also help reduce local 
tax evasion and the black economy. There might, however, 
be an initial transitional period when it might be deemed 
necessary to exercise greater budgetary restraint and/or 
consider means of supplementing receipts through, for 
example, using investment income from reserves or the 
reserves themselves. Another option would be the 
introduction of new indirect taxes, levies or charges subject 
to measures to ensure the minimum of zero impact on low-
income groups. 

The strategy being suggested is not without risk but I 
believe that action is needed now. To stand still would be 
to invite others to take the market lead and reap the benefits. 
I am therefore making this announcement so that there 
can be some time for consultation before it is included in 
the annual policy review and debated in Tynwald in 
October. I believe, however, that the proposals I have 
outlined will help to secure the economic future of the Isle 
of Man and the prosperity of its people. It will enhance 
future receipts from taxation; it will provide a firm and 
clear statement for investors and business; it will reduce 
current uncertainties arising from international initiatives; 
importantly, it will bring about a restructuring of the 
economy by encouraging improved productivity and 
attracting more higher-profit, less labour-intensive activity. 
In return, this restructuring will ease future labour demands, 
reduce future population expansion and so ease prospective 
measures on the Island's physical infrastructure and public 
service provision. In total, the package significantly 
differentiates the Isle of Man from other jurisdictions and 
presents an unprecedented marketing and business 
opportunity. 

I am sorry to have taken up so much of the Court's time 
with this rather lengthy statement but I believe that the 
time is now appropriate to be proactive over our future 
proposals for economic development so that our people 
and our businesses know precisely where the Island is 
headed in the 21st century. I thank the Court for listening 
to my statement. 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

Mr Crowe: Mr President, if I can just ask a question. 
Firstly, I would compliment the Treasury minister and the 
Treasury for this proactive approach. It is a bold strategy 
at the start of this century and I look forward to the details 
in July, but I would just ask him if he could inform the 
Court how he intends to consult with the private sector 
companies on the Island as to the proposals that he has 
outlined today. 

The President: Treasury minister, I have had two 
further indications. Do you wish to take them separately, 
sir? 

Mr Corkill: Perhaps one at a time would be preferable, 
Mr President - I did expect questions. The hon. member 
makes reference to consultation, and I would make the 
point that this is a statement of strategy and all the changes 
proposed, all the legislation required will take the normal 
course. Therefore there will be full consultation, but I 
would also add a comment that significant behind-the-
scenes consultation has already occurred in the 
development of the strategy. The tax working party group 
has been working at this strategy for 21/2 years and during 
that time a lot of these issues have been raised, particularly 
with the issue to do with ring-fencing exempt business. 
Therefore I can assure the hon. member that there will be 
even further fuller consultation. 

Dr Mann: Mr President, I appreciate that this is a very 
significant statement and I also appreciate the fact that we 
will have opportunity for debating that fairly soon, but can 
I take it that underneath all these changes we are actually 
prepared now to consider negotiating international 
disclosure? 

Mr Corkill: With regard to the exchange of information, 
Mr President, this is a very sensitive international issue 
and there is a great deal of international political support 
for a greater environment of exchange of information. The 
newspapers are full daily of the debate which goes on 
within the European Union members, between its own 
members, but also the OECD makes much play on 
exchange of information. The Isle of Man's reputation, I 
think, in terms of tracking down criminal activity and the 
process that is required to deliver information for 
prosecutions in other jurisdictions, I think, is a good record 
and stands the Island in good stead. Without a doubt the 
globe is heading towards an environment of more exchange 
of information, but I would make the statement that 
following the Edwards review of the Island's regulatory 
regime the government's response was to seek to 
renegotiate the double taxation agreement with the United 
Kingdom, and that position has not changed; that is the 
current position. That is all I can say at this point. 

Mr Delaney: Mr President, the minister is aware that I 
have already expressed my support for the strategy, 
particularly as it passes on so closely to what was brought 
in when it was reduced from 20 per cent to 15 per cent by 
Mr Speaker when he was in your position. I am concerned 
in your statement in relation to hearing you this morning 
at 7.30 on British radio and the information that came out 
in that programme prior to us debating it. You have said 
you will undertake an inquiry as to how this leak or leaks 
occurred. Will you undertake also to report back to this 
Court on your findings so we can know how this sensitive 
information was placed outside of the Island before it was 
placed inside? 

The President: Treasury minister, I do not know 
whether you wish to reply to that. 
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Mr Corkill: Well, I am embarrassed that I was contacted 
by the BBC and therefore was on the back foot with regard 
to having to deal with the situation. Because the statement 
contains significant international issues I felt it prudent to 
respond appropriately and hence the interviews were done 
on Radio 5 live at quarter to six and - 

Mr Delaney: Half past seven. 

Mr Corkill: the Today programme on Radio 4 just after 
quarter past six - a rather early start to the day that I am 
not particularly used to - and I am sorry about that, because 
it did undermine the trust of the local media who have 
stuck with the embargo. I feel as though it should be 
followed through. Whether I can report back with anything 
meaningful I do not know, because, at the end of the day, 
last week all members of Tynwald were briefed, the media 
had been briefed and a number of people inevitably know 
by the time a statement is made, and I think we all know 
that in the political life that we lead that is always a risk. 
So it has not gone off quite as we expected, but nevertheless 
the content of the statement stands true. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I am intrigued - paragraph 
31 says it will attract more higher-profit companies, less 
labour-intensive activity, ease future labour demands, 
reduce future population expansion and so ease prospective 
pressures on the Island's physical infrastructure and public 
service provision, and I would like the minister to explain 
how that will happen within this package. 

The President: The Treasury minister. 

Mr Delaney: The ex-minister. 

Mr Corkill: Bearing in mind the present economic 
climate which exists on the Island, it certainly seems 
sensible, and Treasury has the view that where economic 
activity can be encouraged and profits produced with the 
minimum number of people, then it seems sensible to try 
to encourage that particular way forward. We think, bearing 
in mind how the world economy is changing, not just our 
own economy, and the way and the nature in which 
business is changing and the way it is transacted, that there 
is a very big opportunity for the Island because of our 
existing infrastructure and proposed new infrastructures, 
to forge ahead in this particular area. It does not necessary 
mean just e-business and e-commerce, which I know is a 
bit of a buzz word, but that type of activity extends to all 
areas and will extend to all areas of our economy to some 
extent or other, and therefore if we can raise, at the end of 
the day, average earnings in the Isle of Man, which are 
somewhere similar to incomes in the Merseyside area -
we do not have a particularly great GDP, and therefore we 
feel we should be striving to improve that, and that is why 
I spoke about productivity and some of the measures which 
are designed to maximise and help our workforce to be 
productive and to give them the advantage of being 
productive, but at the end of the day we are talking about 
increasing value added activity. This is not a new message, 
but I think there is a new urgency. Thank you, Mr President. 

Mr Lowey: Mr President, I do not think the minister is 
expecting today an endorsement of his complete package, 
but I am reassured in his statement where he says great 
emphasis will be placed on lower paid, low income families 
and - I think the phrase used was - minimum or zero effect. 
He will be held to account on that one, I am sure, as we 
develop this strategy, but on consultation he said he has 
already been in consultation in the last few years. One 
presumes that the consultation will be widened now and I 
look forward to that, but as to the general picture of the 
government having a strategy and being positive I think 
this is to be welcomed (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) and I 
wish the minister well in it and I do think it signals a grown-
up attitude that we are prepared to look at the real world in 
which we operate and to go forward. To that extent I would 
welcome the minister's statement here this afternoon, but 
as again, as I am sure he will not be unaware, I will be 
taking a great interest in how we protect the vulnerable 
and the low paid in our society. 

Mr Corkill: The hon. member of the Council raises an 
issue which is quite often raised at budget time and other 
times. The announcement to do with tax credits is one way 
forward where we think we can help those who do not pay 
tax, still get the benefit from the fact that they are entitled 
to allowances if only they were paying tax and to be able 
to translate that back into a top-up scenario for benefits if 
they happen to be in that situation, we think, is a positive 
way forward, but it is not meant to replace benefits or 
interfere with benefits and the comment I made about 
national insurance contributions is purely an efficiency 
issue with regard to collection. There is a working party 
between the DHSS and the Treasury looking at how to 
maximise the collection and the way the deductions from 
salaries and wages are collected, and so I hope he takes 
stock of that, which I guess the hon. member has. 

The hon. member refers to the international climate, 
and the reason for this strategy primarily is to introduce 
certainty where there is some uncertainty, which has been 
abroad for a little while. We do not think it is healthy for 
that uncertainty to prevail when we can put things right 
and decisions are made; sometimes decisions are put off 
when there is uncertainty. We feel that this top level strategy 
will introduce some of that back into the boardroom and 
people can look at the Isle of Man with confidence, but 
the distribution of income across the Island, across our 
people and across our regions is still of paramount 
importance. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I welcome the statement about 
going for front office instead of going for back office, going 
for quality instead of quantity. When are we going to 
actually see this start to come about and we are actually 
going to start saying 'Well, if you have got any economic 
development you want three hundred more for something,' 
but actually work out what we actually ... and start picking 
and choosing? The second point I wanted to ask on the 
statement is that we talked about the development of trying 
to get more economic activity outside Douglas. Will the 
Treasury minister inform us in what positive way this is 
going to take place. Are we actually going to see the 
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Treasury building and subsidising some office development 
in Peel and Ramsey? How can we be assured that any new 
tax credit system will not be used as an excuse to do away 
with our social security system, which then can be open to 
abuse by some smart accountant? 

Mr Corkill: Obviously we are getting into some detail 
now, Mr President, but I would foresee that there should 
be some filters in place with regard to making sure that it 
is quality value added business with small numbers of 
people involved, which we are seeking to attract. The tax 
system can deliver that if it is carefully structured and the 
detail will have to follow, and that is all part of the 
consultative process, so I take on board the hon. member's 
comments. The hon. member has been a champion of the 
cause of negative income tax. I hope that the tax credit 
system will go some way to satisfying that. Obviously we 
do not want to introduce a system where new avoidances 
are created, because one of the prime statements I have 
made is that the taxation system should be simplified. The 
more simple it is the less attractive it will be for the brains • to start up avoidance schemes. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, I gather that this should 
come in the form more of a question or a series of questions 
to the Treasury minister rather than a statement, but I do 
welcome what appears to be a bold initiative here and it 
does appear to me - I am sure he would agree - to address 
some of the highlighted difficulties I perceive that some 
people in the Isle of Man have faced because of the 
prosperity of this Island and long, of course, may that 
continue, but I did highlight at the recent seminar at the 
Hilton that I felt that a number of people were not reaping 
the full reward of the financial benefits that were available 
to the rest of the Island. I do welcome that and I am sure 
he would agree with me that some of those comments 
perhaps are embraced in the initiative which he is launching 
here now, because we do face an extreme amount of 
competition here and one thing the Island wants is 
security - 

The President: And I would like a question, sir. 

Mr Cannell: Yes, I would finally say that I am sure the 
Treasury minister would agree with me that he acted in 
the extreme good faith of supplying publicity for this 
initiative because if you turn down the opportunity to gain 
it it is unlikely you will be invited to reappear to fit the 
embargo, and as a media person I am sure he would agree 
that he was faced with a very difficult situation and wanted 
to capitalise on publicising this scheme for the benefit of 
us all. 

Mr Quine: That is a good question! 

The President: There may have been a question in 
there, Treasury minister, but I turn to the hon. member for 
Ramsey, Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. If I can refer to 
the item on incentives for new investment and the  

minister's comment that incentive schemes will be 
introduced to encourage development particularly outside 
the Douglas area, in welcoming this U-turn can I ask him, 
is he not concerned about the word 'particularly? Will he 
consider that whilst he is offering any incentives within 
Douglas, that was going to blunt incentives that are being 
offered to areas outside of Douglas and the rest of the 
Island. Does he not agree that it is important that now 
investment should go to other parts of the Island and be 
assured of going to other parts of the Island other than 
Douglas and that this particular wording certainly does 
not encourage that? 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, we are all aware that a few 
years ago the international finance zone was created in the 
inner part of Douglas and the taxation treatment of that 
designated area resulted in quite rapid development. The 
timing was good and the incentive worked. Those are time-
expired and so development which you see today is rolling 
on from those initiatives, but it was a temporary initiative 
which was rescinded by this hon. Court, so in terms of 
`particularly' I think Treasury's view is that we should look 
outwards around the Island and see if we can, perhaps not 
on such a grand scale, replicate that formula from time to 
time in other towns and districts of the Island. 

Mr Waft: Mr President, I too would like to congratulate 
the Treasury minister on such a bold step forward and I 
think this does stamp our responsibility with regard to the 
international finance sector, and it also stamps our situation 
with regard to the United Kingdom and how they look at 
the Isle of Man and what we can and cannot do. Could I 
just ask the minister if he would clarify the situation with 
regard to establishing credits? Who will these credits go 
to and when will they be paid? The other thing I think is 
worthy of note - I would like to congratulate your Chief 
Financial Officer on his OBE. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

The President: The Treasury minister to reply. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, I can take no credit for the 
Chief Financial Officer's recent award and I too add my 
congratulations publicly. (Interjection) But it is a good 
thing isn't it? With regard to the tax credits, this is a system 
that we believe the new income tax computer system can 
now deliver, whereby unused allowances can actually mean 
something. We have over 30 per cent of our population 
not paying tax at the end of the day, but of course they are 
submitting tax returns and have allowances for certain 
things, but they do not mean anything if you are not paying 
any tax against them, so this is the area that we are most 
interested in trying to make work, and we see that, where 
perhaps there are occasions when the benefit system is 
straightjacketed, maybe this can add to that, but it is, and I 
reiterate, not a replacement or meant to undermine the 
benefit system in any way whatsoever, which is very dear 
to my heart to keep particularly modelled on the UK system 
of things. Thank you, Mr President. 

• 
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Social Security Legislation (Application) 
(No. 9) Order 2000 — Debate Commenced 

The President: We turn, then, hon. members, to item 5 
on the order paper, the Social Security Legislation 
(Application) (No. 9) Order, and on this occasion I call on 
the Minister for Health and Social Security, the hon. 
member of the Council, Mrs Christian. 

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to 
move: 

That the Social Security Legislation (Application) 
(No. 9) Order 2000 [SD No 205/00] he approved. 

At the May sitting of this hon. Court the order before 
us now failed to secure approval because of a difference 
between the branches, and in accordance with standing 
order number 3.19 I am asking that the Court consider it 
again today. Hon. members will recall that the order 
amends the Social Security (Disability Working 
Allowance) Regulations to provide that those persons 
resident in the departments care in the community homes 
are excluded from entitlement to disability working 
allowance. It also prevents access to DWA by a few 
disability cases resident in the community, but not in our 
homes, for whom 'employment' is provided by the 
department for purely therapeutic purposes. 

I have circulated a memorandum to hon. members which 
sets out the payments which are available to people resident 
in our homes. They do receive a number of benefits and I 
do hope that in setting out the paper before you, hon. 
members, we have drawn the distinction between those 
people who are disabled and who work and qualify for 
disability working allowance in order to sustain themselves 
and pay for their own accommodation and living expenses 
and distinguish between that situation and the situation 
which prevails in our homes where their care, their 
accommodation and everyday expenses, apart from their 
clothing requirements, are purchased by the department. 

The table will indicate to hon. members that even when 
this DWA is withdrawn they will still have a cash amount 
in hand varying from between £40.70 a week to £148.55 
in the case of the three people who are carrying out 
substantive work, but the maximum that they will have, 
the cash in hand for spending money, varies for these 
individuals between £40.70 and £144.49. 

I would make a plea to those hon. members who argued 
against this change at the last sitting, if they have concerns 
that the cash in hand that these residents have is not 
adequate, to make those concerns known to the department, 
but not to use this DWA vehicle as the mechanism for 
changing that situation, because, if you do, you make two 
wrongs not making a right in my view, because you offer 
support to those in our homes who already have the support 
of the community about them provided through our general 
revenue structure and put them on the same basis as those 
people who need this benefit to meet their everyday living 
costs. 

Mr President, I do not wish to take a lot of the Court's 
time. The documentation is in front of hon. members. If  

they see low numbers in this documentation it is because 
the residents have private resources of their own and are 
not entitled to some of these other income support benefits, 
and that is the explanation for the lower sums which appear 
in the table. 

I would ask hon. members to support the department in 
this, not to create further anomalies, however well-meaning 
hon. members may be or feel they may be in opposing this 
change. I do honestly believe it will create further 
anomalies and difficulties between groups of disabled 
people and I would not wish that to happen. I beg to move, 
Mr President. 

Mr Delaney: I understand now why the minister at the 
last Court - 

The President: Are you seconding, sir? Are you 
seconding? 

Mr Delaney: No, I am not seconding. 

The President: All right. The hon. member for Onchan, 
Mr Cannell. 

Mr Cannell: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, 
Mr President. 

The President: The hon. member for Council, Mr 
Delaney. It has now been seconded. 

Mr Delaney: I understand why we are being asked for 
a joint vote now - it was asked for at the last Tynwald 
under standing orders. What I am trying to clarify is from 
the minister's statement: if members have concern that 
people in homes are not getting enough they may approach 
her or let them know, but they will be told that the 
regulations governing the payments are governed anyhow 
and are already fixed by regulations and, as we know, we 
either can vote for or against regulations when they come 
before us. So all the approaches you may make will make 
no difference to those who may be on, they consider - your 
constituents - not an amount of money that they think they 
deserve when in homes and working for any reason, 
particularly the one given by the minister. So in actual fact 
that exercise would be a complete waste of time, because 
you will be told by the officers `Ah, well, they get what 
they are entitled to by the regulations.' 

So, Mr President, think hard before you vote on this. 
Do we honestly believe that the might of this Court against 
these few people who may be getting a bit more than 
somebody says they are entitled to - is it right that we should 
just make an example of them to keep their figures and 
their situation in this department on a level playing field? 
I do not believe it is going to make that amount of 
difference, particularly not now when we are talking in 
major expenditure in the Isle of Man. I believe that if these 
people, most of whom do not fill in the application forms 
themselves - they are assisted by even members who work 
in that department who actually do it and it was they who 
probably guide them down this road. I believe we leave 
sleeping dogs lie in this case. Let it be and let us not bring 
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the might of the empire down upon these few people, 
unfortunate as they already are. 

Mr President, I wish members to retain their vote and, 
if the situation is that Tynwald decides, Tynwald decides 
that these people may be getting a few bob more that the 
rules do not clearly state they should be getting, but the 
fact is we think they are worth it anyhow. Thank you, Mr 
President. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I have got a little bit to 
say on this issue as I did last time. It is something that 
concerns me greatly. It concerns me even more that we 
are back here discussing it again. 

Mr Brown: Standing orders. 

Mrs Hannan: Yes. 

Mr Henderson: Now, yes, it did, it has come back under 
standing orders; that is quite correct, Mr President, but 
nonetheless we are embroiled in a benefit cut debate, as I 
see it. 

The minister in my opinion has the incredible audacity 
to return here today with exactly the same order which is 
set out in standing orders, unmodified and not taking into 
account or taking the slightest bit of notice of the legitimate, 
obvious concerns I raised last time round. In my opinion 
this should have been withdrawn for further consultation. 
Minister, what on earth are you thinking of? What do you 
and your department hope to gain by what I see as this 
unsavoury move? We are talking about seven mentally 
handicapped people here and their legal, legitimate 
entitlement that you wish to outlaw, because that is what 
is being asked of everyone in this hon. Court today, to 
make it illegal for these vulnerable people to make a claim 
on this particular benefit element and cut it off completely, 
full stop, here today, cut off tomorrow, as indicated by the 
DHSS explanatory memorandum which the Minister for 
Health has just read out from, and every member of this 
Court is in receipt of that document. 

This is nothing to do with the poor people who are going 
to suffer, and suffer they will, because this is going to have 
a major impact on their quality of life. There is nothing 
surer and I will illustrate that fact in a moment, Mr 
President. This is all about authority. It is about being in 
control and nothing more. These folk with their disabilities 
are being treated like numbers on a lottery card. Not once 
have I heard about the effects this move will have on the 
actual person and their lives. All I keep hearing are the 
same old boring repetitive lines being trotted out: it is 
inappropriate to be in receipt of this benefit; they are having 
their living costs met by the department; the department 
has provided a wonderful programme for them to live in; 
normal houses in normal streets et cetera. Well, that is fine; 
everyone in this chamber knows exactly and precisely what 
I am talking about here. This is nothing but crafty 
gerrymandering of a situation. The issue at hand is focused 
completely on the instant stoppage of a benefit which these 
people have been in receipt of for anything up to two years 
or so, and the impact it will have on their lives. My debate 
has nothing to do with the quality of care and  

accommodation these people receive from the DHSS. In 
my opinion it is probably the best in the British Isles, so 
let us get that one straight, Mr President. 

There was certainly severe confusion when I was trying 
to illicit answers to these questions in the House of Keys 
two weeks ago. Answering department members tried in 
vain to go round the issue. This is not about political point-
scoring; everyone here knows it is the principle that is about 
to be established, a principle that will set instant benefit 
cuts for small vulnerable groups in our community and 
for others. That is what this is about, Mr President, and I 
will fight tooth and nail for people's legitimate rights 
anytime. That is correct and what every member of this 
Court is morally bound to do above any political 
aspirations. I defy anybody in here to stand up and say it is 
right, correct and proper to unfairly discriminate against 
this group of disabled people who are being treated in this 
matter completely differently to anyone else, which I will 
endeavour to illustrate as I progress my argument. They 
cannot speak up for themselves and the staff will have been 
well and truly gagged on this one, so there is no-one to 
point out the unfairness of this situation or anyone to appeal 
against the original decision before it even got this far. 

Now then, let us examine the situation more closely 
and you will see that there are indeed glaring anomalies 
and inconsistencies. At the outset of this carry-on last 
month I made it clear that I accepted that disability working 
allowance may not be the most helpful benefit element for 
these people to claim in this way, but just to cut it 
completely in one go is just outrageous. But what we do 
have is the fact that this element of benefit is legally and 
correctly claimed. The very fact that they have been 
receiving this benefit and been approved for up to two 
years I think demonstrates the legitimacy of the claims. 
There is no doubt about that whatsoever. 

Let us go on a bit further, examine this in slightly more 
detail and set the backdrop and put into context my 
concerns and the issues arising, especially now that we 
have the number and figures distributed by the department. 
This order will affect seven people on the table at the 
annexe of the memorandum, and anywhere in a range of 
the disputed allowance from between £1 to £73 and who 
have been claimants for a considerable amount of time. 
Living expenses are met by the department, so we are told. 
As these folk are being cared for by residential social 
workers and have all the housing and meal costs taken 
care of free, that is excellent and that is how it should be in 
any case. We should be looking after the more vulnerable 
people in our community. But - and there is a big but here 
and it is an important one, one we are not being shown -
no other costs are being mentioned. Now, let us think about 
that. If a vulnerable disabled person with learning 
difficulties is moved from a hospital environment setting 
where every single expense is met - and I should know 
because I worked there for 20 years and I know exactly 
what the folk who are moved into the community received 
and I know, if they were stuck, needs were met from the 
hospital and ward funds and so on - to a community setting, 
as we are so often told, normal houses, normal streets et 
cetera, then this Court needs to be provided with another 
list, because the department do not have a benefit allowance 
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for all the other things in life a person would need to fit 
into this picture of normality that is being keenly promoted. 
Any care programme supporting this kind of policy would 
ensure that the residents of a community home would have 
access to new clothes as and when required, new shoes as 
and when required; some may require special shoes and a 
work boot. Personal items such as toothpaste, brush, 
deodorants, fragrances, razors et cetera, et cetera. It goes 
on and on, but for weekly, monthly, two monthly needs. 
All these things are essential if normality is being promoted 
- everyday items we all take for granted, but expensive 
and more so when you think most of them are used daily 
and require replacement every week or so. 

Further, if we are promoting normality, community 
reintegration, then we have to think of social needs. Being 
able to go out with a carer or group - that is expensive; 
buying a pizza or chip supper, renting a video film - top 
films are £3.50. Someone has got to pay for that. A trip 
out somewhere, say a visit to Laxey or out for a drink, all 
requires money and things are not cheap. A trip to the 
pictures will cost £4.50, things these people should be doing 
and helped by their carers. It is essential for their well-
being, promotion of normality and for social integration 
with the community. 

There is just one thing: there is no benefit for all that 
lot. It has to come from any existing benefit, including the 
disputed disability working allowance. There is no other 
money for them and they do not all have well-off relatives 
to help support them either, and that has also been answered 
in the Keys another time. The minister herself admitted 
this major shortcoming in an interview on Manx Radio 
and has said so herself today - and I have the date and 
time, minister. 

Well, it does not take a great imagination to work out 
that clothing and shoes are expensive, that they may not 
be required all the time but it makes sense to save for these 
items as they will surely have to be bought from time to 
time. I suppose I had better draw attention here to some 
other prices because some of the comments I have heard 
as to what these folk use the benefit money for are quite 
frankly an insult to them and the carers who work hard for 
them and help manage their day-to-day living, and manage 
for a rainy day and what their needs are every week, month, 
two months, six months, down the road - crass comments 
that 'Oh, they buy ice-creams' or 'they have hundreds of 
pounds in their pockets every week' - that is disgusting in 
the extreme to even think such a thing. It takes some nerve 
to put that spin on that and proves my point. We are not 
talking about the impact this order will have on the 
humanity of the situation but about control and no 
flexibility. It is about rectifying a departmental decision, 
but we are missing the point and it cannot be right. You 
see, the situation gets worse the more you examine it. 

Moving on still further, if these people have become 
dependent on this element of the benefit allowance to assist 
in purchasing their personal items, which I have outlined 
above such as clothing and toiletries et cetera which they 
receive no benefit for, then this element suddenly becomes 
vitally important and fundamental to their care programme 
of living in normal houses in normal streets and social 
integration. It cannot be achieved if they do not have an 

adequate personal allowance in order for them to meet their 
personal needs and aspirations of the department. This 
problem did not exist to the same extent in the hospital 
setting. 

I think what has been attempted, in my opinion, to be 
battered through here by the use of this standing order is 
not fair, because we know how the vote went last time and 
it has got a good possibility of succeeding this time. 

The President: Hon. member, if I may stop you there, 
I want to make it perfectly plain that under standing order 
3.19, which is perfectly printed on your order paper, the 
minister has no option but to bring forth the same motion 
as was dealt with at the previous sitting. That has to come 
forward in the same way, sir. Please continue. 

Mr Henderson: Yes, Mr President. The DHSS have 
openly admitted in their explanatory document that we 
have had this month that the contentious benefit will be 
stopped instantly and has the effect on total weekly moneys 
of dropping people by an average of 50 to 60 per cent, as 
we can all see by the table set out in the annex on the back. 
The minister is asking us to effectively cut a benefit which 
is essential in a personal allowance to these people by 
anything up to £60 a week. How are they going to cope 
with that all of a sudden? That is my concern. Since when 
do we impose 60 per cent pay cuts on people? This will 
undoubtedly make it extremely difficult for them to 
undertake their care programme successfully and I think 
it is a disgrace. Would members of this hon. Court happily 
take a 60 per cent pay cut to benefit the DHSS? I think 
not. You cannot do that. Some of these people would just 
drop from over £100 a week to just £40 or £50 or so, and 
that cannot be right, especially in the light of the cost of 
living that we have these days. The impact of the sudden 
benefit cut on people who have become accustomed to it 
over the past few years, and I would say a vital element if 
they have to buy their personal effects including clothes, 
will be keenly felt. Also we have no assessment of the 
impact on each individual case this order will have and no 
full information exactly what they have to spend the money 
on; no breakdown has been provided, which I feel should 
have been, because then we would have known what was 
what. Further to that, if they have any other commitments 
and this benefit is cut off in this fashion, what happens 
then? 

No other section of our community has ever been treated 
in this fashion as far as I can remember. There is nothing 
stopping the minister from adopting a more flexible 
approach to this, but she refused last month to withdraw 
the order, which is a shame. It does not hurt to actually 
listen to people and make an adjustment, minister. People 
will think more of you and the department as a whole. 
These people cannot speak up for themselves and the staff 
will be effectively gagged from speaking out for them. 

I would point out again to this Court, this is 
discrimination pure and simple. It is a breach of human 
rights and anti-discrimination legislation, and in my 
opinion it is very, very clear as these people are being 
disadvantaged and treated differently from the rest of our 
community. At any other time, when there are anomalies 
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discovered or pay rises have to be pegged, no-one has ever 
had to take a pay cut. Usually, if the payment element of 
anything is to cease it is custom and practice to phase that 
element out and not allow any new claim on that particular 
element. That is the way it has always been done. It is 
recognised as the fairest way because of the impact it will 
have on the individuals involved. It is ruthless and brutal 
just to stop something instantly without taking into account 
the situation and impact that cessation will have. Therefore, 
if the minister feels unable to address the humanity of this 
situation, then I will have to move for a formal adjournment 
debate. 

The reason I feel so strongly on this subject and to make 
such a move is because almost a year ago, in March 1999, 
the majority of Tynwald voted to cease the single parent 
allowance but on a certain basis, that being that present 
recipients would carry on being in receipt of this benefit 
but it would no longer have inflationary increments 
attached and would be phased out within 10 years, 
gradually phased out, and in fact I have the Hansard here 
with the exact debating points that were made by the 
department at that time. I will not read it out because we 
will go on and on, but it is there in Hansard as to the basis 
how that was phased out. 

So I want to know, what is different about mentally 
handicapped people? Normal practice is to phase things 
out. Why are these people not being afforded the same 
principles as the rest of the community? The Island's 
pensioners have just gone through a similar process but 
again a phasing out on the amount of disregard on the 
pension supplement was carried out - not instantly, it was 
phasing over the last few years. So what is different here? 
Why can't these people be treated in the same way? 
Accordingly I have no alternative and I wish to formally 
move that this debate be adjourned until the July 2000 
sitting of Tynwald, by which time I hope some sort of 
consultation has taken place and sufficient flexibility has 
been built into this order to lessen the impact on these 
people and that the way in which it is to be achieved is no 
different than the way the single parent allowance was 
phased out. I beg to move: 

• That debate be adjourned to the July 2000 sitting. 

The President: Are you seconding the adjournment, 
sir? 

Mr Cannell: Certainly not! (Laughter) 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I am happy to second the 
adjournment debate, sir. 

The President: Hon. members, that takes us into an 
adjournment debate and five minutes restriction purely on 
whether or not we adjourn debate. 

Mr Delaney: There seems no eager rush to get up and 
defend these half-dozen people. The situation is, it will do 
no harm, it will not cripple the Isle of Man, it will not 
bankrupt us, it will not change the policy of reducing the 
tax down to 10 per cent, it will not change anything except 

a few people's status in the department of this being a level 
playing field, that everything being compact and able to 
be filed away. We are talking about a meagre group of 
people who at least have taken some benefit from an error 
made when these original regulations were made. That is 
the fact, and holding it over until July is not going to cripple 
anybody. We have waited a month now for this order to 
come back under standing orders. What difference has it 
made? The world has not collapsed. England still have 
not, up until tonight, lost themselves a place in the 
European Cup Final! The situation is, why rush? Let us 
hold it over, give everyone a chance to think it out and see 
whether the department my hon. friend and colleague is 
responsible for collapses under the weight of the 
handicapped people. I do not believe it will. Five minutes 
is what we are given. These people have unfortunately got 
a lifetime of a handicap. Hooray, they are winners for a 
change! They are beating the system or they have been 
assisted to beat the system, and immediately the whole 
government wants to step on them and we are not having 
it. As far as I am concerned, let us give them an extra month 
even, just to let them take the benefit of the department's 
mistake and errors rather than the might of Tynwald closing 
the doors on them. 

I hope that Tynwald will support the adjournment so 
that at least we can say that we are wrong sometimes and 
some people benefit from it, and thank God in this case it 
is the handicapped people. 

Mr Karran: Vainstyr Loayreyder, I speak to the 
adjournment. Quite frankly I do get rather annoyed with 
the inconsistencies. We get told at one time we have got to 
make decisions, you have got to get on with things, we 
have got to do these things as far as this is concerned. It 
seems to be horses for courses. What concerns me today 
is once again the bad angle that this is being pushed out at. 
Some of us were the architects of care in the community 
who fought long and hard to get the services right in the 
community to get them out of Ballamona and the fact that 
they were a commodity as far as that was concerned; they 
were a commodity up there. They came second to the 
requirements of the staff, and that came from the staff, 
admittedly from the staff many years ago. 

Mr Henderson: The staff are telling you now. 

Mr Karran: But the fact is, Eaghtyrane, that there 
should not be any allowing to confuse the issue. We should 
be proud of what we have done as far as care in the 
community is concerned. It was not done on a cheap option 
when we originally started this out, and I find it rather sad 
that people are trying to cheapen it to what we should be 
proud of in this hon. Court. The fighting we did to try and 
get this sorted, and when we talk about injustice, as much 
as I would like to throw as much money to everybody as 
possible and like to be Father Christmas, the fact is that it 
is not right, the way this proposal is in front of us at the 
present time, and I believe that it is wrong to have an 
adjournment. The fact is, we have gone back and we have 
discussed the issue within the department and as one of 
the architects of the original care in the community and 

• 
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one of the ones who is proud to see what we have done as 
far as providing the services for care in the community -
and yes, there will always be improvements - the present 
system is not right at the present time and I think there is 
no need for an adjournment. I think the House should 
decide: if it wants to keep this anomaly, fair enough, but 
let us get back to reality, not the emotive input, to put it 
politely, of the hon. member for North Douglas because it 
is wrong the way he is trying to make out that somehow 
we are all bogeymen. Some of us went out on a limb in 
order to try and get these things, not to pander to prejudice 
when we got them into these houses in the community and 
against vested interest. 

I hope we do realise that we have got something proud 
here as far as this is concerned. We look after this section 
of the community better than many places throughout 
Europe, and here we are once again having this sort of 
machine-gun attack that somehow we are all uncaring, we 
are taking away this thing from these people it is the 
handicapped. Well, I find that personally offensive, and 
my record as far as that is concerned - I find it absolutely 
scandalous that that is the sort of image that is going to be 
portrayed outside, that somehow we are wanting to take it 
off these poor mentally handicapped or learning disabilities 
because they cannot fight back and we have gagged the 
staff, as I say, wonderful PR headline situation but the fact 
is - 

Mr Houghton: You are a past master of it. 

Mr Karran: Maybe I am a past master of it, but I have 
been a past master of making sure, Eaghtyrane, that many 
people in this Court, if they read Hansard, would have to 
come back and say, 'Yes, Mr Karran'. I know when it is 
PR and when it is manure, Eaghtyrane, as far as this is 
concerned - 

Mr Henderson: A point of order, Mr President - 

The President: I call on the hon. member of the 
Council, Mrs Christian. We are in an adjournment debate, 
hon. members. 

Mrs Christian: Yes, Mr President. I will respond to 
some of the other remarks later, but with regard to the 
adjournment I would like to ask hon. members to consider 
what this will achieve. We cannot amend the order. It is 
brought forward today under standing orders and it has 
been explained by Mr President that the order cannot be 
changed. Adjourning it simply puts off the decision until 
next month, and there is nothing that can effectively be 
achieved, in my view, by the adjournment. 

I would ask hon. members to consider that because too 
often we delay and prevaricate. A decision can be made 
today, whatever that decision may be, and I will not say 
any more now, but I will certainly take the opportunity 
when winding up to respond to some of the rather less 
savoury remarks that have been made about the 
department's function in this. 

Mr Waft: Mr President, I am afraid I have not got any 
flowery remarks; it is just to the point, I am afraid. I would  

support the adjournment debate for the following reasons. 
With regard to the minister bringing in the order again 
next month, she could of course bring in a new order. 

Mr Delaney: Hear, hear. Withdraw the order. 

Mr Henderson: Hear, hear. 

Mr Waft: I think she probably understands that anyway, 
but to take my colleague from Onchan with regard to the 
care in the community being a success, I think everybody 
would say that. (Mr Henderson: Hear, hear.) I think we 
are all agreed on that. There has been no problem with 
that, no criticism of that at all. I think it was Warnock who 
wrote that there are those who cannot be cost-effective 
and they include those with learning disabilities, the poor, 
the prisoners, native and migrant populations, the elderly 
and the chronically sick. There are always people 
competing for scarce resources, and identifying these 
groups establishes the need for advocacy and that is all 
perhaps that we are doing at the moment - being advocates 
for those people who will be affected by this order. For the 
sake of the clients we have moved them into community 
homes and there are some excellent department staff there 
- and I am sure all the members would agree with that, 
there are excellent department staff - and it is those same 
department staff who have applied for the disabled working 
allowance. It is not the clients who applied for this 
allowance. (Interjection) 

I say that because the clients have surely been unable 
to comprehend and absorb a 10-page form which contains 
such items as 'We will only take into account what is 
considered by your normal income. You should therefore 
disregard any weeks in which you have, for example, been 
ill or on holiday, or where your income has been more 
than usual. To work out your total weekly income add up 
the gross wages - that is, before any reductions received 
by you and your partner if you have one and do not forget 
to disregard any weeks that are unusual - then take away 
national insurance contributions and tax which you and 
your partner paid for those wages. Child care charges may 
be allowed as a deduction. Fifty per cent of the total 
contribution towards occupational personal pension 
schemes paid in by the person in full-time work can be 
allowed as a deduction. Then add any money normally 
received by you or your partner if you have one from things 
like benefit, private pensions, money from tenants.' We 
are talking here about those with learning difficulties and 
it certainly is not they that have filled in these forms. And 
then, when they have read all that, they have to fill in the 
eight-page form applying for it. So, please, make no 
mistake, it is the staff who have made this application and 
for the department's own figures I think it would become 
an enlightenment to the minister to realise what is exactly 
paid to the clients. 

So I think a gap of this adjournment (Mr Cretney: Hear, 
hear.) will give them a chance to have another look at it 
and perhaps realise the low rate of pay. We are talking 
about pence per hour - 221 /2p, I think it worked it out at -
applying for submitted claims for work allowance. It really 
needs to be addressed, and the last time it was increased 
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from - I dread to think what it was prior to that. So at least 
we will give the minister a chance to really look at it. 

I would support the move for an adjournment after 
consideration of this item until the department has 
considered what has been revealed by their own figures. 
Thank you, Mr President. 

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, I had not intended to speak 
on this. I will not be supporting the amendment. I voted 
upon this motion last month. I was prepared to do so again 
today and I still am. 

I found it heartwarming, to begin with, that the member 
for North Douglas had spent much of the last week or two 
concentrating on a speech on something other than 
incineration. I then found one of the most patronising 
speeches I have heard in this Court for many months. I 
find it quite inconceivable to consider that he will engender 
any support when talking about humanity and patronising 
comments towards both the minister, the members of the 
department and the officers of the department. I find that 
the officers of this department are some of the most caring 
and helpful people in government. (Some Members: Hear, 
hear.) If they have come forward with an anomaly which 
they believe are in the best interests for equality of 
treatment for all the people that they serve and represent, 
then I believe that that is worthy of listening to. 

I can understand the numbers involved mean it is 
heartwarming to say, 'Let us give the little people 
something.' On this occasion it is quite straightforward to 
me: it is not insulting, it is not something which means 
that I do not care about the people in our community. We 
have four of these homes in my area and they are becoming 
ever increasingly a part of the community. However, if 
something is wrong it needs to be addressed. It obviously 
has happened that staff have, with all good intentions, made 
an application on behalf of the people that has now been 
found to be outside of what the allowance was intended 
for, therefore the department is seeking to amend it. I see 
no major crisis on this. I believe it has been made into 
such. I do not doubt for one second the sincerity of the 
member for North Douglas's comments. I do believe he 
handled it poorly, I do not believe it is appropriate to defer 
this and I will vote in favour of the minister's motion. 

Mrs Connell: Mr President, I have to say I do not agree 
with the comments made by the previous speaker. 
However, I believe the hon. member for Council, Mr Waft, 
is correct in his observations. 

I would support the adjournment debate for a number 
of reasons. I believe that you cannot suddenly cut off a 
financial supply of income to people with learning 
disabilities particularly after some of them have been in 
receipt of it for two and three years. Now, if there was an 
anomaly there, why didn't the department see to it as soon 
as those people moved into the care in the community 
houses instead of allowing them to settle in the community 
and become reliant upon this increase in extra income? 

Now, the hon. member of the Council, Mr Waft, is 
correct in that the minister could withdraw her motion or 
alternatively she could come back in a month's time with 
a new motion. What I would ask of her and what I would  

ask members to consider is that preparation, forethought 
and little bit of human consideration could put together a 
scheme whereby we could consider no more new claims 
being considered under this particular disability working 
allowance for those with a learning disability. That way 
those who are presently receiving it will feel secure in the 
knowledge that that income will continue. It will also 
provide the department with the necessary assurance that 
the scheme will not continue on the line in which it has 
been proceeding. 

Secondly, I do believe, if we are wanting to limit this 
allowance, we should also not add any inflationary 
increases to it over the forthcoming years, and so that we 
will have a situation where eventually this particular benefit 
for those very vulnerable people in our society - although 
I would not call them little people, not at all; some of them 
have huge personalities and are lovely people - would 
eventually be phased out. So what you are doing is letting 
these people down gently as opposed to withdrawing what 
I regard and what they certainly regard as essential financial 
support. 

I would ask the hon. minister to please consider bringing 
back a new scheme. Tighten it up by all means, limit it, do 
not enhance it, eventually let it run out if needs must, but 
please, do not cut off these people just like that just because 
they are in the care in the community. They are reliant 
upon this money. They have been used to receiving it for 
two or three years. We cannot just cut them off. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I think one of the joys of 
care in the community is that these people become part of 
the community. They are living in the community in 
houses, they can do normal things and they are being given 
the opportunity to take up employment. I think one of the 
things which should concern us is the amount that is being 
paid to people living in the community and in some 
instances made up by the assistance that we are talking 
about today, and if people are going to work for 30 hours 
and get £15, then I think, yes, we should express some 
concern about that but it is the therapeutic use of 
employment that is very satisfying not only to us but also 
to people living in the community, and I would not want 
to see anything that is done here or within the department 
limiting that employment opportunity. I would hope that 
members will support the department in helping people 
live in the community. They do get, even if they are not 
working and they attend a college or they attend Eastcliffe, 
financial support from the department for those particular 
needs that they have. 

Now, the other way of looking at it is that instead of 
taking this from them we charge everyone rent - ordinary 
people in ordinary houses in ordinary streets in the 
community, and instead of looking at an economically 
priced house in a situation and everything is taken into 
account and then charge somebody for it, I think it is much 
the better way of doing it as we do it here - helping people 
actually gain confidence, experience, and a commitment 
from the community in all sorts of areas instead of many 
of these people having money and having a large sum of 
money that they would not know what to do with and would 
not have the opportunity to spend. I would hope that we 
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can continue to support people within the community 
within the finances that they actually receive in trying to 
get more people in the community earning something in 
the region of £135 and £94 in the community instead of 
this 30 hours and £15 pounds. 

I am quite happy for the vote to go through today 
because I think we are being positive. The people in the 
community are being supported by the Department of 
Health and Social Security and I think we do not have to 
throw money at it but we have to support them in different 
ways. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, extremely briefly but just 
to urge hon. members to resist any further adjournment. 
The department has re-examined the position on this one. 
It is not callous. I shall be hopefully addressing later on 
some of the points that have been made in the main debate, 
but just to say, let us act as a national government, let us 
take this issue on the chin. It is a legitimate motion placed 
before this hon. Court in a different fashion to before. It 
has quite often been used; it is no back-door method. Resist 
the adjournment; take it on the chin. The department will 
abide by your decision. 

Mr Lowey: I am glad that we are taking the 'ire' out of 
the fire and really concentrating on the end result here. As 
far as I am concerned I can see nothing wrong with the 
motion to adjourn because the minister can bring back if 
she wishes - 

Mr Delaney: Gin! 

Mr Lowey: - and as far as I am concerned - the minister 
knows my position on this one, we have had a very good 
conversation - I do not think it is right, because, however 
you dress it up, this is a cut for a small number of people. 
It will be a cut and I do not think we could do that. That 
was my position. You can phase it in and, as has been said, 
I think quite legitimately it has been operated in this way 
in other fields, and therefore I can think it could and should 
be operated here in a sensible way too. Failing that, I have 
to say - and this is not a threat - I will continue to oppose 
the motion but, as the department has rightly said, we 
brought it forward legitimately as under our standing orders 
they have every right to do, but I would much prefer to see 
us at the end of the day coming up with the right result for 
the people. I have no question about this at all that the 
department are looking after the disabled in the community; 
I wish them well. They have got a good team working 
there and doing a good job but, at the end of the day, if you 
do not support the adjournment and go for the main 
resolution and throw it out, then you carry on just as you 
are, but if you support the motion originally as printed 
you will then in effect give a large cut to a small number 
of people. 

The President: Right, hon. members, it appears as if 
we seem to have run out of steam on that particular 
adjournment debate. Now, the question before the Court 
is that the debate be adjourned to the July 2000 sitting. 
Now, that is the motion which I have in front of me, hon.  

member, do you wish to reply to the debate to the 
adjournment? 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, if I may just say a few 
brief points - 

The President: Very, very briefly, sir, you may. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I would just 
like to say that this whole issue is not about the care 
provided; I made that very, very clear at the outset. I believe 
the care being given is the best in the British Isles; we are 
leading the way. Not the issue - all that is off the table. I 
am concerned that we should adjourn, come back next 
month with a different motion to allow some flexibility. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that the 
debate be adjourned to the July 2000 sitting. Now, I want 
to make it plain that for the adjournment, and the 
adjournment only, the branches will vote separately as is 
normal; the vote will not be taken under standing order 
3.19, which will be the vote for the whole of the item in 
relation to 5. Dealing just purely with the adjournment, 
then, that the debate be adjourned to the July 2000 sitting, 
those in favour please say aye; against, no. The noes have 
it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Quine, Henderson, Cretney, Duggan, 
Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Mr Singer and 
the Speaker - 8 

Against: Messrs Gilbey, North, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Brown, Shimmin, Downie, Mrs Hannan, Messrs Bell, 
Karran, Corkill, Gelling and Cannell - 12 

The Speaker: Mr President, the adjournment fails in 
the House of Keys, 8 votes in favour and 12 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann and Mr Delaney - 4 

Against: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Kniveton, Radcliffe, 
Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 5 

The President: With 5 votes carried against and 4 votes 
for in the Council, the adjournment debate therefore fails 
and we continue with the motion on the order paper. Hon. 
member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, you did reserve your 
remarks, sir; you may speak. 

Mr Cannell: Yes, Mr President, I am not here to defend 
the department against allcomers. If I felt the department 
was wrong I should have said so at the outset. I had another 
chance to say so when it was reconsidered by the 
department but I have maintained my view. But I cannot 
possibly sit here and listen to the invective which has been 
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poured upon the department by the hon. member for North 
Douglas, who has tried every emotional card in the book, 
accusing the department of, amongst other things, brutality, 
meanness, a lack of humanity. This is not the case. How 
can he line that up with his observation that he is in favour 
of care in the community? 

Care in the community has been probably one of the 
success stories that this Island has engendered. It has 
enabled the removal of the institution which was once 
known as a lunatic asylum but was always known as 'the 
big house at Ballamona.' People went to Ballamona, they 
were never heard of again, many of them. The relatives 
declined to visit them; they were lepers of society. Many 
should never have been in there in the first place (Mr 
Corkill: Hear, hear.), and I am absolutely totally at a loss 
to see why someone who worked among their numbers 
for so many years and presumably recognised every 
possible difficulty or benefit, if there were any, that people 
in Ballamona enjoyed and to contrast that now with the 
facilities that they enjoy is absolute nonsense to say that it 
cannot be anything other than a major improvement, and 
it is the same department which is advocating that this 
allowance be withdrawn. 

This is not highway robbery, there is no-one coming 
along saying, 'These people have got too much money in 
their pockets. They don't know what to do with it. Let's 
grab it back off them.' It is a simple exercise to tidy up the 
position. (A Member: Hear, hear.) The disability working 
allowance was never intended for this purpose, and, 
although we have heard allegations that the staff have been 
gagged, in fact it is quite the reverse. It was an enterprising 
member of staff who spotted that the working by such 
persons who were able to enjoy that might qualify them 
for this allowance, and if you wade through the papers 
such as the hon. member of Council, Mr Waft, has outlined 
and if at the end of it you do understand it, then that 
application was forwarded and it was successful, but it 
should not have been. It is not the first time that such a 
problem has happened and in my extremely brief time at 
Social Security I was at a loss to understand many such 
schemes like that. George Hull is an absolute master of it 
and waded his way through it, but you have heard in this 
Court in recent times that there often has to be with such 
technical things tidying-up arrangements where anomolies 
are located. We are talking of millions of pounds. 

Now, when we come to that an expression I do not care 
for is 'clients' to start with. (A Member: Hear, hear.) A 
secondary expression I do not care for is 'these people' as 
if it is some kind of people in a corral, rounded up and 
fired out somewhere where no-one will ever notice them. 
These are human beings who have the misfortune to be 
unable to do a full day's ordinary employment within the 
community, and they are people whom fortune has not 
smiled upon but they are not people without hope. In fact, 
the majority, even the most severely disabled, do retain 
hope and they retain that hope because they know that 
they have people such as Mr Karran and all the other people 
who were members of this hon. Court when the decision 
was made to integrate them into the community. It was a 
major task to overcome the cynicism, the spectre of what 
was likely to happen. There were stories of how the Isle of 

Man was going to go mad: if these people were put 
anywhere near the rest of us, they would cause trouble. 
Well, what have they caused? They have not caused 
anything: In fact, they have caused a great deal of pleasure 
to a lot of people who feel easier that the people concerned 
are amongst us rather than locked up, as indeed many of 
them were literally locked up, at Ballamona. 

But now we come along and the department gets 
accused of trying to take away this money for what in fact 
is virtually guaranteed to be a therapy to the people. They 
are not working to gain a wage, they are working because 
they are deemed to be capable of and they want to work. 
That is the point. If, in fact, they wish to do full-time work 
and are capable of it, then their integration must move on 
to the next step where in fact they integrate as a full worker, 
and when you do that you must immediately assume the 
full mantle of paying your own way. You cannot have it 
both ways. You cannot have an existence where all or nearly 
all your items are found by the state and then, when you 
get the opportunity to make a few bob, then that is okay, 
you can put it in your pocket. You have to pay your way in 
society. For those who are incapable of doing so or 
unwilling to do so or for whatever reason, the state 
supports, and I could talk at length on some of those who 
are unwilling to work, but the people we are talking about 
here are not unwilling to work but many are incapable of 
holding down a job which would produce a recognised 
wage which would enable them to pay their way in society 
and, most importantly, meet their bills. And there is nothing 
more certain than when you have people who are given 
everything they do not respond; they do not like it. You 
see legions of examples of where people, either to salve 
their conscience or whatever, pile upon people in homes, 
people in hospitals, gifts which are absolutely no use to 
them whatever, mountains of chocolates at Christmas time 
(Mrs. Hannan: Yes.) - they are of absolutely no use. You 
give them everything and in fact they are unable to respond. 
What we are doing here is enabling persons to go out into 
the community and do a contribution towards work, but 
do not try and kid me that in fact what they are doing here 
is earning a full wage because if they are - fine, nothing 
better. If they are capable of earning a full wage I am all 
for it, but they cannot then rely on having everything else 
found, and it is a substantial amount of money to actually 
cater for the living of someone in a home. We are happy to 
pay it. The prosperity of this Island allows us to do it and 
I for one, if it was not the case, if I heard of a single soul 
who, as the hon. member for North Douglas, yet again 
trying to play to the gallery, said, 'They can't afford shoes 
or clothes' - well, if anybody cannot afford a pair of shoes 
or clothes in such a situation they can ring me and I will 
buy them a set of clothes and shoes, because in actual fact 
I have never heard of anyone who is going round in rags 
from the communities which this department runs. In fact, 
I see quite the reverse: they are quite happy to go out and 
go to social events and you certainly do not see them with 
old big hobnail boots on like you did when there were in 
Ballamona and places like that (Mr Downie interjecting) 
with an old tank-top jumper on them which was a cast-off 
from a St Ninian's High School pupil covered in holes and 
no elbows in it, and patches on the bottoms of their 
trousers - 
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Mr Henderson: A point of order, Mr President. 

The President: The hon. member for Onchan has the 
floor here. 

Mr Cannell: So all we are saying here is that this is a 
relatively simple matter. We have an allowance being paid 
to which the recipients are not entitled. We have a notion 
that, 'Well, there's only a few of them, why not just let 
them crack on, boys?' It is no different a principle if there 
is one nor a thousand. It either is an entitlement or it is not. 
As far as I am concerned, in the true way I would like 
them to continue getting it; that is fine if they are making 
enough money. I am extremely worried by someone who 
is in a situation where, as the hon. member for North 
Douglas has conceded, they are unable to speak for 
themselves, because if someone is unable to speak for 
themselves and they are walking around with £100 in their 
pockets, these days, I am afraid, that is a very vulnerable 
position to be in - 

Mr Henderson: The staff do. 

Mr Cannell: - but in fact we are talking about having 
the staff monitoring them, and I think it is an insult from a 
former staff member to claim that in fact the staff up there 
might actually be saying that the care of these people -
there you go again, I have caught myself there - the care 
of such persons in actual fact is negligent, because that is 
what you are saying - (Mr Henderson interjecting) You 
are saying that the staff are not monitoring this sufficiently 
well, because if they are disenfranchised for money or they 
are disenfranchised for clothes or whatever, then it is down 
to the staff to make representation but, as a departmental 
member, I have never heard a case being put up that there 
are problems in the homes. 

We should be proud of this like nothing else. It 
supersedes even the hon. Treasury minister's wonderful 
case for continued prosperity. This case he has made out 
today will allow us to go even further with integration. We 
are building homes, we still have some to go and we have 
a committee running who has inspected it. I defy anyone 
in this hon. Court to go out to some of these newer places, 
and even some of the older ones which have been done 
up, and say that they are not the most wonderful things 
that this Island has actually constructed - 

Mr Henderson: I have said that, Geoff. 

Mr Cannell: - and been responsible for. (A Member: 
Hear, hear.) And for a member of the former staff to contrast 
that with an act of highway robbery which he is virtually 
saying - we are actually asking this Court to back as a 
consolidated vote the motion that will see the disability 
working allowance taken away perhaps gradually, if we 
can, but - 

Mr Delaney: You can't, you can't. Read the order and 
you are a member of the department! 

Mr Cannell: Perhaps a scheme can be found for that; 
the minister will inform us on that, but perhaps it can be  

brought in on a gradual basis, but it is no robbery. We are 
the last persons, and I am sure everybody else endorses 
that, who would even dream of saying that we have found 
someone who is getting a few bob and we are going to 
stop it forthwith - absolute nonsense and total hypocrisy! 

I urge hon. members to back the withdrawal of this 
allowance as outlined on the paper, because in fact it is an 
allowance which the persons receiving it were never really 
supposed to get. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, my concern is, if this goes 
through, the issue is that you will more likely be producing 
a situation where you will be opening a new Pandora's 
box. There are some that would like to go down the road 
of everything being paid for and everything accounted for 
and sorted out. I do not question the hon. member's 
sincerity, but I am afraid I think he needs to look between 
the lines as far as other issues are concerned. 

We want to make sure that we keep our homes in the 
community on the right basis, because the danger is with 
this proposal that if we were to go down a different way of 
looking how we fund our houses in the community, this is 
the very sort of thing that can be used as a Trojan horse by 
certain people in order to get what they want as far as this 
is concerned, where the accountants win and the rest of us 
do not win. I hope hon. members will see this thing from 
the hon. member for Douglas North as a bit of nonsense. 
It is wrong, it is dangerous and we have gone a long way 
over the years to have something that we can be proud of 
and be in the vanguard. 

I also find it somewhat disturbing when I listen to some 
people who pander to prejudice, who pander to having them 
thrown back into ghettos, as would have happened in the 
past, to be here so sympathetic for our disabled people 
who cannot talk for themselves. I hope hon. members will 
not allow a situation for this anomaly to be left here, 
because this anomaly will be used in order to go down a 
different way of funding this situation, which will not be 
for the benefit of those who cannot talk within our society 
for themselves, so I do hope that this Court does not support 
any proposals of the hon. member for North Douglas, 
because it is absolute lunacy as far as I am concerned. 

I think it is all right my colleague of Council shaking 
his head; the fact is, I am at the coalface as far as this is 
concerned, and some of us were there for many years 
fighting to try and get these things for these people when 
we made promises to people who had kids like this. So I 
do hope hon. members will not allow this to be used as an 
excuse, because quite frankly there are few in our 
community in the department that would be quite happy 
to see this thing be stopped, because it opens a new branch 
of activity of how we can go about funding these things. 
This hon. Court has to decide: if it wants to go down that 
road, then throw this out and you will see within the next 
five years with certain members in this hon. Court the slow 
dissipation of what we have fought so hard to get. It will 
be slowly going back, we will be pandering to prejudice 
and we will be throwing them back, because they cannot 
vote but the people who want us to pander to prejudice 
can vote. 
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The President: The hon. member for Douglas North, 
Mr Henderson. Now I want to make the point, Mr 
Henderson, that in fact I consider, whilst you are perfectly 
in order to speak and you have a right to speak under 
standing orders, having spent some 20 minutes on your 
paper prior to moving the adjournment it would be 
discourteous to the Court to go over the same ground again. 
Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: I appreciate your comments, Mr 
President. I thank you for the opportunity to use the 
standing orders. What I have to say is very slightly 
repetitive, in as much that I want to make it perfectly clear 
to this Court and to the public that I am concerned - and I 
said it at the beginning of my debate - focused on one 
issue. The point that has been knocked around about -
slights on staff, hard work et cetera - is not my debating 
point at all. The care in the community - that is not my 
debating point. I have said on record that is the best care 
in the British Isles and I feel we are the leaders; that is not 
my point, that is out of the way. I am concerned for the 
folk who are in jeopardy of an instant benefit cut that this 
order will bring upon them. All I was asking for was for 
some further consideration and perhaps it could have come 
back in a different format a month later. The hon. member 
for Onchan made various issues; I accept that this may not 
be the most appropriate vehicle, I said that in my opening 
comments, but what I would like is for this hon. Court to 
treat these folk in the same way we treated single parents 
last year, which was to phase something out that became 
unacceptable. That was my point; that is the only point. 
The issue about the community homes, the staff, the 
hardworking people in Markwell House et cetera, et cetera 
is not part of my debate and never was. The humanity of 
the situation I was talking about was the fact that these 
folk who may have become used to the money they are 
receiving now in their care plans and buying things and 
used to their commitments will be cut. That is the humanity 
I was talking about; let us have some humanity there for 
that particular piece focused on that - nothing else. I just 
wanted them to be afforded the same chances we afforded 
the single parents last year and the pensioners of this Isle 
of Man, and that is all my debate is about. All the rest is 
superfluous, irrelevant and not to do with what I was talking 
about. It is the people, as Mr Cannell calls them, themselves 
that I am concerned with. Thank you. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, I think I would like to speak 
just to reiterate the very point that the hon. member for 
North Douglas is putting forward. The problem is this 
sudden withdrawal: one week you have it and the next 
week you do not. Now, it is difficult enough for an ordinary 
person to adjust to that sort of thing, but it is going to be 
very difficult to explain to these particular recipients why 
this is happening. Now, whether they are entitled to this 
figure or not - as far as I understand, the recipients have 
been entitled to this money quite legally and so the 
department is now saying, 'We are going to change it so 
you are no longer entitled to this money legally.' We have 
also heard that over various examples the department has 
taken a caring attitude and has withdrawn various benefits  

on a gradual basis for the very reason that I have stated, 
and one only has to think that we as MHKs can be an 
MHK one day and after the election we are no longer an 
MHK, and we have made arrangements for ourselves (Mrs 
Cannell: Hear, hear.) that we get six months' severance 
pay so that we can make adjustments, if necessary, to our 
particular lifestyle. 

Now, this in fact was not a mistake but, as I say, it was 
a legal payment, and therefore I think that perhaps the 
minister can settle this situation by saying to us that, 
whatever this order says, she will make arrangements that 
this payment is withdrawn over a reasonable length of time 
so that not only the department can adjust but certainly the 
recipients can adjust in their own lifestyle, and I think that 
that would help settle this situation and I would hope that 
most members would agree that that is the way to carry 
through this particular problem that we are now facing. 

The President: Now, hon. members, two members have 
indicated to me that they still wish to take part in this debate 
and of course the minister then has the right to reply. I am 
aware of the Court clock and I think it is an appropriate 
time for us to adjourn for tea. However, before we do, it 
had been in my mind that we may very well have reached 
item 14 on the order paper and, had we done so, I would 
have been prepared to have carried that forward this 
evening. As we have not reached it, hon. members, and 
bearing in mind the interest which no doubt is within that 
particular item I suggest that we do not start with item 14 
today but we will continue to crack on with our order paper 
on such other items when we come back from tea as we 
can possibly get through and then leave item 14 till 
tomorrow. 

Mr Gilbey: I think, Mr President, that item 14 should 
take its place in the agenda whenever it comes. 

The President: Well, if the Court is happy that item 14 
takes its place in the agenda paper as it comes (Some 
Members: Agreed.) I am content with that. I would just 
say to this hon. Court I will not be sitting late on an 
incinerator debate tonight. So we will adjourn for tea, hon. 
members, and we will return by the Court clock at 4.45. 

The Court adjourned at 4.27 p.m. 

Social Security Legislation (Application) 
(No. 9) Order 2000 — Debate Concluded —

Motion Carried 

The President: Hon. members, before resuming our 
debate I would say that I understand that during the tea 
break we have come to an arrangement where in fact item 
14 will not be taken this evening. So if that is of particular 
interest to those who are in the gallery, we will not be taking 
item 14 his evening. We will work our way on the agenda 
until such time as we cease. So I call upon the hon. member 
of the Council, Mr Waft, to continue the debate. 
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Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. On this issue, 
listening to the debate as it has progressed I think my main 
concerns have been looked at by different members, and 
my problem was the sudden withdrawal of these large 
amounts of money from the people in this category; some 
are going to lose up to £70 a week. I would point out on 
appendix 2 there is a slight error of £5; the bottom right-
hand corner should read £149.49, not £144.49. But, that 
aside, the running down of the allowance was over a period 
of time. Obviously for the larger amounts of money it is 
more essential and I look at the therapeutic allowance. I 
think by getting figures like these which we have had, it 
does bring home exactly the amount of 'therapeutic' salary 
that this category of persons are getting; I do appreciate 
that it is only a therapeutic situation that they are in and 
the fact that they are giving them anything - it looks well 
and makes them feel that they have achieved something in 
their life and they are receiving salaries, but if the minister 
would look at the running down of the allowance over that 
period and perhaps look at these figures for the future I 
think that would be my main cause for concern. Thank 
you, Mr President. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, I think we all recognise the 
differing views on this subject and I suspect we are all in a 
position where none of us want to be seen to be causing 
undue pressure on persons with disabilities, and, as has 
been said by others today, the record of the Isle of Man 
Government and Tynwald Court has been very supportive 
of those in our community who do not have the way to 
actually meet their own resources and so on, and we all 
know the benefits and investment we have put into that 
over the years. So my starting point is quite straightforward: 
I have always been one who has endeavoured to be 
supportive of those in our community who need our support 
and help, whatever that might be. I think the difficulty I 
have is when we take into account that we are stuck in the 
social security benefit system, and that is really what is 
causing the problem; it is a statutory system and your 
starting point has to be that, and I think that whilst all sorts 
of things may have been said in the last time we debated 
this and this time, a lot of it is actually irrelevant because 
what matters is, how do we get out of a statutory system 
and get that so it is actually fair right across the board, 
which clearly it is not, and at the same time cushion those 
who have been reliant on that support maybe for their lives 
or for a period? And it is that aspect that is being raised 
here today and was raised last time that I think we need to 
do. 

The thing about the social security benefit system is -
and as I say, it is a statutory system - is that it cross-
references benefits and ensures that people, as far as is 
possible, do not have different benefits and we create major 
anomalies for those who are trying to get the same benefit. 
Now, this matter is actually, if you are very cold about it, 
straightforward, because it has actually just got an anomaly 
in it, and the anomaly itself is straightforward in that the 
whole situation we have creates a serious anomaly and, as 
I see it - and I think the paper is quite clear and I hope it 
helped members - the difference is quite straightforward: 
those disabled persons who live in the DHSS unit receiving  

residential care have all their daily requirements, living 
needs, met - that is, food, heat, electricity, clothing, 
whatever - plus they get disabled working allowance if 
they are working. And when you have the anomaly on the 
other side, if I am correct, which is if you have a disabled 
person who is exactly the same in their disability as 
someone who is in a DHSS care home but living at home 
with their parents or wherever it might be, then if they live 
in the community in that way, they will, if they are eligible, 
get disabled working allowance, but they will have to pay 
for their food and so on out of that disabled working 
allowance, so in fact they are actually disadvantaged. So 
what I think and what I am picking up is that members are 
looking for a way out of this. Yes, I think it is understood 
we need to correct the system, so we need to get it right, 
because this has developed; as we have developed our 
community care, this has developed and we have suddenly 
caught ourselves into this trap where there is this anomaly 
created because we have actually made better provision 
than elsewhere in the UK. 

So what I pick up is that members are saying, 'But how 
can we cushion it?' Now, I know, and anyone who knows 
the Minister for Health and Social Security knows, and 
the officers and staff and other members, that there is a 
genuine concern (1) to correct the anomaly and (2) to see 
how we can advance this without causing too much of a 
problem. I do not know whether or not the minister is able 
to provide a lead on this, and all I would say is that there is 
more than one way to skin a cat, and we need to get out of 
a statutory provisions. So in one way we need to support 
the order today and maybe - and I have to look to the 
minister for this because this has not been talked about -
through the social service provision, which is a non-
statutory provision, the minister can make a statement here 
today, and if she cannot, fine, but maybe she can make a 
statement that will satisfy the concerns that are being 
expressed, which we all know we all have and are genuine. 
And I think, if that is able to be done by utilising, to use a 
term, the other purse which is not statutory and over a 
period of time getting out of it and protecting those who 
are presently in receipt, that may be a way forward. And if 
it is not a way forward, then of course we will have to 
listen to the point the minister may make. 

But I do believe what is most important here is that we 
do not give the wrong impression to the community, we 
do not end up in a battle over something that we all, in 
principle, I suppose, agree on, which is that we need to 
provide a softening of this issue and I am sure the minister 
is conscious of that as well and that we can actually resolve 
the problem. 

I would just finish by saying the biggest issue is that of 
course the difficulty the minister has and we all have is 
that we are in a statutory provision and maybe we need to 
use something else to overcome the problem we have. So 
I just add that to it and I hope we can resolve the issue 
today. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, I think we really need to just 
come back now a little bit and narrow the issue to really 
where we started out, because I do not think we are that 
far apart. In sum, we have a small number of handicapped 
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people and they are in receipt of an allowance, and I think 
you can say, well, there has been a change in circumstances 
and what was perhaps intended is not now what is in place. 
So that is a fairly straightforward situation. At the other 
end, of course, those who are in receipt of this allowance -
it does represent, I am told, across the seven in the order 
of about £100 in their total payment and if they lost this 
they would be cut back to about £50, so that is quite a step 
back in terms of what they would end up losing, and if 
they lost it all at the one time I can understand how that 
would be highly undesirable, and particularly if the basis 
for making that change is that the department is in 
substance trying to remove an anomaly. After all, whether 
you call it a tidying-up exercise or whether you call it 
addressing an anomaly, it boils down to the same thing 
and I feel sure that if we were. . . in fact, I myself could 
point to a number of anomalies, by whatever definition 
within the social security system, of much more substance 
that these, I would submit, and certainly involving larger 
numbers of people. You can call it abuse if you want, you 
can call it anomalies if you want, and perhaps you can 
make a case to address them, and in the past we have 
addressed some of those anomalies and the hon. member 
for North Douglas, Mr Henderson, spoke of one of those 
today. 

But here, I think, we have reached the situation where 
there is a recognition as to what we want to do. What we 
have got to do is to ask the minister if she can cast her 
mind to how she can find a solution to that. In other words, 
as opposed to taking this order at its face value and 
approaching it on the basis of striking something out, look 
at it and say, instead of striking it out, can we phase it out 
somehow and lessen the impact upon those who are in 
receipt of these allowances? I think it really can be rendered 
down to terms as simple as those and I shall look forward 
to listening to what the minister has to say. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, speaking to the main item 
on the agenda, what I would like to ask the hon. minister 
is, in deciding to actually cut this benefit from this 
vulnerable client group, has any kind of consultation been 
undertaken with them, or with the staff who enabled them 
to fill in the comprehensive application forms, as to whether 
or not this will impact on them and how it will impact on 
them, bearing in mind that we have just heard that it is 
equivalent to approximately £50 a week being cut? Quite 
a considerable sum. 

I would also like to just remind hon. members that before 
we had our break we heard comments made by a member 
of the health department, the hon. member for Onchan, 
Mr Cannell, and he said, or he alluded to the fact, that, 
well, support the minister today because we can always 
look at it and bring something else or change it or reduce 
it or let these people down gently. But today, hon. members, 
if you support this motion on the agenda, then that will be 
the end of this particular benefit for these people. They 
will receive the cut and that is that, and then we will be 
totally reliant on the minister coming back with perhaps a 
separate scheme at some point in the future. But, bearing 
in mind the tremendous responsibilities and other projects 
and other business that this particular department has to  

consider and undertake, it is highly unlikely that this 
particular issue will have any degree of priority in the list 
of great priorities that the minister and her department 
members have to consider. 

So if you vote against this motion today, then the benefit 
will continue. It will then be up, of course, to the hon. 
minister to come back with a phasing out of the benefit. 
However, if members support the item on the agenda as 
written, then you are cutting off a very valuable, essential, 
relied upon, financial support to a vulnerable group of 
people, and we are talking about approximately seven 
individuals. 

The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, also - and I 
was a little bit confused - threw into his argument that we 
are talking of millions. I assume he is talking in terms of 
the type of revenue expenditure, capital expenditure of his 
department, because of course by clawing back this 
particular aspect of the disability working allowance it only 
comes to a very small amount. We are certainly not talking 
about millions here, we are talking about hundreds, and 
that is all. 

I would hope that, bearing in mind the support for 
stopping this cut at the last sitting of Tynwald, that support 
will be retained within this hon. Court with those who voted 
against, and I would hope that those who voted for, some 
of which will have a little bit of conscience here this 
evening, will actually join with others and vote against it, 
thereby providing the ideal opportunity for the health 
minister to come back with some kind of alternative scheme 
or a method of actually phasing the benefit out over a period 
of time, thereby letting down gently instead of just cutting 
them off. We have never done it before; not in my short 
time in this hon. Court have we ever axed such a large 
amount of money from any individual receiving benefit. I 
do not believe it has been done before, not to this degree, 
not to such a large amount of money and so I would like 
hon. members to really consider the implications and the 
impact that this will have on this particular community. 
Thank you. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, a lot of members have 
made contributions to the debate and I will not refer to all 
their comments - I think my colleagues have responded to 
some of the points - but there are a number of issues I 
think it is important to clear up. I think the hon. member 
for Castletown, Mr Brown, highlighted that we have here 
an anomaly within the social security benefit structure, 
and if we look at the table of the payments which are being 
made here, we have on the one hand payments made 
through the social security structure and on the other hand, 
for those people who are not actually going out to work, 
and there are two people going out to other employers, the 
rest are being provided for within the department with 
therapeutic work, so it is being paid out of social security 
or health budgets on the one hand and social services 
budgets on the other. Now, I think it is important to bear in 
mind that the purpose of the disability working allowance 
is to support people in meeting their everyday living costs, 
and I cannot emphasise strongly enough that those costs 
are met already in respect of the people in our residential 
community care homes. So there is not a logic in paying 
the disability working allowance in those circumstances. 
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Some play has been made of the fact that we do not 
provide everything for the residents. We do provide a great 
deal: staff are there to care for them, there is a travel 
allowance in the homes, there is fuel, light and power which 
is met, there is a telephone budget which is available to 
the residents, furniture, equipment, linen, printing and 
stationery, cleaning budget, food budget. The things which 
the residents are required to buy for themselves are indeed 
their clothes, as the hon. member has said, plus toiletries 
and any other incidentals which any of us might wish to 
buy, whether it is a CD or a video or hiring or social activity. 
It is not accurate to say that there is no benefit available 
for those purposes: there is, and the benefits which are 
available are set out in the table. 

We have gone over an awful lot of ground here today 
and I would ask members to support what we are trying to 
do because not to do so will create unfairnesses in another 
area. It will create unfairnesses vis-à-vis disabled people 
who support themselves in their own flats or whatever. 
There is another dimension to this: if you continue to pay 
DWA it will totally undermine the department's process 
of, where people are able to do so, moving them out into 
their own flats and so on, because if that happens they will 
then be responsible for paying for their own rents and their 
own keep and there is going to be no incentive for them to 
do that because they have been happily receiving DWA 
and not having to spend it out for that purpose. 

But I am not going to go over all those issues, I am 
quite sure that members have them quite clear in their 
minds. What I will acknowledge, in the comment made 
by the hon. member of the Council, Mr Waft, is that in 
respect of those people in our care who are being given 
therapeutic occupation, there is clearly a range of 
remuneration set out here varying from £4.50 to £28.50. 
Now, whether they actually are doing 20 hours and whether 
you equate this to an hourly rate - obviously a £4.50 
payment is a little pocket money because they are doing 
some kind of therapeutic job. I will undertake that the social 
services division, and I have in fact before today asked 
them, give me some explanation of how these figures are 
arrived at, and we will undertake to look at what social 
services provide by way of reward or remuneration for 
undertaking therapeutic tasks which are part of the care 
plan for those residents. 

Hon. members, I am conscious that some people feel 
that in cutting this off abruptly we would be acting harshly. 
I believe that the principles are right and that we should be 
supporting the resolution on the agenda today to clarify 
the issue with regard to DWA and make it quite clear that 
it is not for people whose needs are met directly by the 
department. At the same time I will, because I feel it is the 
will of the Court, ask the social services division to see if 
they can examine their budget to see whether or not they 
could assist in phasing out this benefit from a social services 
budget rather than a social security budget over a period 
of, shall we say, three months. This will require the amount 
of moneys being paid for those in the employment, as it 
were, of the department in various areas to be increased 
whilst at the same time it will require us to find something 
for those two people who are on rather higher wages in 
what might be regarded as proper employment outside of  

the department, where the actual top-up is much more 
limited and therefore when it is removed it will not be 
quite so significant to those people. One of the difficulties 
with the DWA structure is that the lower the wage, the 
higher the top-up, and that does pose difficulties for me in 
phasing out an order under the social security structure 
and I do not believe that is the way to do it, but I will 
undertake and seek the Court's support for us to support 
this today, to clarify the social security issues and ask the 
social services division to examine ways of phasing it out 
over a period by replacing the social security payment with 
something from social services division. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before the 
Court is that the Social Security Legislation (Application) 
(No. 9) Order 2000 be approved. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Sir Miles Walker, 
Messrs Brown, Cretney, Shimmin, Downie, Mrs Hannan, 
Messrs Singer, Bell, Karran, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling, 
the Speaker, the Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, 
Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and 
Mr Crowe - 23 

Against: Messrs Houghton, Henderson, Duggan, 
Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Dr Mann and 
Mr Delaney - 7 

The President: Hon. members, the motion carries with 
23 votes cast for and 7 votes cast against. 

Deeds and Probate Registries (Fees) Order 
2000 — Approved 

The President: We turn then, hon. members, to item 6. 
I call upon the Minister for the Treasury. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Deeds and Probate Registries (Fees) Order 
2000 [SD No 187/00] be approved. 

This order is made by the Treasury after consultation 
with the deemsters and the General Registry. Fees are 
reviewed every two years to ensure the adequacy of the 
various fees and to maintain the values against changes in 
the RPI. The fees have been increased by approximately 
four per cent, this being the increase in inflation since the 
last orders were made in 1998. Under the new fee increases 
it is estimated that an additional £38,875 will be collected 
by the General Registry in the remainder of the financial 
year 2000-2001, and £58,312 in financial year 2001-2002. 
There are no expenditure implications and I beg to move 
the Deeds and Probate Registries (Fees) Order 2000. 

Mr Radcliffe: I beg to second, Mr President. 

• 
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Mrs Cannell: Mr President, just a short query, really. I 
would just like to know what it was in 1998? In other words, 
what was the increase applied two years ago? Was it four 
per cent or was it actually less? 

Mr Lowey: Could I just say that these fees now are 
becoming substantial parts of the cost of buying a house, 
and I think for first-time buyers government are in effect 
getting about two thirds of the fees of the transaction of a 
house, and is this the right way in which government should 
be raising revenue, by taxing people who are getting in on 
to the housing market? Are we making a profit on these 
transactions or are we breaking even? In other words, is 
the service we are providing covered by these costs and a 
profit made, and is that the right way to be dealing with 
what I would call helping people to get in on the property 
market? And for first-time buyers, I would have thought, 
we should be able to have a scheme where first-time buyers 
should be getting advantageous... People who are buying 
property should pay the rate, but first-time buyers should 
be assisted in some way. Perhaps in the next budget the 
minister could look at that particular one and see if this is 
another positive step in encouraging people onto the 
housing ladder. 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr President. In response to 
the hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell, I cannot 
confirm - I have not the information today - as to what the 
percentage increase was in 1998, but I would be surprised 
if it was any different, because this is an ongoing policy of 
RPI indexing and for the sake of consistency it is done 
every two years; that has been the case. I think that was 
the case in 1998 - in other words, it was a 1996-98 RPI 
increment - but I cannot confirm that. I think that was the 
situation, but I can let the hon. member know what that 
increase was after the sitting. 

The hon. member of the Council, Mr Lowey, draws 
obviously an important point to our attention in regard to 
the cost of conveyancing for particularly people getting 
into the housing market. Can I say that the General 
Registry, bearing in mind the land registry scenarios which 
are unfolding in the years to come, have made a 
presentation to Treasury, and the whole idea of a sliding 
scale in order to shift burdens higher up the valuation ladder 
has been looked at and we are cognizant of the very point 
that the hon. member raises, that we do not want to add to 
burdens which other events are already adding to without 
our intervention at the moment. I beg to move, Mr 
President. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at item 6 on your order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

General Registry (Miscellaneous Fees) 
Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 7, the Minister for the Treasury to 
move. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the General Registry (Miscellaneous Fees) 
Order 2000 [SD No 186/00] be approved. 

This order is also made after consultation with the 
deemsters and the General Registry. Likewise, they are 
reviewed every two years. The increase is four per cent. 
Under the new fee increases it is estimated an additional 
£135 will be collected, £203 in a full year. There are no 
expenditure implications. I beg to move, Mr President. 

Mr Radcliffe: I beg to second, sir. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that 
printed at item 7 on your order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Fees and Duties (Government Fees) Order 
2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 8, the Treasury minister, please. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Fees and Duties (Government Fees) Order 
2000 [SD No 186/00] be approved. 

It is the same situation again with a four per cent, a 
two-year review. I beg to move the Fees and Duties 
(Government Fees) Order 2000 be approved, sir. 

Mr Radcliffe: I second, sir. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that the 
Fees and Duties (Government Fees) Order 2000 be 
approved. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The 
ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

High Court Fees Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 9, the Minister for the Treasury. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the High Court Fees Order 2000 [SD No 184/ 
00] be approved. 

This may also answer the point raised by Mr Lowey, 
the hon. member of the Council, in a previous order. This 
order is made after consultation with the deemsters and 
General Registry. Likewise they are reviewed every two 
years. The fees are being increased by four per cent. An 
adjustment of approximately 40 per cent has been made to 
the fee bands in relation to testamentary applications as 
the bands have not been updated since 1990. This 
adjustment represents the increase in the RPI since 1990. 
An extra band has also been added for testamentary 
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applications falling in a higher gross value bracket. Under 
the new fee increases it is estimated that an additional 
£14,356 will be collected by the General Registry in the 
remainder of the financial year, £21,535 in the ensuing 
full financial year. There are no expenditure implications 
but it does seek to address changes in the economic 
structure of things, which is why the extra band has been 
added. I beg to move, Mr President. 

Mr Radcliffe: I beg to second, sir. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I am a little bit puzzled 
here in relation to what the proceedings in the High Court 
are likely to be. I assume that as they are merely referred 
to as 'proceedings' and not of any particular nature it could 
cover any type of proceedings that are held in the High 
Court. I just wonder how this affects people who apply for 
proceedings to be put through the High Court who are on 
legal aid. Will their legal aid be increased to provide for 
the 4 per cent increase in the fees payable in relation to the 
proceedings in the High Court and does the hon. Treasury 
minister have plans or not to increase legal aid to keep 
rate with the increases that he is putting forward today? 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, the answer to that is, yes, 
legal aid does follow on because these are inflationary 
increases and of course we treat a number of these orders 
the same way when they come to this hon. Court, legal aid 
being no exception, and so there is no detriment to people 
who use legal aid in terms of these fees. They are as 
affordable, as it were, after this increase as they were 
before. 

I would draw the attention of hon. members to item 15 
where it talks about probate for a will, where it was seen 
that because of property values, which is very often the 
single biggest factor of an estate, there was a need to take 
that into account. I beg to move, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 9 on your order paper, that the High Court Fees 
Order 2000 be approved. Those in favour please say aye; 
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Trade Licences (Rates of Duty) Order 
2000 — Approved 

The President: We turn, then, to item 10 on the order 
paper and the Minister for Transport to move, the hon. 
member for Castletown, Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Trade Licences (Rates of Duty) Order 2000 
[SD No 301/001] be approved. 

Mr President, the purpose of this order is to increase 
the existing rates payable in respect of trade licences by  

five per cent rounded up to the nearest pound in order to 
partially reflect the rate of inflation since the last increase 
in fees in 1989. The trade licences are issued to motor 
traders and cover the use of an otherwise unregistered and 
unlicensed new vehicle on a public road for the purpose of 
road testing or transfer between a delivery point on the 
Island and a garage showroom, removing the need for a 
separate duty to be paid and a separate licence to be taken 
out in respect of each vehicle which comes into his 
possession in the course of his business. 

In order to offset administration costs both at the 
Treasury and the Vehicle Testing Centre, who are required 
to inspect the premises of new applicants, it is proposed 
that the rate of duty be increased from £8 to £9 for motor 
cycles and from £33 to £36 for other vehicles for each set 
of plates. Mr President, I beg to move the motion standing 
in my name. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks. 

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, I do not wish to nit-pick 
on an order such as this, but the learned Clerk has drawn 
to our attention a typographical mistake. I wonder if the 
minister could comment as to what happens in such a 
circumstance. I refer to the learned Clerk's briefing paper 
2.1 where, in the rates of duty, paragraph 2, it refers to 
column 1 of the schedule, either sentence (a) and sentence 
(b). Now, if the order is written incorrectly, does that cause 
the department a problem, does he have to return with it or 
what happens on such an occasion? 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President, and I thank the 
hon. member for raising that and the Clerk for spotting it. 
As far as we are concerned, it is not a major issue to this 
order. However, I am sure the opportunity will be taken -
hopefully we will remember, they have got a note of it -
when we come forward with the new order the next time 
we uprate this duty, and therefore we will correct the error, 
but it does have no substantial effect on the order. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before the 
Court is that the Trade Licences (Rates of Duty) Order 
2000 be approved. Those in favour please say aye; against, 
no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Goods Vehicles (Plating) (Fees) Regulations 
2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 11, the hon. member, the Minister 
for Transport. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Goods Vehicles (Plating) (Fees) 
Regulations 2000 [SD No 302/00] be approved. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, the purpose of the Goods 
Vehicles (Plating) (Fees) Regulations 2000 is to increase 

Trade Licences (Rates of Duty) Order 2000 — Approved 
Goods Vehicles (Plating) (Fees) Regulations 2000 — Approved 
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• the fees collectable by the Vehicle Test Centre in respect 
of certain applications or appeals arising from plating 
examinations by two per cent rounded up to the nearest 
pound in order to partially allow for inflation since 1999. 
The effect of the regulations, if they are approved by 
Tynwald, will be to increase the existing application and 
appeals fee from £15 to £16 and for replacement plates, 
discs or plating certificates from £10 to £11. I beg to move 
the motion standing in my name. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks. 

Mr Lowey: Mr President, could I just ask the member 
if he says it was two per cent, £1 on £10 does not equate 
with 2 per cent, or is my mathematics wrong? 

Mr Brown: As I indicated, it was 2 per cent, or rounded 
up. 

Mr Lowey: Eighteen per cent rounding up? Good lad! 

4110 	The Speaker: Castletown maths! (Laughter) 

The President: Hon. members. the motion before the 
Court is that printed at item 11 on your order paper. Will 
those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

Mr Brown: I did not play Monopoly for nothing! 

Public Service Vehicles (Licences and 
Certificates) (Amendment) (Fees) 

Regulations 2000 — Approved 

The President: We turn, then, to item 12 on the order 
paper and again, the Minister for Transport, the hon. 
member for Castletown, to move. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Public Service Vehicles (Licences and 
Certificates) (Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 2000 [SD 
No 303/00] be approved. 

The Public Service Vehicles (Licences and Certificates) 
(Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 2000 will increase the 
fee for a public service vehicle examination for certificates 
of fitness from £44 to £47. The examination fee was last 
increased in 1991. The proposed increase in fees represents 
a 5 per cent increase rounded up to the nearest pound, and 
this measure will help ensure that the costs to my 
department in relation to the examination of public service 
vehicles for the purpose of granting a certificate of fitness 
are balanced by the fees received from the applicants. These 
fees were last, as I say, increased in 1991. I beg to move 
the motion standing in my name. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I would just like to ask, 
why is it that they have not actually been updated since 
1991? It seems a very long time ago. Prior to that in 1991 
I assume that they were updated, what was the percentage 
of increase then, or rounded up to the nearest pound at that 
time in 1991? 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. As my portfolio 
was somewhat different in 1991 the honest answer to the 
hon. member is I have not got a clue! But as far as the 
situation is concerned, we believe that it is time that this 
was uprated and we have taken what we believe to be a 
reasonable uprating and hopefully we will continue to 
uprate now at a reasonable period of time. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that the 
Public Service Vehicles (Licences and Certificates) 
(Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 2000 be approved. Will 
those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

Public Service Vehicles (Drivers' and 
Conductors' Licences) (Amendment) (Fees) 

Regulations 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 13, I again call on the hon. member 
for Castletown, Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Public Service Vehicles (Drivers' and 
Conductors' Licences) (Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 
2000 [SD No 304/00] be approved. 

The Public Service Vehicles (Drivers' and Conductors' 
Licences) (Amendment) (Fees) Regulations 2000 will 
increase the fee for a public service vehicles driver's and 
conductor's licence from £10 to £11. The regulations will 
also increase from £5 to £6 the fee for the issue of a 
duplicate licence, the deposit payable for a driver's or 
conductor's badge and the fee for replacing a lost badge. 
The increase represents a 5 per cent increase rounded up 
to the nearest pound. This measure will help ensure the 
costs to my department in relation to the licensing of PSV 
drivers and conductors are balanced by the fees received 
from the applicants. These fees were last increased in 1994 
and I am not aware why they have not been done since 
then. The 5 per cent increase rounded up to the nearest 
pound is, as I say, partially to reflect inflation since that 
time. I beg to move. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 13 on your order paper. Will those in favour 
please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes 
have it. 

•
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World War II — Prisoners Held in Japan —
Ex Gratia Payments —
Expenditure Approved 

The President: Now, hon. members, as indicated 
earlier, we will bypass 14 at this stage and move on to 
item 15 on the order paper, and I call on the Chief Minister 
to move. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That Tynwald authorises the Treasury to apply from 
the general revenue during the year ending 31st March 
2001 a sum not exceeding £260,000, being the amount 
required for the purpose of making an ex gratia payment 
of £10,000 to each of those individuals who were resident 
in the Isle of Man at the date of the February 2000 sitting 
of Tynwald and in respect of whom sufficient evidence has 
been produced that they were either prisoners of war or 
internees held by Japan during the Second World War. 

At the February sitting of Tynwald it was resolved that 
the Council of Ministers consider means of providing ex 
gratia payments to World War II prisoners of war held by 
Japan who were resident in the Island, and report no later 
than June 2000. 

In approving the resolution, the debate in Tynwald 
concentrated on an ex gratia payment of approximately 
f10,000 per person. This figure was based on what was 
understood to have been the ex gratia payment made by 
the Canadian government in 1998 to its citizens who were 
prisoners of the Japanese in World War II. 

In looking into this matter we liaised with the Isle of 
Man War Pensions Office about the number of individuals 
who were eligible under the terms of the resolution and 
also to ensure validity and in order to obtain this 
information the Isle of Man War Pensions consulted with 
colleagues in various United Kingdom agencies, and we 
have been advised that here on the Island there are a total 
of 26 applicants, 16 of whom were prisoners of war and 
10 of whom were internees held by Japan during the 
Second World War. Verification of claims has been 
provided for 24 of these individuals and further information 
on the remaining two is currently being sought. I am aware 
that certain of these individuals wish to remain anonymous 
and so in order to protect their identity I do not propose to 
give any details about any of the 26 applicants. (A Member 
Hear, hear.) 

Having considered the matter, the Council of Ministers 
proposes that an ex gratia payment of £10,000 would be 
made to each individual who was resident in the Isle of 
Man at the date of the February 2000 sitting of Tynwald 
who qualifies under the terms of the resolution. So therefore 
I beg to move the motion standing in my name at item 
number 15 on our agenda paper today. 

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

Mr Henderson: Mr President, it gives me the greatest 
of pleasure to endorse this resolution from the Chief 

Minister which was generated as a result of my successful 
Tynwald resolution in February this year. I must thank all 
hon. members for their support in February and for 
Tynwald Court showing its humanity, genuineness and 
common sense which has made this important milestone 
possible. Further, I must especially thank the Chief Minister 
and the Council of Ministers for working up and approving 
the motion which is before us today at item 15 on our order 
paper, and for taking cognisance of my debating points to 
include internees. I must also thank the staff that must have 
been involved in all this behind the scenes on this motion 
coming today. I am truly grateful and I can speak on behalf 
of the many special new friends I have come to know. 
They are also truly grateful to this hon. Court and to the 
Chief Minister and the Council for working up this 
resolution in substantial format following the parliamentary 
decision. 

I feel it is right and proper to make some mention of the 
people who have helped and assisted on the way to where 
we are now and have certainly given me considerable 
support, and some of them have also assisted in providing 
details and information for the resolution as it stands today. 
Just very briefly there are just a few names I would mention 
and they are: Pat Moore, Isle of Man County, Royal British 
Legion; the Reverend Eddie Cubbon; Bob Mawson, 
Secretary of the Isle of Man Branch, Burma Star; Brigadier 
Norman Butler, Chairman, War Pensions; Bernard Moffatt, 
Transport and General Workers; Arthur Titherington, 
Secretary of the Japanese Labour Camp Survivors 
Association; Ron Bridge, Vice-Chairman, Association of 
British Civil Internees, Far East; Billy Ashton, supporter 
of the above organisation; and Jack Edwards, Hong Kong 
British Legion Labour Camp Survivors Association. I 
would especially like to thank Sheila Healey from the Isle 
of Man War Pensions Office who has done a sterling job 
in pulling all the names together and all the hard work in 
compiling the required documents and for interviewing, I 
think, all of the ex-prisoners of war and internees. She has 
worked tirelessly on this issue. 

Special mention must also be made for Steve Melnyck, 
officer at the Canadian Department of Veteran Affairs, for 
his help and assistance and explaining the systems and 
schemes the Canadian Government had adopted. My last 
mention goes out to a man who was brave and endured the 
horrors of a Changi prison whom I nursed, Eddie Skillicorn. 

This is a special day for the Isle of Man. We are only 
the second nation to acknowledge the suffering of these 
former internees and POWs and specifically our own 
people in residence. This issue has generated considerable 
international attention and support from around the world, 
including the United Nations Working Group on Human 
Rights. At the end of the day this hon. Court dispatched 
our men and people overseas with a unanimous resolution 
in 1939: 'Conscious of the righteousness of Britain's cause 
in the interests of civilisation and international freedom, 
Tynwald is confident that the Manx people will respond 
to any sacrifices they may be asked to make.' It is now 
right and fitting, Mr President, hon. members, that we show 
our recognition and support the Chief Minister's resolution. 

Mr Connell: Mr President, I would just like to formally 
congratulate the Chief Minister and the Council of 
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Ministers in bringing forth this scheme. I know at one time 
they were disinclined, perhaps, to entertain it but I think 
that they have been more than charitable in bringing this 
to the floor today and, as the privileged member of the 
War Pensions Committee, I can assure you it has been on 
the agenda ever since I joined, long before that, but this 
will conclude the item, and I can assure hon. members 
that this is another example of the caring of this 
government, because I do not think I have been associated 
with an item in my short political career which has 
engendered such wholehearted interest from everybody on 
the War Pensions Committee and all their colleagues. This 
will go down well. We are not doing it for publicity but 
nevertheless it is an opportunity to demonstrate that we 
have picked up the mantle where others have failed. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, in supporting all the 
comments that have been made so far I would like to place 
on record, and I think we should place on record, our thanks 
to the work that was done by the hon. member for Douglas 
North on this particular item (Messrs Houghton and 
Quine: Hear, hear.) in the way that he presented it to this 
Court, in the way that the Court accepted it, because I really 
do not believe that it would have been on the agenda today 
in such a manner if he had not done that, his work, and 
presented it in the way he did. So I feel that Tynwald Court 
should be grateful to Mr Henderson (Several Members: 
Hear, hear.) for bringing this forward on behalf of all those 
people who suffered at the hands of the Japanese during 
the war and who now reside on this Island. 

The Speaker: Mr President, this is a motion before the 
Tynwald Court, I think, with which we in the Isle of Man 
can be well pleased. It was brought to our notice, as has 
been said, by the hon. member for Douglas. The in-
principle motion was approved, the Council of Ministers 
have supported it and I think it would be fitting if this 
motion was approved unanimously in recognition of the 
sacrifices and hardships that those people undertook. I 
would not wish personally to see Tynwald Court being 
divisive on this issue. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like to say that I 
agree that only for this issue being raised by the hon. 
member for North Douglas it would not be here today, 
and I think that needs to be accepted. The situation is that 
I hope to see that the Chief Minister will be doing the same 
for others and has taught us a lesson, if nothing else. When 
I think that we struggled for years to get an ex-servicemen's 
place developed that was promised for the beginning of 
the war, then ended up being for the end of the war, and 
then it still is not open for occupation, maybe some of us 
should take a leaf out of his book in order to get things 
done and maybe we sometimes should come more often 
to Tynwald with these issues. 

But I would like to know what the Chief Minister is 
going to do about all the other ex-servicemen who fought 
in the war and sacrificed in the war and what he is planning 
to do as far as that is concerned, and could he also inform 
this hon. Court, out of this payment how many people 
actually left the shores of this country to go and fight the  

war and how many other persons are able to claim this 
amount who did not leave from this country? It would be 
interesting if that has not already been raised - could the 
Chief Minister tell us? 

My only disappointment is that when the real issues 
that should be addressed by ex-servicemen, like the 
accommodation thing in my own constituency, has been 
allowed to be put back and put back, and maybe we should 
take a leaf out of the hon. member for North Douglas's 
book and come here more often instead of trying to do it 
other ways, and I hope the government takes this on board 
so that it does not get itself into a corner like it has over 
this issue. 

The President: The Chief Minister to reply. 

Mr Gelling: Thank you, Mr President. May I thank 
everyone who has supported the motion. I did not think 
for one moment that we would have anyone who would 
be against it, but I take on board what Mr Speaker has 
said: it would indeed be very good if it was a unanimous 
vote. I think also, in adding my thanks to those who gave 
the information, because it has been no easy task actually 
getting the information to verify that the people who made 
application were verified as being either internees or 
prisoners within those camps. As I have said, there are 
two as yet that we have not had that information, but the 
resolution covers those two as to the time when indeed we 
get that information so that this resolution will take care 
of those. 

Now, basically the other item that I would just like to 
mention that I did not mention in the opening remarks was 
the fact that the department assessor - that is, the Treasury 
department's Assessor of Income Tax, has also advised 
that he will view the payments as damages of a 
compensatory nature and therefore will not be subject to 
tax (Members: Hear, hear.), which again I think is another 
area where it has been shown that when we can, we do, 
and we are in a very fortunate position that we have been 
able to pick this one up. 

Going on to thank Mr Cannell, Mr Singer and Mr 
Speaker. Mr Karran asks who were those more or less 
resident and who were otherwise. I cannot actually because 
I do not want to identify them but what I can say is all of 
them have been here, if they were not already resident and 
born here, for many, many years, many of whom came 
here just after the war so they have been here since the 
war. 

So basically on that note and thanking hon. members 
for their support, I would put to the Court item number 15 
which is standing in my name. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion, therefore, 
is printed at item 15 on your order paper. Those in favour 
please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, North, Sir Miles Walker, Messr 
Brown, Houghton, Henderson, Cretney, Duggan, 
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Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, 
Mrs Hannan, Messrs Singer, Bell, Karran, Corkill, 
Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 21 

Against: None 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion is carried 
unanimously in the House of Keys with 21 votes in favour. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann, 
Messrs Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian, Messrs 
Delaney and Crowe - 9 

Against: No 

The President: With a full house in the Council the 
Court is in unanimity on item 15 on the order paper. 

DAFF — Excess Expenditure Approved 

The President: We turn, then, to item 16 on the order 
paper and I call on the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Forestry. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That Tynwald authorises the Treasury in respect of 
the year ended 31st March 2000, to apply from general 
revenue the sum of £625,795 in payment of excess 
expenditure and shortfall of receipts in respect of the 
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 

It has been the express wish and intention of Tynwald 
and hon. members that support given to the agricultural 
industry in the Island shall be broadly similar to that arising 
in the United Kingdom. Whether support across the water 
arises from UK or EU sources we have a number of 
schemes which this Court has approved in pursuit of that 
policy. However, some of these are open-ended in as much 
as we have no control over the numbers of animals 
involved, particularly where emergency measures have had 
to be introduced from time to time. The department has in 
other areas been able to adjust its various budgets 
successfully to absorb increased expenditure in one area 
by economies and in another. 

In the 1999-2000 financial year we have ended up with 
a shortfall of £625,795. The actual amount overspent in 
key areas comes to significantly more than this sum, but 
we have again been able to offset increased expenditure. 
Each year the Treasury informs the department of how 
much interest will be received by the department from 
loans. The actual amount received by my department last 
year fell by £161,000 short of the figure advised by 
Treasury, so the department has not been able to offset 
excess expenditure against available revenue. About 
£90,000 of the excess expenditure is in connection with 
administrative matters such as pay awards which are  

handled centrally by government, and the department is 
informed of the outcome. Other matters are briefly outlined 
in the explanatory note circulated for the information of 
hon. members. 

Sheep. The 10 per cent increase in sheep numbers, 
coupled with a slump in market price, led to higher 
payments under sheep variable premium schemes. A 
reduction in the sheep variable premium this year caused 
by the fall in value of the euro will mitigate against the 
level of expenditure. There was also another unexpected 
and unwelcome payment last year when a small amount 
of compensation was paid in respect of an outbreak of sheep 
scab, a disease which was believed to have been eradicated 
from the Island but unfortunately, as some of the hon. 
members will be aware, a further instance has occurred 
this year but of a much more minor nature. 

Cattle. In addition to the increase of 300 in cattle figures, 
the average cattle headage payment also rose by about 
£125, leading to extra expenditure. The numbers of cows 
and calves in the BSE-related cull has increased again with 
a further 675 cows and 243 calves, which led us to 
payments rising to £229,000 in excess of the anticipated 
budget. However, it is encouraging that this year there have 
been no cases of BSE in the Manx cattle herd and the 
culling policy at last seems to be paying off. There were 
an extra 184 animals eligible for beef cow subsidy, taking 
payments to £35,500 more than budgeted for. 

Pigs. The new pig premium scheme has capped numbers 
at 10,000. However, Treasury concurrence was received 
to a backdated increase in subsidy for the period August 
1998 to March 1999 from 40p to 60p, totalling an extra 
£80,000 which had to be paid out of the last financial year. 
A small amount has also had to be spent to accommodate 
a sow cull.. 

Taking extra expenditure on the one hand and shortfall 
in anticipated income on the other, the net amount for which 
a supplementary vote is requested is £625,795, which is 
about 4.75 per cent of the department's total final payments 
figure, which is £13,079,165. I beg to move. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve 
my remarks. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that 
printed at item 16 on the order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Procedural 

The President: Now, hon. members, items 17 and 18 
deal with capital expenditure. It seems a bit unfortunate to 
take them out of sequence in the order paper. Perhaps, with 
your agreement, if we set to to, say, 6.30 we could clear 
some further items off the order paper. With your agreement 
can I move on to item 19? 

Members: Agreed. 

• 

• 
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Prevention of Terrorism (Enforcement of 
External Orders) Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: Therefore I ask the Chief Minister to 
move item 19 on the order paper. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Prevention of Terrorism (Enforcement of 
External Orders) Order 2000 [SD No 300/00] be approved. 

As a part of the Isle of Man Government's efforts to 
assist in the fight against international terrorism, the 
Council of Ministers agreed in November of 1990 that the 
United Kingdom's agreement with the Republic of India 
concerning the tracing, restraint and confiscation of the 
proceeds and instruments of crime and terrorist funds 
should be extended to include the Island. Now, this 
agreement has since been signed by the United Kingdom 
and India and has come into force, and it is now necessary 
for the Isle of Man to make this order to allow for us to co-
operate with the Indian authorities. 

The Prevention of Terrorism (Enforcement of External 
Orders) Order 2000 makes provision for the purpose of 
enabling the enforcement in the Isle of Man of certain types 
of order made by courts in designated countries. Now, the 
court orders in question are those which provide for the 
forfeiture of terrorist funds on which prohibited dealings 
in funds are or could be subject to a forfeiture order. Now, 
the order designates India as a designated country and other 
countries can be added in the future. 

In line with the Isle of Man Government's policy we 
aim to maintain the highest standards of co-operation with 
other jurisdictions in the fight against terrorism whilst 
doing so by means of domestic legislation. So therefore I 
beg to move the motion standing in my name at item 
number 19 on our agenda paper today. 

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like the Chief 
Minister to inform us, is this piece of legislation an order 
extending UK legislation to the Isle of Man or is it an order 
under our own legislation? I would just like to know 
whether that is the case because I think it is important that 
we minimise orders coming in from the Imperial 
Government into the Isle of Man. Whilst I think there is 
not one of us in this hon. Court who wants to harbour or 
assist in sheltering terrorism or the proceeds of it, I would 
just like to know whether that is the case. 

Mr Crowe: Mr President, I was just going to ask, is 
India the first of all of these countries or have others been 
designated in the past and is India being added to a list or 
is it just the first of the list? 

The President: I call on the Chief Minister to reply. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, if I could take the last first, 
this is the first order that will be made but others can be 
added. 

Secondly, to the hon. member Mr Karran, this is 
extended to include the Isle of Man, but it is only extended 
if and when it is signed in the Isle of Man and the order is 
made by the Governor in Council, approved by His 
Excellency as well as the Council of Ministers and then 
signed by the Chief Secretary. Once it has been approved 
by Tynwald it will be dated and will come into effect on 
the day on which it is made. I beg to move. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at item 19 on the order paper, that the Prevention 
of Terrorism (Enforcement of External Orders) Order be 
approved. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The 
ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Social Security Administration Act 1992 
(Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 

2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 20, the Minister for Health and 
Social Security. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Social Security Administration Act 1992 
(Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2000 [SD No 
264/00] be approved. 

This order, which comes into operation on 1st July, 
makes two minor amendments to the orders that applied 
Social Security Administration Act 1992 to the Island. It 
is effectively a tidying-up exercise, it corrects a drafting 
error and emits the provision for Tynwald supplements to 
be paid under the Manx national insurance fund. This is a 
practice which ceased some time ago. I beg to move. 

Mr Brown: I second and reserve my remarks. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that 
printed at 20 on the order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Jobseekers Act 1995 (Application) 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Order 

2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 21, the Minister for Health and 
Social Security. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Jobseekers Act 1995 (Application) 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2000 [SD No 265/00] be 
approved. 

This order, which also comes into operation on 1st July 
if approved, makes amendment to the order that applied 

• Prevention of Terrorism (Enforcement of External Orders) Order 2000 — Approved 
Social Security Administration Act 1992 (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2000 — Approved 

Jobseekers Act 1995 (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2000 — Approved 
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the Jobseekers Act 1995 to the Island. It ensures 
consistency in the operation of legislation relating to the 
payment of a back-to-work bonus. I beg to move. 

Mr Connell: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, 
Mr President. 

The President: Those in favour please say aye; against, 
no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Social Security Legislation (Application) 
(No. 10) Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 22, again the Minister for Health 
and Social Security. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Social Security Legislation (Application) 
(No. 10) Order 2000 [SD No 266/00] be approved. 

This order, which is deemed to have come into operation 
on 10th April, 2000 makes amendments to a number of 
orders which previously amended social security 
legislation applied to the Island. The amendments cover a 
variety of subjects, full details of which have been set out 
in the memorandum which has been circulated to hon. 
members. I beg to move. 

Mr Connell: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve 
my remarks. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I would just like to ask 
the hon. minister if she could just clarify exactly what some 
of the implications are in this order. I know she said that 
an explanatory memorandum has gone round, but I think 
we need slightly more than that in as much that they seem 
to me to be quite positive, but if she could confirm that 
that is the case, especially on point 2, article 2 on the 
explanatory note with regard to 'provides for the ordering 
by the court of payments to to be made by persons who 
are liable to maintain others to be made.' I would especially 
like clarification on that, and it appears to me that on the 
explanatory note 3, 4 and 5 seem to be textual or 
typographical amendments and could she clarify if my 
understanding is correct in those matters? Thank you, Mr 
President. 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, yes, if I could deal with 
the last matter first. There are textual corrections being 
made in respect of the Jobseekers Act, Social Security 
Application (No. 3) Order and so on as is set out in the 
memorandum. The item to which the hon. member did 
refer, I would confirm that it represents an increase in 
payment in the income support regulations for certain 
categories of people. 

With regard to point 4(2) in the explanatory 
memorandum, it does make it clear that the order applying 
to the Island is to be amended to provide for the ordering 
by the court of payments by persons who are liable to 
maintain others to be made to the department, irrespective 
of whether the payments are attributable to income support 
in the recently inserted section of the Social Security Act. 
I am not quite clear what is not clear about that to the hon. 
member. It certainly clarifies and sets out the position in 
relation to court orders irrespective of whether income 
liable to be paid in respect of others comes from income 
support or not. So if someone is receiving payments 
attributable to income support which they are receiving in 
order to maintain others, then the court still recognises them 
as income for that purpose. I hope that clarifies the issue 
for the hon. member. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is therefore 
that printed at 22 on the order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) 
(No. 3) Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 23, again, the Minister for Health 
and Social Security. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) 
(No.3) Order 2000 [SD no 267/00] be approved. 

This order applies to the Island, mainly with effect from 
July 2000, "six items of subsidiary legislation of the UK 
Parliament concerned with occupational and personal 
pensions. The purpose of the order has been explained in 
some detail in the memorandum which has been circulated 
to hon. members. This legislation needs to be applied to 
the Island to keep the relevant pension legislation in line 
with that of the United Kingdom. I beg to move. 

Mr Cannel!: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve 
my remarks. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 23 that the Pension Schemes Legislation 
(Application) (No. 3) Order 2000 be approved. Those in 
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The 
ayes have it. 

Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) 
(No. 4) Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: We turn now to item 24 and again I call 
on the Minister for Health and Social Security. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I beg to move: 

Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 10) Order 2000 — Approved 
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 3) Order 2000 — Approved 
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 4) Order 2000 — Approved 
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• That the Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) 
(No.4) Order 2000 [SD 268/00] be approved. 

This order amends with effect from 6th April 1997 
legislation previously applied to the Island concerned with 
occupational pension schemes. The amendment is of a 
technical nature, removing references to procedures to be 
followed on the winding-up of occupational pension 
schemes which are not, in fact, followed on the Island. 
The memorandum has been circulated to hon. members 
explaining the purpose of the order. I beg to move. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve 
my remarks. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that the 
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 4) Order 
2000 be approved. Those in favour please say aye; against, 
no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, this simply clarifies under 
the new income support regulations the same sort of rules 
as applied before under supplementary benefit in relation 
to payments with respect to occupational pensions and 
personal pension to a third party. In moving the changes 
from supplementary benefit to income support, there were 
items which were not correctly brought forward into the 
income support regulations. This does not change anything; 
it just makes sure that the income support regulations are, 
as was the case, in relation to supplementary benefit. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 25 on the order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Cremation (Fees) Regulations 
2000 — Approved 

• Income Support (General) (Isle of Man) 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 

2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 25, the Minister for Health and 
Social Security. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Income Support (General) (Isle of Man) 
(Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2000 [SD No 269/00] 
be approved. 

These regulations amend the Income Support (General) 
(Isle of Man) Regulations 2000 which hon. members recall 
were approved at the March sitting of this Court. The 
regulations in the main come into operation on 1st July. 
They make a number of very minor amendments to the 
income support regulations, details of which have been 
circulated. I beg to move. 

Mr Cannell: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve 
my remarks. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I accept the details have 
been circulated previously but nonetheless I would be very 
grateful to the hon. minister if she could explain in simple 
terms the effect, especially in relation to paragraph 2 on 
the explanatory note where it says, 'provide that payments 
from an occupational pension and a personal pension which 
are made to a third party' et cetera, et cetera, which seems 
to be indicating that that will be treated respectively as 
national income or a notional capital. That is fine. What 
does this actually change, or do, or make different to what 
was previous? How are we changing the status quo with 
this particular order? I guess that is what I am after; if the 
minister could explain in simple terminology, I would be 
grateful. 

The President: We turn the page to item 26 and call on 
the Minister for Local Government and the Environment 
to move. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2000 [SD 
No 277/00] be approved. 

These regulations replace the Cremation (Fees) 
Regulations 1999 and increase the fees that may be charged 
for completing various certificates required under the 
cremation regulations. The Cremation Regulations 1985 
provide that before the cremation may take place certain 
certificates have to be signed by the doctor who used to 
treat the deceased and also by another independent doctor. 
The fees are increased annually in the Isle of Man in line 
with the fees currently recommended by the British 
Medical Association. Since the fees are payable by the 
funeral director to the doctor, no government expenditure 
is involved. Further details have previously been circulated 
to hon. members from which they will see that the increase 
is in fact quite minuscule, from £41 to £42.50, and I beg to 
move. 

Mr Crowe: I beg to second, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 26, that the Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2000 
be approved. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. 
The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Local Authority (Mortgages) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 27, Minister. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move: 

Income Support (General) (Isle of Man) (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2000 — Approved 
Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2000 — Approved 

Local Authority (Mortgages) (Amendment) Regulations 2000 — Approved 
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That the Local Authority (Mortgages) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2000 [SD No 237/00J be approved. 

I hope I can be even quicker with this one. These 
regulations substitute a new form of mortgage deed to that 
scheduled and the details have previously been circulated 
to hon. members. I beg to move. 

Mr Crowe: I beg to second, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is printed 
at 27 on the order paper, that the Local Authority 
(Mortgages) (Amendment) Regulations 2000 be approved. 
Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

Merchant Shipping (Oil Pollution 
Preparedness, Response and Co-operation 
Convention) Regulations 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 28, Minister for Trade and Industry 
to move. 

Mr North: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Merchant Shipping (Oil Pollution 
Preparedness, Response and Co-operation Convention) 
Regulations 2000 [SD No 319/00] be approved. 

The order for these regulations was moved in the May 
Tynwald and I beg to move. 

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

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 28 on the order paper, moved by the Minister 
for Trade and Industry. Those in favour please say aye; 
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Oil 
Pollution) (Amendment) Regulations 

2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 29, again the Minister for Trade 
and Industry to move. 

Mr North: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Oil 
Pollution) (Amendment) Regulations 2000 [SD No 316/ 
00] be approved. 

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

The President: Hon. members, the motion printed at 
29, that the Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Oil 
Pollution) (Amendment) Regulations 2000 be approved. 

Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

Agricultural Wages Regulation 
2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 30, the Minister for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Agricultural Wages Regulations 2000 [SD 
No 318/00] be approved. 

Hon. members will have seen from the information 
which I have had circulated that the Agricultural Wages 
Board is a body which includes representatives both of 
agricultural workers and employers as well as independent 
members. The board meets to discuss and set the minimum 
wages for agricultural workers. The new wage levels come 
into operation on Monday 26th June. The order giving 
effect to the new wages has been laid before Tynwald for 
information. The value of certain benefits can be considered 
as wages in lieu of cash. The Agricultural Wages Board 
also discusses these and sets the value of meals, board, 
and lodging. The regulations which I am moving on behalf 
of the Agricultural Wages Board set new rates. These new 
rates will also come into operation on Monday 26th June, 
the same day as the new minimum wages will operate from. 
Mr President, I beg to move. 

Mr Henderson: I beg to second, sir, and reserve my 
remarks. 

Mr Cannell: Just a small query, Mr President, if I may 
of the minister. I think really this is a throw back to quite 
some long time ago where we had tied cottages. I would 
like an assurance that every vigilance will be made of the 
possibility of tenants of such dwellings receiving complete 
statutory notice where the arrangement for their living in 
such premises is likely to be terminated. 

Mr Lowey: I cannot resist the temptation, Mr President. 
Could the minister inform the Court, have there been any 
breaches of confidentiality in the operation of the 
Agricultural Wages Board in the past or in the present? 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Downie: I am only the messenger here. I do not 
have any thing to do with this! (Laughter) If it was up to 
me it maybe would be a slightly different arrangement. To 
the best of my knowledge, the people who occupy the farm 
workers dwellings and tied cottages have rights. They have 
rights as tenants, and I understand that on occasions, when 
they do retire from farming, what is normal is that an 
application is then made for them to go into local authority 
housing, So there is some sort of continuity for them; it is 
built into the system, as it were. So they have rights and I 

Merchant Shipping (Oil Pollution Preparedness, Response and Co-operation Convention) 
Regulations 2000 — Approved 

Merchant Shipping (Prevention of Oil Pollution) (Amendment) Regulations 2000 — Approved 
Agricultural Wages Regulations 2000 — Approved 
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understand that the premises are subject to scrutiny. If there 
is a complaint they are quite within their act to get 
Environmental Health to come and have a look and make 
sure that the premises are kept in good order. 

On the point raised by the hon. member, Mr Lowey, the 
breach of confidentiality, I cannot really give him that 
commitment. What I am prepared to do and what I have 
done in informing members of the outcome of the decision 
of the Agricultural Wages Board, I have produced a paper 
which clearly indicates the terms and conditions set out 
for all to see, and I am sure this is what he is after because 
I know that Mr Lowey is very keen to promote a minimum 
wage on the Island and here is a system, although some of 
us may consider that the people at the sharp end appear 
not to be receiving a great amount of money, that is open 
to discussion in this forum. It is also transparent and the 
figures produced are available for everybody to see. So I 
hope that satisfies Mr Lowey's question. Mr President, I 
beg to move the motion standing in my name. 

The President: The motion is that printed at 30, hon. 
members. Those in favour please say aye: against, no. The 
ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Fishing Vessels (Financial Assistance) 
Scheme 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 31, again, the Minister for 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Fishing Vessels (Financial Assistance) 
Scheme 2000 [GC No 23/00] be approved. 

The department's policy of supporting the fishing 
industry is continued in the new scheme. The scheme which 
this one replaces had a sliding scale up to a maximum grant 
in loan. This is now replaced by fixed rates. The Isle of 
Man's Fishermen's Association has expressed its support 
for the setting out of a table with fixed rates so that 
applicants are clear where they stand in relation to the level 
of assistance for which they may be eligible. It is only fair 
to say that the association would have liked to have seen 
an even greater level of support for young fishermen 
coming into the industry as first-time boat purchasers, but 
hon. members will see that the scheme is already very 
generous in such circumstances, giving assistance of up to 
90 per cent of the cost of the vessel. The scheme continues 
the provision of the previous scheme whereby a 
commitment of 15 years is involved on the part of the 
fishermen. Again, the association has suggested that this 
might be shortened to 10 years and this has been given 
careful consideration. However, the department's intention 
is to assist those who demonstrate a long-term commitment 
to the industry. Even where a fisherman may have to repay 
a proportion of the grant if the full 15 years are not up, he 
will have had the benefit of what was, in effect, an interest-
free loan throughout that period. I am also pleased to  

confirm that the department intends to obtain the services 
of a specialist consultancy to review its fisheries policy 
and identify the best way forward for our fishing industry. 
Mr President,I beg to move. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve 
my remarks. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 31 on the order paper, that the Fishing Vessels 
(Financial Assistance) Scheme 2000 be approved. Those 
in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 
The ayes have it. 

Sow Slaughter Premium (Amendment) 
Scheme 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 32, again, the Minister for 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, the hon. member Mr 
Downie. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Sow Slaughter Premium (Amendment) 
Scheme 2000 [GC No 25/00] be approved. 

The sow slaughter scheme approved by this Court in 
June last year provided for a compensation payment of 
£40 per sow culled from herds. The pig premium quota 
scheme approved by the Court at the same time set a 
maximum of 10,000 pigs on which the department would 
pay a subsidy. Some 13,000 pigs were then being produced 
annually. An incentive was therefore provided for sows to 
be culled and reduce production levels. The existing 
scheme terminated on 2nd April, having made payment 
on 121 sows, or 15 per cent of the national herd. This 
amendment scheme extends the £40 per sow payment for 
a further six months from 3rd April until 30th September. 
Due to the eight-month pig production cycle and that 
individual quota numbers were not finalised to producers 
until September 1999 because of the method used to 
allocate the 10,000 pig total, the department believes that 
a further six months would greatly assist producers to 
reduce their herd size in line with the quota and in an 
orderly fashion. It is estimated that a maximum number of 
80 sows will be paid compensation for a possible total 
cost of around £3,200. 

For information to members, the level of pig production 
in the last three years has been: 1997 - 12,823; 1998 -
12,740, and 1999 - 10,800. Mr President, I beg to move. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I beg to second and 
reserve my remarks. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that at 
32. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes 
have it. The ayes have it. 

• Fishing Vessels (Financial Assistance) Scheme 2000 — Approved 
Sow Slaughter Premium (Amendment) Scheme 2000 — Approved 
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Beef Quality (Headage Payment) 
(Amendment) Scheme 2000 — Approved 

The President: Again, the Minister for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry to move item 33, please. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That the Beef Quality (Headage Payment) 
(Amendment) Scheme 2000 [GC No 26/00] be approved. 

When I moved the Beef (Headage Payment) Scheme in 
1999, in November last year. I advised the Court that the 
department would be seeking amendments to commence 
from 3rd July 2000. The Beef Quality (Headage Payment) 
Scheme provides for payment of cattle processed through 
the meat plant which reach certain quality grades. 
Classification is carried out by the department's meat 
graders in line with European Union systems of describing 
animals in relation to their fatness and confirmation. The 
headage payment scheme provides for a higher payment 
rate for better quality animals, with the payment rates 
varied weekly to take account of seasonality of production 
and in order to provide continuity of our meat supplies. 

The 1999 scheme withdrew from any headage payment 
the lowest quality cattle, the P- classification. I indicated 
that it had been the department's intention to withdraw 
both the P- and P+ classifications from headage. However, 
in order to provide more time for producers to react to the 
removal, the department indicated that it would not seek 
removal of such carcasses until 3rd July 2000. As a 
consequence of the removal of these carcasses the 
department has redistributed such moneys as they would 
have attracted through the remainder of the classification 
boxes. The overall result is there for an increase in the 
average headage of £5 with the better quality cattle 
attracting an additional £8.50. P classification carcasses 
mainly derive from the dairy herd rather than beef-bred 
animals. They are carcasses which are of low value and 
use to the Fatstock Marketing Association, who require 
quality animals to meet the many trade requirements that 
they have. 

The department recognises that in the dairy industry 
the production of calves is necessary to keep animals in 
milk. Whilst therefore withdrawing the average £67 
headage payment which such animals might have attracted, 
the department will continue to provide a cull service for 
calves which pays £50 per head. 

This amendment scheme also seeks to provide a 
maximum age of 16 months for young bulls to be eligible 
for headage. This again is a quality-based initiative, for 
the longer the bull is kept in order to put on weight and 
shape, the worse the eating quality of the meat. At present 
there is no maximum age provision. It was originally 
intended that the maximum age of 15 months should apply, 
but in order to provide for all types of young bulls using 
whatever finishing system a producer operates to be eligible 
if correct management is used, the age has been extended  

to 16 months. The use of the cattle identification and 
passport system now in place will allow decisions on age 
to be easily made. Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve 
my remarks. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that 
printed at item 33 on the order paper, that the Beef Quality 
(Headage Payment) (Amendment) Scheme 2000 be 
approved. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The 
ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons 
Committee — Member Appointed 

The President: Item 34, hon. members, the Chronically 
Sick and Disabled Persons Committee, the Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That Mr R P Braidwood MHK be appointed as a 
member of the Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons 
Committee. 

The proposal before this hon. Court today is that Mr 
Philip Braidwood should be appointed as a member of the 
Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Committee. The 
other current members of the Chronically Sick and 
Disabled Persons Committee are Mr George Waft, Mrs 
Edna Ainge, Mr Maurice Day and Mr Roger Waterworth. 

Now, the functions of the Chronically Sick and Disabled 
Persons Committee are set out in the Chronically Sick and 
Disabled Persons Act 1981 as amended, but quite simply 
can be described as improving the attitude to and facilities 
provided for chronically sick and disabled persons. I would 
add that this committee make an extremely valuable 
contribution to the welfare of those less fortunate than 
ourselves in our community. 

Mr Braidwood has many skills and relevant experience 
that he can bring to this committee and I have no hesitation 
in recommending his appointment and I beg to move the 
motion standing in my name at item number 34. 

Mr Waft: I beg to second that, Mr President. I 
congratulate the Council of Ministers on their choice of 
Mr Braidwood. I fully support the recommendation as 
chairman of the committee, and I am sure he will do well 
with us and would recommend him to committee members 
who I am sure will give him every support. I would like to 
thank at this stage yourself, Mr President, who served time 
on that committee and we very much appreciate it for the 
time you gave us. Thank you, sir. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 34 that Mr Braidwood be appointed as a member 
of the Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Committee. 
Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have 
it. The ayes have it. 

• 

• 

Beef Quality (Headage Payment) (Amendment) Scheme 2000 — Approved 
Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Committee — Member Appointed • 
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Announcement of Royal Assent 

The President: Now, hon. members, I have to announce 
that the Royal Assent has been given to the Income Tax 
Act 2000, the Shops Act 2000, the European Communities 
(Amendment) Act 2000 and the Electronic Transactions 
Act 2000. 

It would appear, hon. members, that it would be an 
appropriate time in which to adjourn and we will 
commence tomorrow morning at item 14 then 17, 18 and 
then complete our agenda order paper from 35 onwards. 
Thank you, hon. members. 

The Court adjourned at 6.22 p.m. 

Corrigenda 

Tynwald Court, 16th May 2000: 

Page T679, column 2, line 14, for 'Minister of Health 
and Social Security' please read 'Minister for Transport'; 

Page T687, column 1, for line 24 please substitute 'left 
of the white building known as the 'Wedding Cake'. 

S 

• 

S 

1 

Announcement of Royal Assent 
Corrigenda 



• 

) 

1 



T846 	 TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 21st JUNE 2000 

Messrs Bell, Karran, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and the 
Speaker - 14 

Against: Messrs Quine, Henderson, Duggan, Mrs Cannell, 
Messrs Shimmin and Singer - 6 

The Speaker: Mr President, the amendment carries in 
the House of Keys, 14 votes in favour and 6 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: Messrs Lowey, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and 
Mr Crowe - 4 

Against: Messrs Waft and Kniveton - 2 

The President: Hon. members, with 4 votes cast for 
and 2 votes cast against in the Council, the amendment 
therefore carries. 

I therefore put the motion as amended. Those in favour 
please say aye; against, no. 

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

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, North, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Brown, Houghton, Henderson ,Duggan, Braidwood, 
Mrs Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, Mrs Hannan, 
Messrs Singel; Bell, Karran, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling 
and the Speaker - 20 

Against: None 

The Speaker: Mr President, the House of Keys were 
unanimous with the amended motion, with 20 votes in 
favour. 

In the Council - 

For: Messrs Lowey, Waft, Kniveton, Radcliffe, 
Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 6 

Against: None 

The President: The Council being unanimous also as 
well as the Keys, the motion therefore carries, hon. 
members. We will now adjourn until 2.30. Thank you, hon. 
members. 

The Court adjourned at 1.07 p.m. 

Incineration — US Environmental Protection 
Agency Draft Report — Evaluation 

— Debate Commenced 

The President: Hon. members, we have reached item 
36 on our order paper and I call upon the hon. member for 
Douglas East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move: 

That this Court - 

(i) notes that it is claimed that a draft report of 
the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency suggests that dioxin is a 'human 
carcinogen' and links low-grade exposure to 
the toxic chemical component to a wide 
range of other health problems; and 

(ii) therefore, is of the opinion that no further 
action should be taken on the construction 
and commissioning of the incinerator for the 
Island until the report of the Environmental 
Protection Agency has been published, the 
government has had its conclusions 
professionally evaluated, and the results of 
the evaluation have been made available in 
a report to Tynwald Court. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency 
report - a leaked draft of that was issued in May of this 
year. It caused quite some considerable concern across the 
globe, in every corner of the world. It has subsequently 
been officially released now as a draft report. The key 
findings, of which all members have been circulated with 
a copy - I hope that they have managed to be able to go 
through their copy - have outlined what the key findings 
in the report are. One of the major things that came out of 
that report was that the risk of getting cancer is 10 times 
higher than reported in 1994. 

Now, in 1994, of course, they did mention that the risk 
of cancer from dioxin was probable, but of course this latest 
report further confirms that not only is it probable but the 
risks are actually 10 times greater. They further confirm 
that dioxins are carcinogenic to humans, providing potent 
toxic chemicals in the human body. They also criticise the 
absence of data on background levels - levels, that is to 
say, which are already in the atmosphere, the soil, the grass 
and the food. 

They went on to list those affected by background levels 
that are now causing effects in children, such as learning 
ability, thyroid and liver functions, susceptibility to 
infections; all of these have been measured in children 
exposed to background levels of dioxin. In adults the report 
found that there were adverse impact on human 
metabolism, the reproductive biology. In men studies 
confirmed changes in reproductive hormones, which in 
common language means less male babies being born, and 
particularly so for the future; reduced glucose tolerance; 
changes in liver functions and diabetes; skin cancer; 
respiratory disorders et cetera, et cetera. Above-average 
levels of dioxin in the human body contribute to 
cardiovascular disease, hypertension, miscarriage, infant 
death, birth defects, low birth weight, growth retardation, 
respiratory cancers and soft tissue sarcoma. In animal 
studies in the report the studies confirmed and linked dioxin 
with endometriosis, a condition that women suffer from; 
cleft palate, viruses, parasites, tumours and suppression 
of the T-cells. 
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The EPA lists dioxin sources from the burning of solid 
waste, medical waste and hazardous waste in incinerators 
and cement kilns as leading sources of dioxin, and so this 
report is now being considered on its content by a panel of 
scientists who do not expect to report and give the report 
its final evaluation until late June or July of this year. 

Of course, when this report came out, as I said in my 
opening remarks, it caused concern across the globe. 
Canada were one of the first to make a comment and they 
said their extreme concern and their response was that 
minute traces of dioxin are rising in the human body. One 
waste official said, 'Dioxins damage the bodies' immune 
system and impact upon the development of children.' He 
described dioxin as the Darth Vader of chemicals. 

In America the American response is expected to be 
one of 'Get rid of the dioxins,' this being a major shift in 
the US position previously thought of as 'We will keep 
them under control. We will reduce them.' They also went 
on to say that one person in 100 can be affected by cancer. 
This is in the US EPA report. An American official said 
`Seven per cent of the American population have cancer 
caused from dioxins.' 

In the United Kingdom Michael Meacher the 
environmental minister's response was 'We are committed 
to EU directive regulations, which is one part per billion 
being acceptable, of dioxins emitted into the atmosphere. 
We have agreed with Brussels to the waste incineration 
directive, which should tighten up ten fold the standards 
permitted.' It is ironic that the EPA report says that the 
risk of cancer is 10 times greater and Michael Meacher in 
the United Kingdom says 'We will tighten up 10 fold the 
standards permitted. . .' The EU are presently considering 
one part per trillion on dioxins emitted being acceptable 
to be released into the atmosphere. He went on to say, 
Michael Meacher, 'New and proposed incinerators in this 
country must observe mandatory standards or they will 
have to close down.' This was during an interview on BBC 
Radio on 6th June this year. 

The United Kingdom's response, of course, was to issue 
their waste management strategy, which is quite interesting. 
They said that England and Wales produced 106 million 
tonnes per annum of waste, the strategy targets for 
recycling, waste reduction and composting setting a target 
of 17 per cent over the next three years and a 33 per cent 
target over the next 20 years to cut down the need for 
incineration, which the EPA accuse of being the main 
source and contributor to dioxin in the atmosphere. It is 
interesting to note that 10 years ago the United Kingdom 
Conservative government announced its target for 
recycling of household rubbish at 25 per cent within 10 
years. What has actually been achieved in the United 
Kingdom in the last 10 is 8 per cent of refuse - 8 per cent 
from a target of 25 set 10 years ago. There was a UK civil 
service report which was leaked in the United Kingdom 
and it said, 'If the population increases at the same rate as 
has been the case over the last decade and if the rate of 
consumerism continues to grow we will need 
approximately 160 new incinerators to cope with the 
expected increase in the waste mountain. 

Of course, when the EPA report came out there was 
quite a remarkable U-turn in respect of that. This, of course,  

led to Michael Meacher's denial that 160 new incinerators 
were scheduled to come on stream; instead five more may 
be considered, subject to planning approval in the United 
Kingdom. The UK environment minister acknowledged 
by recognition of the common-sense approach needed to 
maximise recycling, thereby reducing the need for the 
reliance they had placed on incineration. 

Mr President, we were given the opportunity a little 
while ago of attending a video link to hear from Professors 
Blain and Doctor Floyd who had been hired by the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment to 
allay our fears, for want of a better word, on the findings 
of the EPA report. In that video link they were really unable 
to express an awful lot in relation to the report stating that 
it was out for scientific peer review and so it would be 
prudent to wait until that review had been undertaken 
before commenting on its findings. There was an offer 
made by Professor Blain at that time to actually put in 
writing his view on the findings of the EPA. As he was 
about to leave for the United States himself the following 
day, he said it would be at least two weeks before he could 
supply hon. members with that written viewpoint of his. 

The purpose of the item on the agenda is to acknowledge 
the findings - the alleged findings, if you like for the time 
being until the review panel have concluded - and to 
acknowledge that dioxin is a toxin which causes carcinogen 
and to further state that we believe that no further action 
should be taken on the construction and commissioning 
of the incinerator for the Isle of Man until the report of the 
EPA has been published - that is, the after-appeal review -
the government has had its conclusions professionally 
evaluated and the results of the evaluation have been made 
available in a report to Tynwald Court. I would think that 
is the very least that we, hon. members, in this Island 
deserve to have - an independently, professionally 
evaluated report on the final EPA report submitted to this 
hon. Court so that we can look at that before we go any 
further with the department's preferred option of a mass-
burn incinerator. Mr President, I beg to move. 

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, some weeks ago I was 
able to second an attempt in the House of Keys to suspend 
standing orders in order to take this item in that place due 
to concerns I and other had regarding the draft report of 
the EPA. At that time I and others felt that there was a 
need to evaluate more fully such a comprehensive and long-
ranging report which was in draft form and was difficult 
to get access to, and certainly the technical nature of it, 
once again, was going to be over the heads of myself and 
many of us in this chamber. Therefore, at that stage I 
believed that there was a requirement to further evaluate 
this particular one in order to gain greater insight to myself 
and for the public. 

I think the decision which has been taken this morning 
reflects the correctness and appropriateness of that decision 
some weeks ago, as it does today. The whole debate this 
morning has been deferred on the concerns expressed by 
the one member of the Isle of Man Government who has 
made observations of concern. However qualified Dr 
Maclean may be, he certainly identifies himself that he is 
not a toxicological expert, yet this whole chamber has 
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deferred an important debate, with all of its importance to 
the finances and to the future of the Island, because of that 
one person's observation. I refer to a press release from 
the Chief Minister which states that we are a responsible 
government and recognise the importance of the views of 
such an independent officer and their effect on public 
perceptions of this project. Even though his public 
statement has come at the last minute we have agreed to 
defer progress with this motion in order to further address 
his outstanding concerns. This will give us time to establish 
with the medical officer of health that nothing of 
significance has been overlooked which should provide 
further reassurance for the public, and I would put it to 
this Court that surely we cannot be serious that we are 
going to put upon the shoulders of this one individual the 
decision as to whether we go ahead with the incinerator 
debate or not when there is such an august body having 
done a survey for 11 years of major numbers; therefore it 
would only appear to me appropriate that, looking at the 
motion before us this afternoon, it is inconceivable that 
we will ever be able to have the confidence in Dr Maclean's 
evaluation to the same level that we may have confidence 
in such an independent report. 

What is the motion asking for? Do nothing until it has 
been published, the government has had its conclusions 
professionally evaluated and the results have been made 
available in a report to Tynwald Court. Well, certainly the 
department is going to have that report, certainly it does 
not have the expertise in-House and therefore it will have 
it professionally evaluated, and surely that evaluation is at 
a minimum a requirement to be made available to members 
but, I would argue, more importantly to the public. We 
have seen this morning that the debate can be deferred 
because of concerns from one person; therefore it strikes 
me as being quite simple that this is a far more substantial 
report and needs to be evaluated. 

I personally have limited doubt about the findings of 
the EPA report causing many surprises to most members 
of this Court. I believe that all of us have assumed for 
some years that dioxins are carcinogenic. Certainly, when 
I made my original decision in this area I made that 
assumption. It would have been remiss of anybody to fail 
to make that assumption. This maybe, therefore, will just 
verify that decision. However, in the last two weeks of the 
briefings from the department there have been comments 
made regarding the thousand units of dioxins in the 
atmosphere currently and that the incinerator will add one 
unit - one one-thousandth extra dioxins to be emitted by 
the incinerator. My concern always has been that if those 
issues are true, that the incinerator will only add one part 
to a thousand, then what are we doing about the thousand 
parts of carcinogenic dioxins which are already in the 
atmosphere? 

Now, I believe that we entrust the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment to make serious inroads 
and come forward with proposals to actually reduce that 
figure, if that is the evidence that they now have, and I 
would certainly have greater confidence in the department 
were they to have come forward with proposals in recent 
years, as I raised with the previous minister, Mr Quine, 
regarding the reduction or removal of the smoke coal fires 
in Douglas. 

Mr Downie: Stop smoking! 

Mr Shimmin: The issue then becomes one of saying, 
`Where has the department got the information about the 
thousand particles? What is it proposing to do regarding 
it? And we can then have a debate on the incinerator to see 
whether indeed it will cause a greater level of risk to health 
than we already experience at present. 

I am concerned that the red herrings which have been 
put forward by some of the opponents to incineration are 
going to come home to haunt us. I know my son aged 12 
has asthma; that has nothing to do with incineration. We 
do not have one. In five years' time - 

A Member: We do have one. 

Mr Shimmin: - if we have an incinerator we are going 
to be having so many allegations of what has been caused 
by the incinerator, but it will not be evidenced. We already 
have these dioxins in the atmosphere, and this report from 
America will actually give the information as to the risks 
associated and I believe that, based on the decision again 
this morning, which I believe was the correct one, it would 
seem bizarre to fail to support the motion in the name of 
Mrs Cannell today, which is actually looking to give a wider 
level of research to a report than just the evaluations of Dr 
Maclean, however skilful, to come back and reassure us 
that there are no health problems for the Isle of Man. 

Therefore, Mr President, I would urge hon. members: 
it is unlikely to have any real effect in delaying this debate, 
the information has to be collected, the department will be 
evaluating it, we as members expect to have full and frank 
information and that is all the motion asks for. I therefore 
am pleased to second, Mr President. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to move: 

That debate be adjourned to the July sitting and 
take precedence over motions tabled for debate at that 
sitting. 

I feel that we should adjourn this debate until July, and 
if the information is not available in July then obviously it 
should be further adjourned until October. The reason why 
I feel that should be the case is because I think that both 
sides of the argument need to give their understanding of 
the situation and we need as clear a picture as possible so 
that we have that opportunity. I think that it would be far 
more sensible now to adjourn it to July and then, if the 
information is not available, it can be further adjourned to 
October. 

The issue that needs to be addressed, which concerns 
me as a person who has been in this Court for a long time, 
is I do not want to be cornered at a later date that nothing 
has been done and we end up in a situation where then we 
are told we either have refuse on the streets or we have an 
incinerator, and that is the sort of danger that I see at the 
present time; we must keep this issue on the agenda. This 
issue is important. We have a refuse problem, we need to 
resolve that problem and what I do not want is a situation 
where it is allowed to drift and drift and drift, because I do 

• 

• 

• 

Incineration — US Environmental Protection Agency Draft Report — Evaluation — Debate Commenced • 



TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 21st JUNE 2000 	 T849 

Mr Singer: I will be brief, Mr President. 

Mr Delaney: The hon. member is not aware, Mr 
President, he can speak to both motions. You can speak to 
both motions, Geoff. 

The President: The hon. member Mr Singer. 

not think in the past there has been the commitment to 
• minimise, recycle, reuse, and I am sure there has not as far 

as that is concerned, but if we go ahead with this debate 
today, we really are shadow-boxing, because we do not 
know all the information as far as this is concerned. 

I think the important issue is the medical officer of health 
has been on this issue for some time. We were speaking 
with him at dinnertime and maybe some of the information 
will come forward by the next sitting of this hon. Court 
and, if it comes forward, then we can debate this issue, but 
I think it would be wrong to carry on with this debate today, 
because I personally believe we would be far better giving 
both the government and the opposition an extra month to 
find out if there is any other information that they have 
about this, and I do hope that this will be supported, because 
I think it should be adjourned because then we have the 
opportunity, we will have the information from the medical 
officer of health. We will have maybe further information 
and clarification from the hon. mover about this issue and 
more interpretation of the report itself, but it also means 
that the issue of refuse cannot be just forgotten about, and 
that is what I am worried about. I have seen it so often in 

• this Court: if they do not get it, it is a war of attrition. This 
issue must not be allowed to then disappear until October 
or next year, and the next thing we are told is we have got 
nothing done. 

I believe we need to make sure that this issue is kept 
high on the agenda. It is an important issue and I do hope 
that hon. members will support my amendment and will 
support that this should be adjourned to July. If the 
information is not available, then it can be further adjourned 
to October, but I think it is important that the issue is kept 
at the forefront, and I beg to move, and I do hope that one 
of the members will second my proposal who are not in 
either camp or will break ranks with either camp and allow 
this issue to be debated, because I do think it is important, 
Eaghtyrane. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, I think what we have here 
is an incinerator smoke screen. 

Mr Cannell: I would prefer not to, thank you. 

Mr Lowey: I will second it, sir, for the Court, and 
reserve my remarks. 

The President: Mr Lowey is seconding the 
adjournment, which means, hon. members, that we go into 
an adjournment debate. The five-minute rule will apply. 

Mr Cannell: Well, I prefer to speak to the main motion, 
please. 

The President: Thank you. The hon. member for 
Ramsey, Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: I will be brief, Mr President. In listening to 
the hon. member I do not doubt his sincerity, but in practical 
terms this motion means absolutely nothing because he is 
talking about bringing this important debate back within 
20 days to this hon. Court, and I do not believe that it will 
ever be anything but high on the agenda of this Court, this 
particular item, because both sides of the argument want 
this matter discussed and settled, so I see no point in this 
at all. I think that as soon as the information is available it 
will be brought back to this Court, but I would hate to see 
anybody try and rush this matter through within 16 days, 
to investigate the matter, to produce a report, to give it to 
members of Tynwald and expect them to digest the contents 
of such an important report within a period of 16 days, 
and therefore I cannot support this adjournment debate. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, I have been trying to think 
why to adjourn this debate and I am not really sure what 
we achieve. An adjournment just means we stop the debate 
and we come back and start the debate again in July or, as 
the hon. member said October, but what have we achieved? 
It is not for more information; it is not for anything else. 
This is a debate about whether or not we should get 
information, and I do not really see we will achieve 
anything. What we need to get in this whole matter is some 
certainty of where we are going, and just to adjourn it will 
do nothing. Therefore I would say that members should 
carry on, deal with the issue that is before us and either go 
one way or the other and let us make some sort of decision, 
basically. 

Mr Gilbey: I would agree with the hon. member for 
Castletown, Mr President, for a particular reason, because 
we all want to look into this more. The Chief Minister's 
press statement has made that abundantly clear, but I think 
there is just a particular weakness in Mrs Cannell's motion 
which I hope could be corrected during the course of a 
debate, and that is that it should be much wider. She talks 
about just waiting for this report and getting advice on 
that. In fact, it is interesting that the medical officer, as I 
understand it, was not concerned about that particular report 
so much as other things, and therefore I think the motion 
that the hon. member for East Douglas is moving should 
be widened to cover complete consideration of all health 
matters, and these should all be looked into in conjunction 
with - 

The President: Hon. member, will you come back to 
the adjournment, please? Thank you. 

Mr Gilbey: Yes, that is why I say, Mr President, I think 
that it would be wrong to adjourn it. I think we should 
decide now to go for the widest possible investigation of 
health matters. 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

• The President: Are you going to second the 
adjournment, sir? 
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Sir Miles Walker: Mr President, I was, I think, going 
to make the same point as the hon. member who has just 
resumed his seat, that if we debate the issue that is on the 
agenda paper in front of us it is quite specific and refers to 
the Environmental Protection Agency and its report. My 
understanding of the concerns expressed by Dr Maclean 
were not only the findings of that Environmental Protection 
Agency report; also there is research being done on Belgian 
incinerators and there is more evidence coming to light 
about the pollution effect from those. There is also concern 
about what is, I think, termed the 'memory effect' and the 
release of dioxins over a period of time. Apart from dioxins, 
there is also concern about the health effect of particulates 
in the atmosphere, and it seems to me that we need a report 
on all those issues rather than just sitting back and waiting, 
as the motion on the agenda would suggest, for the 
Environmental Protection Agency report to be published, 
the conclusion professionally evaluated and the results of 
that evaluation made available to us to report on in Tynwald 
Court. 

I think I would like to be assured that there is some sort 
of amendment coming forward, if that is the idea, to widen 
the scope of the exercise that we are considering; otherwise 
I think I would be in favour of deferring or adjourning this 
particular debate in order for that to be done, sir. I see the 
motion on the agenda paper as too narrow and it will not 
give us complete answers. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, as I was saying, this is an 
incinerator smoke screen. We are evading the issue (A 
Member: Hear, hear.) We are being pulled to one side or 
the other, both emotionally and practically. 

There are two camps on an issue like this. Of course 
there are bound to be; there have been for a long time. I sat 
on that very bench and heard this entrenchment on the 
same subject nearly 20 years ago. Those who are in favour 
of incineration - because that is what we are talking about; 
we are not talking about anything other than 'yes' or 'no' 
for an incinerator - those four were lining up to Tynwald's 
repeated stated policy reaffirmed on three occasions, but 
those against played an absolute blinder. You cannot say 
anything other than that; they fought a good campaign. 
They had phone calls to members, some of them 
threatening, some of them reasonably pleasant; they incited 
constituents to ring up their members - of course, as is 
their right - but, when faced up to it, many of those 
constituents, when asked what was the alternative, and 
`How are you going to dispose of the waste if you don't 
have an incinerator?', and when it was explained to them 
`You have 5,000 disposable nappies per child; what are 
you going to do with them per year and what are you going 
to do with everything else?' they sometimes altered their 
views and said, 'Perhaps we might have been misled.' 

Now, I am not coming down on one side or the other 
here, neither am I sitting on a fence. I am merely trying to 
say that we are being dragged into a situation not of our 
own making. We came yesterday morning, and I deny 
anybody to say that they did not come through the doors 
with a certain different feeling to what they would do for 
most other sittings because they were pumped up in the 
same way you do with anything which you get emotionally  

involved in. You have your position and the moment you 
get up you say, 'This is incinerator day.' And we drag our 
way through yesterday, for one reason or another - perfectly 
acceptable, of course - and we go home and we still have 
not got our incinerator debate and all our friends who took 
the trouble to come along and lobby yesterday morning 
all have to turn out again this morning. So we come again 
now, only to find, as we come through the door that the 
whole job is off. 

Now, why is it off? Because the opponents of the 
incinerator used a very good trump card. They incited the 
public officer of health to be interviewed on Manx Radio 
(Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.) this morning (Interjections), they 
incited him - 

The President: Get back to the adjournment, Mr 
Cannell. 

A Member: Five-minute rule. 

Mr Cannell: I was not speaking to the adjournment. 

The President: We are still on the adjournment debate. 

Mr Cannell: I thought I was told I could speak to either. 

Mr Delaney: You can speak on either - both, if you 
wish. 

The President: No, you can speak either for or against 
the adjournment, and that is what you should be doing 
now, sir. 

Mr Cannell: All right, well I recommend that we do 
not accept the adjournment. (Laughter) 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, my views are similar to 
those expressed by Sir Miles Walker, the hon. member for 
Rushen, in as much as the main resolution refers to the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency report and 
there are other issues which, on the way to Damascus in 
the last few days, it seems we are now going to look at 
belatedly. However, he referred to the micro-particulates 
and it is a matter of fact that in the Environmental 
Protection Agency report it does refer to the excess 
mortality in the United States due to micro-particulates, 
so that point is covered in the report. 

I am not in favour of the adjournment. I think we should 
get on with it and we should have the widest possible brief 
in terms of further examination, and I think that should 
cover things such as toxic fly ash, measurement of dioxins, 
and is it not a good thing, when you think now - the hon. 
member for Onchan said he sat on the press bench almost 
20 years ago; if we had had an incinerator 20 or 15 years 
ago just look at the damage which might have happened 
to the health of people (Mrs Cannell and Mrs Hannan: 
Hear, hear.) up until now. Isn't it a good thing we made the 
right decision then not to have it? 

A Member: Yes. 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr Delaney: Mr President, speaking to the 
adjournment, forget about the adjournment. The issue is 
there, the day is here, we are here, everyone involved seems 
to be here except the gentleman who made the statement 
on the radio this morning. (A Member: Hear, hear.) The 
fact of it is, Damascus have not got an incinerator - good 
look to them! 

A Member: They have. 

Mr Delaney: St Paul might have gone blind if they had 
had one, I do not know, but I know one thing: make your 
mind up time is two generations past us. The right decision 
is important to us. I believe get on with this debate. The 
Chief Minister has made the press release. There is no doubt 
about it, we are no further advanced; whichever way you 
look at incineration, whichever side you are on, the solution 
has got to be found. If you want the happy island, the 
beautiful island and every type of island we want, decision 
time is now; it has to be. It is 20 years I say before we got 
away from it. If baling is the answer, bale; if recycle, recyle. 
Do anything, but do something. Do not pretend that the 
election and the votes are more important than the Island, 
because the public are not that daft. They will work that 
one out pretty quick. The situation is, let us make a decision. 
I am sorry for those people who have been involved, I am 
certainly sorry for the staff of the Department of Local 
Government. Someone has made a booboo in their 
relationships of how to get this on the floor here and should 
have covered every angle including the public health 
officer; there is no doubt about that. Let us get back to 
what he said, get the report, if necessary, or what 
information you want, but let us get a decision taken, 
because this Island cannot afford not to make a decision. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, I feel we should not be going 
for an adjournment of this issue today and I think for the 
right reasons this issue was put on hold and, to be blunt, it 
was put on to the back burner. My view is that we should 
adhere to whatever the best medical advice is that is 
available, and if our own people are not happy and content 
that the proper amount of advice has been forthcoming to 
date we should do our level best to make sure that that 
information is available not only to our own people but in 
fact to those people who may wish to oppose the 
development of an incinerator. 

My view is quite clear. I think the burning of waste 
after reduce, reuse and recycle is a legitimate way to go. 
Other countries have done it very successfully and I am 
sure that the evidence that is being sought will support 
that, but I would not for one minute want to push this along 
knowing full well that there was a problem being stored 
up for future generations and I think that, if nothing else, 
we deserve to do the very best for the people we represent 
and the Island, its long-term future and the future of our 
environment, and it is good that we have taken what I see 
as a common-sense decision this morning to put this whole 
issue on hold until the proper information is available, not 
just to us but to everybody else involved. Those of you 
who have been following the issue will know that there 
has yet to be a further public inquiry where this information,  

the draft EP report which should not be cited in any way -
that is quite clearly stated over the top - together with all 
the other problems which arise from dioxin, and I should 
say now to those of you who smoke that there are over 
400 chemicals in environmental tobacco smoke most of 
which are cancer-causing agents, and I have a list of them 
here. So if we want to start talking about public health 
issues, let us start with cigarette smoking and go on to 
barbecues, smoked foods, smoked fish - 

Mr Delaney: Power stations. 

Mr Downie: - power stations, vehicle emissions - there 
are lots of them, but - 

Mrs Hannan: Chimneys! 

Mr Downie: - if we are going to go and make a decision 
on an incinerator, let us make it for the right reasons, err 
on the side of caution - 

Mr Cretney: Clean air! 

Mr Downie: - remove all shadow of doubt where 
possible, but I am not prepared to support the adjournment 
motion. I will be prepared to support someone broadening 
out the remit and giving us further areas in which to explore 
to get additional evidence so that we can be absolutely 
sure, when we make the decision, we know exactly what 
we are talking about and what the long-term future is for 
our very precious environment. 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, from the start I am not 
a toxicologist; I am not an expert in it. I do not know 
enough. (Mrs Hannan interjecting) I do not know enough 
about tetrachlorodibenzo-P-dioxin, which is TCDD, which 
it quotes in the EPA report is the most toxic of the dioxins. 
We have to have experts to look at this; there is nobody on 
the Isle of Man who is an expert toxicologist - 

Mr Delaney: There ought to be. 

Mr Braidwood: - and I do not feel by the July Tynwald 
we would have the information forward. I am going to 
keep my powder dry because I can speak later on, but for 
myself I would not agree with the adjournment. 

Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear. 

The President: Can I call upon the hon. member for 
Onchan to wind up the adjournment debate? 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, the issue that concerns me 
and I think what is in this debate is the way we have got all 
these people now, the 'Swampy' party, almost in here that 
have - 

A Member: Absolutely. 

Mrs Hannan: Yes. 
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A Member: Hear, hear. 

Mr Karran: - since this morning they are all concerned 
about this issue and it has just suddenly occurred 
miraculously, when the fact is that the questions that have 
been asked for a long time from certain people within my 
department have never had answers. 

What concerns me is what my hon. colleague for 
Onchan said: he is not on one side of the fence or the other 
but he is not on the fence, and we are nowhere, and that is 
what worries me about allowing this debate to go along 
and then having a nice, cosy amendment by the executive 
who have suddenly changed and turned Saul's conversion 
into a daily event. (Laughter) And the danger I am really 
concerned about is that the hon. mover of the motion will 
lose the thing, it will be hijacked - and I have seen the 
amendment and it is interesting, but what I am concerned 
about is that this issue will disappear and will dissipate 
until we are in a crisis and then we will be at this door and 
we will be told that we have got nowhere after three 
months' time and we will have to incinerate, we will have 
to get a temporary incinerator in this Court. 

Normally I would not want an adjournment because I 
would like the issue to be resolved here and now, and I 
think many times that is the right thing, but at least with 
an adjournment the situation is that, yes, the hon. member 
for Ramsey talks about 16 days; if the information is not 
here it is in October. But the point is that the issue is still 
high on the agenda, and the issue is that we do not want a 
situation where it will be allowed to dissipate away and 
then all of a sudden it will come around and we are being 
hit over the head because there is nowhere to put our refuse, 
and that is also what I am concerned about as far as this 
issue is concerned. I feel that if this Court does not go for 
the adjournment in order to keep the pressure on the 
executive, they will bring their amendment forward and 
we have got everything in the amendment that is going to 
be proposed apart from the curvature of the earth, so it can 
do everything or do nothing, and I am concerned about 
that. 

I think this hon. Court would be wise to adjourn this 
issue, allow the medical. . . and keep a report, and if the 
medical officer of health has not got the information he 
requires at the next sitting, then we adjourn it until October. 
We need answers to this, and this issue should not be 
allowed to turn into some sort of smog so that you know 
we do not know where the issue is, it has just gone off 
somewhere, because we do not want the situation that my 
hon. colleague has here where we have a Tynwald that 
does not know whether it is on one side of the fence or the 
other side of the fence or on the fence itself. I think we 
need to adjourn this issue and then, as I say, if we have not 
got the information in July it goes on the October. This 
issue must not be allowed to disappear, because if it 
disappears it will be lost and then what we will have is a 
situation like we have seen on so many other capital 
projects which defy logic: we end up being forced into a 
corner to support it. 

I hope this hon. Court will support my adjournment 
because I think it is the right way forward; it gives 
maximum flexibility. If they have not got the information  

by July they have got the information by October, and that 
is what I believe should happen. 	 • 

Mr Downie: Vote. 

The President: Thank you, hon. members. The motion 
before the Court then is that printed on the white paper 
and circulated to you in the name of Mr Karran, 'that the 
debate be adjourned to the July 2000 sitting and take 
precedence over other motions tabled for debate at that 
sitting.' Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The 
noes have it. The noes have it. 

We return to the principal debate and I call upon the 
hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, if he wishes to 
continue. 

Mr Cannell: Day three! (Interjections and laughter) I 
shall not make the mistake of going back to the beginning, 
but it did, for my own folly, leave me in the centre of what 
I was attempting to say, which was to illustrate that there 
is no grey area here; you have supporters for and those 
who are against, and I was illustrating the strength of the 
campaign which had been mustered against it, and I think 
that I was saying that the final call was this morning. I 

	• 
think everybody would admit that. In fact, we have the 
report from the Chief Minister where, I gather at a special 
conclave this morning, it was decided to take the course 
of action which happened and pull the resolution; that is 
what actually happened, and in my opinion that was not 
the correct thing to do. (Mr Quine: Hear, hear.) The press 
release says, 'Members of the Council of Ministers were 
surprised to hear the medical officer of health say on the 
radio this morning -' 

Mr Houghton: Unbelievable! 

Mr Carmen: - 'he was still not satisfied with answers to 
certain questions recently raised with him.' Well, it certainly 
has taken him a long time to come to that conclusion. 

Mr Houghton Absolutely. 

We now know of his views because he was invited by the 
opponents to submit those to Manx Radio; there is nothing 

Mr Cannell: Why did we not know of his views before? 	• 
improper in that, but it certainly did the trick with the 
Council of Ministers because they panicked and they said, 
`We are a responsible government and recognise the 
importance of the views of such an independent officer.' 

Does that mean that anybody who can be induced to 
ring up Manx Radio on the morning of a debate which is 
of great importance will override the opportunity for people 
such as myself, who regard the sanctity of being able to 
contribute and vote in a Manx national government debate, 
can queer the pitch? We are in for a rough ride in the next 
12 months if that is going to be the case! One man rings 
up and the whole of the government say, 'Oh no, we'd 
better not chance it' Was not the conviction there for the 
government, through the hon. Minister for the Department 
of Local Government and the Environment, sufficiently 
sure of their ground that they could not press on 
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acknowledging that they had heard this? Were they so ill- 
• informed that they did not have all the information that 

they wanted, and even if someone came along who was 
supposed to be the world's leading toxicologist and said 
on Manx Radio or anywhere else, if they were committed 
to that - and a terrific amount of money and time has been 
spent preparing this resolution to come to this table - yet it 
was all pulled by one panic thing that was put. I tell you 
one thing: if ever I want something knocking out I will 
know where to go, and that will be to the hon. Mrs Cannell, 
because she is co-ordinating it, the cards are still coming 
in and a blinking fine job too! (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) 
It has taken the whole government to the cleaners on one 
phone call to actually get one person to speak. All right, 
he is the Isle of Man's public health officer, but now we 
have got a motion before the Court, here the draft report 
of the United States Environmental Protection Agency. 
That is a well-known organisation; I had never heard of it 
before I came here. I am sure there is probably 50 other 
such agencies within the United States. The United States 
- go to California and see how they protect their 
environment. You cannot breathe on a bad day; that is how 
much they protect their environment. What are we going 
to have next? Are we going to have reports coming in from 
the Fiji Environmental Protection Agency? From the 
Western Samoa Environmental Protection? And the Outer 
Hebrides? Are we going to say, 'Oh, well, we'd better wait 
for their report, it could be important? 

We either have the strength of our convictions or not, 
and all I am arguing for here is that we should have today 
made this decision once and for all. (Mr Houghton: Hear, 
hear.) I am not saying whether it would have been won or 
lost, and I understand that two of the supporters of the 
motion in fact are absent. Now, that is the chance you take. 
The object of the exercise was to test the elected, and 
otherwise, Manx Government as a whole assembled here 
in Tynwald as a Court to decide whether they were going 
to have an incinerator or not. Now we do not know whether 
we have got an incinerator or not, we do not know whether 
we are ever going to get one or not, we do not know whether 
recycling will take over, we do not know where we are. It 
is a complete mess (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) and I think 
that it should never have been the case that this motion 

• should have been pulled off the agenda this morning. (Mr 
Houghton: Hear, hear.) 

We are a responsible government, so says the press 
release here, but we are not responsible enough, apparently, 
to adhere to our own opinions which have been formed, as 
I have mentioned, over nearly 20 years, and I think it is an 
extremely sad day that this operation has come to this. It is 
a sorry state for everybody to be in, and all I am saying 
now is, what we have got to do is to try to rescue it. As I 
stood here this morning I saw the whole thing going out of 
the window, and some of those who are now bashing their 
desks in exhilaration at the decision which was taken this 
morning would not be bashing them quite so heavily if 
they found the next landfill site was going to be in their 
patch. By Jove, they would not! (Members: Hear, hear.) 
Of course, we have heard that there cannot be any more 
landfill because in actual fact European legislation is going 
to rule it out. That is what we were told. I mean, I am not 

an expert. The hon. Mr Braidwood says he is not an expert 
but then rattled off the description of DDT or whatever it 
was (Laughter) but in fact I am not an expert so I get told 
- and maybe I am naive, maybe I swallow these things too 
easily - that European legislation is going to ban it. I have 
not got the directive here; I can just about access the internet 
so I suppose I could find something that says to me it is 
going to happen, but in actual fact we have people highly 
paid, a lot more highly paid than we are, to tell us European 
legislation will not allow landfill tipping shortly. 

Now, it is going to take to 2004 to get an incinerator; it 
still will. It will be 2004 and half-a-day now, but in actual 
fact the position remains the same. The experts said, If 
you do not incinerate you will be in trouble.' Now, that is 
the position I find in here. 

Mrs Hannan: Don't talk such nonsense! 

Mr Cannell: Recycling and all the other things are 
ancillary to the main principle of the disposal of the Island's 
refuse. Recycling will never take over from refuse disposal; 
it will never take over the principle of disposing of the 
Island's refuse in full. It can make great inroads into it, but 
can you honestly see someone on a Saturday night, half-
cut at three o'clock in the morning, eating a Chinky meal 
or something (Laughter) and saying, `Oh yes, I'm going 
to separate my cellophane, I'm going to put my newspaper 
in the third bin along from the left, then I carefully dispose 
of my chips and then I do this that and the other.' 

Mr Houghton: What about the car window? 

Mr Cannell: You are deluding yourselves. Recycling 
will not take place on the form which is supposed to 
replace. Responsible people will recycle and it can make a 
great inroad, but it is going to be very difficult for members 
of this Court to face up to the possibility of having nowhere 
to put the refuse and go back to London when there was a 
binmen's strike, and do you remember that? They were 
putting bags of rubbish in the bin wagons when the strike 
was over for about three weeks to catch up. Do we really 
want that spectacle in the Isle of Man? Do we really want 
to be reduced to that sort of thing? I do not think we do, I 
do not think we do at all, so I think it is an extremely sad 
day that the main resolution on this morning's paper was 
not tested and I would have been the very first to shake 
hands with the opponents whichever way it went, and I 
am not saying which way I would have voted but I would 
have said (Laughter) - all right, well, okay, turn up my 
manifesto, at least I am consistent. I may be consistently 
bad but I am consistent! (A Member: Hear, hear.) 
(Laughter) and it said on there that I favour incineration, 
and the people of Onchan elected me knowing that. 

Mr Corkill: Absolutely. 

Mr Quine: That is right. 

Mr Cannell: And I maintained my position on it. Now, 
everything I have heard has not wavered me to that (Mr 
Gilbey: Hear, hear.) but we are going to be in a right pickle 
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if in actual fact we end up where we have not got an 
incinerator and we have not got anything which is a 
substitute for it. (Interjections) 

Mr Cannell: So that is the position, as I see it. I think 
we have done ourselves a disservice. (Interjection) 
Absolutely. I think now all we can do is try to resurrect it. 
In fact, my hon. colleague's motion might have done that. 
I was tempted to go with the amendment but in actual fact, 
if everybody is to be believed, if the entire Island now, 
having failed to jump to the hoop of the medical officer of 
health - that was just a stay of execution is now going to 
go over to the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency. They will service. 

Mr Brown: Mr President, the issue before us, as we all 
know, is a very important one, and I have to say that the 
situation we have in terms of those opposed and those for 
has not changed in all the time it has been dealt with as 
long as I have been in here. There have been people 
consistently opposed to incineration and there have been 
people who have been in favour of it. The one thing that 
we all know is, whatever we do, we have a responsibility 
to dispose of effectively the waste that is created within 
the Isle of Man, and we also know that we have 
considerable difficulty in doing that, and I am one who is 
in favour of incineration, have been for a long time, still 
am and the only thing that would change my mind is the 
issue of public health if the risk of incineration is greater 
than the risk of not disposing of our refuse effectively, and 
that is really the main point that is before us. 

It was said before by the hon. member for Onchan, Mr 
Karran, 'We will wait till we are in crisis.' We have been 
in crisis over our refuse and disposal of our refuse since 
the late 1980s. We have been in day-to-day crisis. We have 
had no long-term tip since that time, we have had 
considerable criticism from the public about the operation 
of the tips. We have had considerable criticism by and 
opposition from those living near an area where it is even 
zoned to put a tip, and everything goes on because today it 
is incineration, the opposition, and if we do not have an 
incinerator tomorrow it will be landfill or whatever other 
process you are going to go. And do not kid ourselves, and 
if you think that all the other processes do not cause 
pollution, then we are kidding ourselves as well, because 
whatever process we use it will create a problem. Even 
recycling creates a problem; it creates a waste that has to 
be disposed of and that waste has to be dealt with in the 
UK often through clinical incinerators. So at the end of 
the day even to go through that process you still create 
another problem because you are dealing with a product. 
So we have a situation where the Island is an Island, we 
have limited land space and we have got to deal with the 
issue. 

Now then, the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, 
said up to this morning everything was go and then 'one 
man says'. That is easy to say, but the government cannot 
ignore (Members: Hear, hear.) the director of public 
health - 

Mr Henderson: Absolutely correct. 

Mr Brown: - who has an independent position; we 
cannot ignore him and fob him off as 'one man says', 
because whether he is a man or a woman the director of 
public health has a responsibility to provide advice. Now, 
we may question how that came out, and that is a different 
matter, but the point is if he has serious concerns based on 
recent information. . . and I think we must keep that very 
much to the forefront; he said clearly 'based on recent 
information' which he has not had time yet to evaluate, 
not this USA draft report, which it quite clearly states, 
`Don't cite or quote' but of course it is, but we are talking 
about his concerns about recent issues in relation to the 
dioxins in general terms, and when he has come out and 
said what he has said, I have to say I have no qualms at all 
that the people I represent and at the end of the day I want 
to be satisfied I can justify my stance, would say to me, 
`Well, didn't you hang on till you found out in the next 
couple of weeks' or whatever 'whether or not he's happy?' 
Because I think it would have been irresponsible of us to 
put our head in the sand and say, 'Let's crack on regardless 
of what the director of public health says' because in fact 
we know better. Well, we do not; we are laymen, we are 
politicians. (Mr Cretney interjecting) Mr Brown: One of 
the problems is, some people in here are trying to be 
experts (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) and they are not. What 
we are is we get information, we take it on board, we are 
briefed and we make the decision that most ordinary 
people we represent, we hope, would take, and that 
information that we have got we have to pass on to the 
people we represent and advise them why we believe that 
is the way to go, and I have to say, when I first came in 
this Court I knew nothing about incineration. I had heard 
the argument going on as a member of the local authority 
but I did not know anything about it but I soon found out 
what the options were like, and I am quite satisfied that 
my stance is justifiable from where I come from, and 
people who vote for me will have to make their decision 
but my stance has never changed in - what? - since about 
1984 when I became convinced it was the way forward. 
In fact, when I went to the DoLGE as minister and went 
to Bornholm I was even more convinced because of the 
way they do their recycling and they do everything. 

But the big issue we now have before us is that motion 
that has been deferred, we now have a motion before us 
which is about this draft report which, to be honest, has 
come from a source which is not the agency itself as far as 
I know and which is clearly marked, 'Don't cite or quote.' 
It is being used for the main reason the Isle of Man should 
stop - 

Mrs Cannell: It is official now. 

Mr Brown: - and fine, if that is the case. We then have 
a position where we need to find out where we are going 
with the final form of it. Well, public health is of paramount 
importance to all of us. It does not matter who provides 
the information; if that information is scientifically proven, 
then we need to make a decision based on that evidence. 
As we have here the medical officer making a point, we 
need to say, 'Hang on a bit, pause.' and there is a financial 
cost to the taxpayer of doing that but that is worth bearing, 

• 

• 

• 
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because we need to get him, the director of public health, 
to make sure he is satisfied based on the information he 
has got and the questions he has asked that hopefully he 
will get the right answers. That is fine, but what the people 
of the Isle of Man will be looking for is a clear lead and 
certainty as to what we are going to do next, and one thing 
will be clear from today and what has gone on: they will 
be confused. Why on earth have we suddenly stopped? 
Why on earth is this? And so on. 

The hon. member has moved an amendment about the 
report and in that, the second part, it says that nothing 
should be done until all the information is available, et 
cetera, et cetera. Now, we do not know when that will be. 
It could be a month; it could be a couple of months; it 
could be six months; it could be a year, whatever, before 
people have finished evaluating such reports because we 
know that is what happens. 

Mrs Cannell: The end of July. 

Mr Brown: Well, the hon. member is muttering 
across to me, 'end of July.' The point is, nobody really 
knows. I know select committees of Tynwald that hoped 
to report in June or July and they come back two years 
later, because people start discussing the basis of their 
report and they ask for more information and, if there 
are serious things in it, they ask for more clarification. 
There are all sorts of things why a report that is in the 
hands of another party might take some time before we 
get the information. 

So to try and help move on, because we do need to at 
least deal with the issue before us, I wish to move an 
amendment, and in my amendment I replace part (ii) so 
we retain the first part, which is that we note the draft 
report, and in the second part, which has been circulated, I 
substitute, and I quote, `... therefore, is of the opinion that 
the issue of health implications of human exposure to 
dioxins and other toxic chemical components be the subject 
of a report to this hon. Court, to be tabled at the same 
sitting at which the Department of Local Government and 
the Environment table a motion seeking approval of 
financial arrangements to progress its integrated (energy 
from waste) incinerator facility project,' because they are 
tied together. Because if Tynwald is going to be asked to 
make a decision on progressing an incinerator, then the 
only thing I can see, whether you are for or against it -
those of us who are for it and those who may be tempted 
to be in support want to know what the health implications 
are, based on what has been said, and therefore the director 
of public health will be able to report back through the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment, 
that department can provide the information for members 
of Tynwald so at least they know where they are coming 
from, and then it is up to Tynwald, and if Tynwald, after 
that, rejects an incinerator, so be it. But in weighing all 
that up, you then have to decide where you go from there, 
and I have to say, with the best will in the world, no matter 
how good we are at recycling, no matter how good we get, 
no matter how efficient we get at it - and we are talking 
about the people of the Isle of Man now and we are 
potentially talking about legislation that would have to  

make it a requirement for certain things to be done - we 
will still have to land-fill and we will have to find tips 
around the Isle of Man to take time, and all I can say is, we 
had hassle at the Raggatt, we had hassle at Kerrowdhoo 
and we had hassle at the Ayres, and we had hassle at 
Ballalough in Peel and it will go on, and at the end of the 
day we know one of the components of dealing with our 
refuse, one of the components in the integrated waste 
management plan, is an incinerator and landfill and we 
still have the problem of dealing with clinical waste, we 
still have the problem of dealing with animal waste, and 
the only effective way to deal with those is an incinerator 
of some type. Therefore at some stage a decision is going 
to have to be made. 

The amendment I am moving is to try and at least get to 
the members, the information that I think they are looking 
for, based on the concerns that are being expressed, so 
that when Tynwald Court is asked to make a decision on 
incineration, they then have that information in relation to 
public health so they then can read it and decide for 
themselves whether or not they still support incineration. 
I beg to move: 

For part (ii) of the motion substitute - 

"therefore, is of the opinion that the issue of the 
health implications of human exposure to dioxin and 
to other toxic chemical components be the subject 
of a report to this hon Court, to be tabled at the 
same sitting at which the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment table a motion 
seeking approval of financial arrangements to 
progress its integrated (energy from waste) 
incinerator facility project". 

Mr Downie: I rise to second, Mr President, and in doing 
so I think this is the right course of action for the Court to 
consider today. It gives the department the option to look 
at the situation again and then, when we do take the 
decision, it will be based on the latest up-to-date evidence 
that will have been properly evaluated by the experts and, 
as I said earlier on in the adjournment debate, this whole 
issue will still have to be the subject of a public inquiry 
and there will be a further opportunity there for those in 
opposition to come along and present their own evidence 
at that particular time, but I think we owe it to the people 
of the Isle of Man to get on and make the decision. One 
way or the other we need to get the decision made and the 
decision needs to be based on factual evidence and not on 
the basis of some draft report which is not to be cited or 
quoted from as is clearly illustrated on the front cover. 
Thank you. 

Dr Mann: Mr President, first of all I find the fact that 
we are debating this issue this afternoon somewhat 
unpalatable, with due consideration to the sincerity of the 
mover. The fact was that this Court had, or was going to 
have, the opportunity of debating incineration this morning. 
For reasons that I will not go into but everybody is aware 
of, we were not given that opportunity and unfortunately 
we are now likely, if we are not very careful indeed, to be 
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deciding the incinerator issue here this afternoon, not 
because of the text of the resolution but because it is the 
opportunity. 

Now, there are many, many reasons why each one of us 
may object to or support incineration, but there is not one 
only, and unfortunately this resolution points to one only. 
If we are going to have a debate on incineration then let us 
be open about it and let us discuss every issue. I have not 
heard anything about costs, about supervision, about how 
you are going to install the necessary inspectorate to ensure 
the correction of the emissions and so on - nothing. But 
we are focused on one and only one issue and, unless this 
is amended, it has to end up by being a decision on one 
issue and that is wrong. I am sorry; however important the 
issue may be, it is wrong, and we are all misleading 
ourselves if we think there is going to be an absolute 
answer, whatever course is taken from this afternoon. 

I have been tempted on and off during the day to try 
and explain why the medical officer of health was placed 
in the position that he is placed in. I have technically been 
possibly in that position in the past. He is being asked at 
this moment an impossible question. If we are talking 
traditional public health, the answer is quite simple, 
because in traditional public health you have a cause and 
you have a proven effect and when you have your proven 
effect, you take action, and I have to say from the traditional 
public health issue as it used to be in traditional times the 
answer would have been quite simple: we would go ahead 
with an incinerator, because there is no one illness, there 
is no one disease, there is no one disability, mental or 
physical that can be attributed to the incinerator, wherever 
it is, and so from the public health point of view, if you are 
saying, 'should we have an incinerator? What is the public 
health answer?' in direct cause and effect, the answer is 
quite simple. 

But we are not asking the medical officer of health a 
cause and effect, we are asking something else, and the 
reason that we are asking something else is because a new 
vision of epidemiology arose during the 1980s and has 
been developed since. 

If I could just read one brief view - 'The theoretical 
foundation for such studies relies on early biological effects 
of a toxic exposure being more prevalent and easier to 
detect in the population at risk than clinical disease.' That 
in simple terms means that you identify a substance which 
possibly could create a toxic situation and you follow that 
in testing the population to the point where it does produce 
a result. 

Now, we are in that position at this moment with this 
particular subject before us, and if one looks just briefly at 
one of the key findings in this report, 'the lack of clear 
indication of disease in the general population.attributable 
to dioxin-like compounds should not be considered strong 
evidence for no effects of exposure.' Now, the fact is, there 
is not the evidence and, yes, we do have to worry about 
what happens if a concentration rises in a population to a 
level that somebody suspects will produce certain 
conditions. Yes, we do know, as one member has said, we 
are dealing with carcinogenic compounds. They produce 
carcinogenic effects in other species. I have yet to be shown 
a case of cancer directly attributed to dioxin, but that does 

not mean, and I agree that we should therefore say, that 
there is no problem. Obviously, technically, there could 
be a problem at some point. It is detecting when that point 
has been reached. I was hoping, when we did come to a 
full debate, to go into this very carefully, because I have 
also gone through a lot of reports because I think it is very 
important that we get as much information as possible. 

I have my own personal view, formed on reading these 
reports, and I think there is an explanation why there is no 
direct effect and that probably there is an indirect effect. 
My personal view is that that indirect effect is linked to 
another pathogen, another carcinogenic agent, and my 
personal view is that it is linked with smoking. (Two 
Members: Hear, hear.) Now, there are all kinds of technical 
evidence which probably not many people would 
appreciate. 

So there is a risk. I admit there is a risk, but nobody 
here, no expert that we call, can give you an absolute 
answer because there is no absolute cause and effect (Mr 
Delaney: Hear, hear.) and we can have any number of 
reports. I have spent over an hour talking to the medical 
officer of health, talking through all of these matters. Of 
course he has to be cautious; of course he cannot say 'This 
is safe' because it will not be absolutely safe and can never 
be absolutely safe. So at some point, irrespective of how 
many people you call in, how many reports you read, in 
the end you and I here have got to vote, and it is no good 
expecting some other expert somewhere else to come and 
tell you how to. 

I would support the amendment, not necessarily because 
I think it is a wondrous answer, and a lot of people may 
think it is just a way out of a difficult situation. I would 
say at this moment it is a way out of a difficult situation, 
because the one thing I am not going to do is vote on one 
issue and one issue for the incinerator, because that is 
nonsense. I respect the mover of the resolution. I am not 
saying that all this information should be gathered; it should 
be gathered, it should be presented, but let us also consider 
the other aspects, and we must not under any circumstances 
turn this debate this afternoon in the absolute decision as 
to whether we have incineration or not and, when we do 
come to a full debate, I will try and explain in more detail 
how I think we have got to the situation we are in at this 
moment - and I do not mean us in isolation but the 
scientific, biological fraternity, because they are not in an 
absolute situation. So I think I would suggest that to resolve 
the issue without dismissing it, but to resolve it, is to follow 
the amendment. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, I will be supporting the main 
resolution. I will not be supporting Mr Brown's amendment 
because I think it prejudges the whole issue in supporting 
the incinerator. I disagree whatsoever with him. Mind you, 
I never agree with him with his strategy whatsoever. When 
you mention 1984, Mr Brown, that is when we decided to 
go for baling, if you recollect; you did not, but you 
mentioned 1984 before. 

There is a concern from both Braddan and Douglas 
counsellors and commissioners, there is a concern from 
the Island's medical officer of health, who quite rightly 
spoke out this morning and I fully support him, and there 

• 

• 

• 
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is a public concern with families' health being involved. 
There is also a concern, although Mr Downie yesterday 
almost denied it, regarding the farmers. We have had a 
letter since saying the farmers union is definitely 
concerned, and I would also like to ask Mr Gilbey - when 
he talks about when dioxins and an incinerator was to be 
built, would this be an independent visit checking the 
incinerator? Would it be an arranged one from the United 
Kingdom by an independent person or be a set-up job? 

I have had many 'phone calls from constituents, both 
from South Douglas and also West Douglas. Mr Downie, 
no doubt, and his colleague have had calls too. One 
gentleman said to me, 'I would have to be a pig before 
getting sense out of Mr Downie, because he only supports 
pigs, more or less,' and, as I say, it is his opinion what he 
does, really speaking, but there is a concern generally about 
dioxins and I have never supported incinerators. From day 
one, my strategy has been baling, and that is when Tynwald, 
I felt, missed the boat in 1984 when we actually saw baling 
plants, how they worked well and two years went by 
everything was all drawn up by Mr Kelly, the then 
environmental health officer, and then another election 
came along and it was all scrapped by Mr Walker and Mr 
Brown and all his cohorts. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I do rise to support the 
amendment which is before the Court because I think this 
offers us an opportunity of going ahead on a reasonable 
timescale with information which may assist hon. 
members. 

I did hear some intimation from the hon. member for 
East Douglas that this United States draft report is now 
issued. I have not heard that, but, if the hon. member can 
confirm that, it at least puts it on the table in its final form, 
which could be subject to some sort of evaluation. 

If I may just comment on the position of the director of 
public health, there are some issues in that report which 
he wanted to address questions to the department's experts 
upon and some questions on other reports which have been 
issued. He has not received those responses and I think I 
intimated in answers to questions yesterday that he was 
anxious to get those responses. 

I do not think, whilst it has perhaps happened in an 
unfortunate way and the timing is unfortunate, it is not 
inappropriate for us to say, hang on, let the director of public 
health have the opportunity at least to get the responses 
from those particular people. However, I would endorse 
the remarks of the hon. member of the Council, Dr Mann, 
in that even when those answers are received we will still 
be in a difficult position because they may not be clear-cut 
in layman's terms. There will always be risk and it is a 
question of how you evaluate that risk and how you 
evaluate and weigh-up relative risks vis-à-vis different 
ways of dealing with our waste. All of us would endorse 
the principles of minimise, recycle and re-use but we are 
always going to be left with something else to dispose of. 
Now, whether incineration is the route or whether there is 
some other process may be subject to discussion. Up to 
now we have decided that incineration is the appropriate 
mechanism for dealing with that final element of waste. 

Science will always be producing further and further 
research and refinements of their current position, and it 
is almost impossible to keep up with that. It is the same in 
terms of development of anything. You started with the 
radio; no sooner had you developed radio than you moved 
on and you had television. Things move on all the time 
and at some point we have to say, 'This is the point at 
which we are making a decision. If science moves on after 
that and things have to change, then we have to 
accommodate it at that time.' 

Now, I do not think it is unreasonable just to wait a 
week or two. If Dr Mclean can, and I hope he will, get the 
answers - one would expect that these experts ought to 
have those answers available for him at this time - they 
should be available to be presented to us members at the 
time when the hon. minister presents his case for the 
incinerator project to go ahead. 

I think that, whilst the public at large obviously have 
concerns and they are engendered, by and large most people 
do not have the skills to make a critical assessment - and 
that includes ourselves - of these scientific papers that come 
out, and I do not think it is unreasonable for the director of 
public health to exercise his integrity in this issue and I do 
not believe he should be criticised for that. (Members: 
Hear, hear.) I do hope that, whatever he says at the end, if 
it is not favourable for some parties they will not then claim 
that he has been sat upon by certain members of 
government, because I think that would reflect on his 
integrity as well and I do not believe that that is an 
appropriate suggestion that should have been made. I 
believe that he will express his opinions quite freely 
whatever they may be, and I hope that all members will 
recognise that. 

We cannot go on and on and on deferring in the light of 
every piece of scientific evidence that has come forward, 
which may not have been tested and proven, but where 
there are some concerns on which answers may now be 
available but it is only a question of timing as to whether 
or not those answers have been forwarded to us, I think 
that the amendment affords us an opportunity to avail 
ourselves of what reasonable expertise is out there in order 
to make a decision in the not-too-distant future. 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, I would like to speak on 
the amendment which has been moved by the hon. member 
for Castletown, Mr Brown, and in particular, unlike the 
hon. member for Onchan, I have not had the benefit of 
seeing the amendment before it appeared in here. Perhaps 
that is an advantage of sitting right next door to him - you 
can look over his shoulder and see what he is proposing to 
put down. 

The question I would like to ask the hon. member for 
Castletown, which perhaps he would be good enough to 
answer when he sums up, is that in his amendment it says, 
`be the subject of a report to this hon. Court.' Now, in the 
motion which has been put forward by the hon. member 
for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, it says the government has 
had its conclusions professionally evaluated and the results 
of the evaluation have been made available in a report. I 
would just like to know who it is who is going to carry out 
the report. We have heard suggested that it may be the 

Incineration — US Environmental Protection Agency Draft Report — Evaluation — Debate Commenced • 



T858 	 TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 21st JUNE 2000 

chief medical officer of health who is going to co-ordinate 
advice from others. If that is it, I would like somebody just 
to clarify that on the floor in here before we leave, or before 
we vote on that matter. 

I also want to put on record my disagreement with the 
remarks from the member of the Department of Health 
and Social Security about the chief medical officer of 
health's comments. I do not think his comments were 
helpful at all. I think the chief medical officer of health is 
an independent person, and long may that be so. 
(Members: Hear, hear.) However, I have heard the view 
that perhaps others should have been made more aware of 
his concerns at an earlier stage, but I think it is right that 
he should have his independence, and my understanding 
is the minister has already stated that he had made his 
concerns noted to the department in terms of unanswered 
questions on recent information which has become 
available. Now, I think all of us who are reasonable accept 
that, and that is, in my opinion, the principal reason why 
the government made the decision it did this morning, and 
I think it was the right decision. 

But just the final part, if I could ask the hon. member 
for Castletown to address it when he is making any closing 
remarks, is, in his amendment it says 'to be tabled at the 
same sitting at which the Department of Local Government 
and the Environment table a motion seeking approval of 
financial arrangements to progress its integrated (energy 
from waste) incinerator facility project, and it just appears 
to me that it might be better to have any report at least a 
month before any further incinerator debate on the financial 
implications, and I just want to know why he feels it is 
appropriate that the two should be tied up at the same 
sitting. I think it might be more helpful for some mature 
consideration of any other aspects. 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, I always thought that 
items 14 and 36 on the order paper were inexplicably 
linked, and I think the amendment by the hon. member for 
Castletown amalgamates both of them together, so I will 
be supporting the amendment. 

Mrs Connell quoted basically from the synopsis on the 
new EPA report, or the draft report, which was by the 'Stop 
Dioxin Exposure' campaign and it says in there, 'There is 
no information in the new EPA report that weakens or 
changes any of the statements on health effects caused by 
or associated with exposure to dioxin in the 1994 EPA 
report, dying from dioxin or the American people's dioxin 
report.' The only thing they came out with was saying that 
the risk of getting cancer from dioxin is 10 times higher 
than reported in 1994. 

This is not new information. In 1994 the Department of 
Health published a report stating that despite insufficient 
evidence for clear casual links, it would be prudent to 
regard dioxins as possible human carcinogens. This has 
been backed up from experts from the Imperial Cancer 
Research Fund and also from the Cancer Research 
Campaign, where they said they agreed that dioxins were 
a cause of anxiety because of their high toxicity. 

In this synopsis report it also goes on and says levels of 
dioxin in the environment began to decrease in 1970 
through to 1995 because of reductions from improved  

combustion and emission controls and from the closing of 
a number of old facilities. It also states that a third of the 
dioxin levels occur from reservoirs or what they call source 
reservoirs, landfills, river sediment. It also says that of the 
amount of dioxin which the American population is 
exposed to a third of it comes from eating fish. It also says 
that the dioxin tissue level for the general adult US 
population appears to be declining. 

I can go on quoting from different reports. A report from 
the UK Institute of Environment and Health has found no 
consistent evidence that people living close to waste 
incinerators suffer more ill health or disease than the 
general population. The study assessed 10 pollutants, 
including cadmium, mercury, nickel, dioxins and 
particulates emitted when waste is burned. The study 
concluded that neighbours of waste combustion plants are 
exposed to levels of pollutants which are generally a small 
fraction of background levels. 

So I would like to go on to a point that was raised by 
the hon. member for West Douglas, Mr Shinunin, when 
he said the amount of dioxin coming out of the incinerator 
would only be 0.01 per cent of a background level, and I 
think we have to look at background levels, we have to 
look at the pollutants and the dioxins coming out of diesel 
cars - mainly pollutants; the dioxins from open burning of 
fires. It even says in the EPA report that with open fire 
burning, particularly where chlorine is situated, there are 
far more dioxins emitted than would be if it was in a 
controlled waste incinerator. There is a quote from a 151-
page EPA report when he found reduced tumour 
incidences, and these, coupled with evaluation of 
epidemiological data, have led some authors to conclude 
dioxins possess anti-carcinogenic activity and that was by 
a Japanese in 1997-1999. There are quotes in the EPA 
report of a tetrachlorodibenzo-P-dioxin, TCBD. In 1976 
two to three kilogrammes were released in Seveso in Italy. 
Apart from 193 people contacting chloroacne there have 
been no major effects in the health of the population since 
then, which has been warranted since 1976. 

I can keep on quoting. When we look at the amount of 
dioxins - and also the hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles 
Walker, said we have to look - there has been talk about 
the memory effect in Belgium when by so-called catalytic 
reaction 230 times the EU of 0.1 nanogrammes per cubic 
metre of air were released. On that catalytic reaction mainly 
it was found that it came from recommissioned old 
incinerators. Since that has been done they have complied 
with the EU specifications. In Belgium we were talking 
about trying to monitor continuous emissions of dioxins. 
At the present time it is extremely difficult. In the Flanders 
region of Belgium since 1st January 2000 they have tried 
continuous monitoring of dioxins by putting them through 
filters and, after 300 to 500 hours, they then analysed the 
amount of dioxin. It is a very difficult analysis but science 
can do it. We are talking about billionths of a gramme. 
The way they try to do it and I mentioned it yesterday is 
trying to . . . There is a relationship between surrogate 
parameters of the emission of the other gases. When we 
talk - and this is very difficult; we hear everybody talking 
about 0.1 nanogrammes of dioxin, but it is very difficult 
for the lay person to equate that or compare that to anything. 

• 

• 

• 
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• In one report I have read they have tried to compare what 
0.1 nanogrammes per cubic metre of air equates to - and I 
hope the press are listening; it equates to dissolving one 
quarter of a cube of sugar weighing three grams in the 
great expanse of water of Loch Ness, which contains 7 
billion cubic metres of water. (Interjection) 

Mr Henderson: How poisonous is it? 

Mr Singer: How do you know? 

Mr Braidwood: But it is in a report. (Interjections) 
Mr President, I could go on. (Interjections) There are 

aspects, and I think the Chief Minister as well, when the 
incineration motion was deferred because of the 
announcement by the director of public health - I think 
this amendment, which is in the name of Mr Brown goes a 
long way to amalgamate that and allows for the Department 
of Local Government and the Environment to come back 
all at the same time, hopefully with everything answered. 
Thank you very much, Mr President. 

It is cynical or hypocritical to expect an absolute 
categoric assurance that incineration is 100 per cent safe 
when we know and have proof that vehicle emissions are 
unsafe; they do cause damage to health. I see no clamour 
anywhere for a reduction in the number of vehicles on the 
Island or limiting the days that people can drive into 
Douglas. I see no clamour to abolish coal fires, which we 
know damage the environment. Apart from occasional 
references I see no clamour to close down the power 
stations, because we know that poisons Douglas, but we 
still demand the electricity to be churned out at the same 
time. We know that smoking and alcohol seriously damage 
health. We do not do any thing about any of these. Where 
are the major debates on all these issues which have 
categoric proof that they damage our health? We are not 
going from one report and one expert and another expert 
to get absolute categoric assurance about this and to do 
something about this. 

The one issue which depresses me more than anything 
about this overall incineration debate is that we are not 
looking at the issue in the round; we are focussing on a 
single aspect of environmental pollution. I would be a lot 
more comfortable with some of the opposition's lines of 
attack, if you want to call them that, if all these other issues 
were included together and we looked at the environment 
and the damage we are doing to our environment, 
knowingly in many cases already, and doing something 
collectively to try to respond to that. Then I think we would 
be making a genuine and honest and sincere contribution 
to the overall well-being of the people of our Island. At 
the moment I think this is a cynical exercise in some 
quarters, knowing full well that there is no personal 
involvement in abolishing or stopping the incinerator. 
There would be a personal involvement if we cut back on 
vehicle emissions; there would be if we cut back on coal 
fires. So we go for the easy option. 

I have to say, if we follow this line of always wanting 
one step further, one more report, one more expert's view 
on it, we can say absolutely categorically here and now, 
incineration is dead. (Members: Hear, hear.) It will never 
come back on the floor of this Court again as a serious 
option, and I would suggest to the hon. minister that if he 
follows the flow of the arguments that have been going on 
so far it is vitally important that he starts, really from today, 
looking for a alternative to dealing with our refuse, because 
we will never get a solution which will satisfy everyone in 
this hon. Court, and certainly not the opponents outside. 

We have heard that our only method of disposal at the 
moment is landfill, but European legislation in the next 
four or five years allegedly will rule out landfill as an 
option. So where is our alternative? We are hearing nothing 
from people who say 'We do not want incineration'. What 
I would say is that while certain individuals are expressing 
strong concern now about the health of the nation and how 
it might be damaged by alleged emissions from an 
incinerator, I would like to know where these same 
concerns have been over the last 10 years for the people in 
my constituency in Ramsey and the people in Bride - and 
I live in Bride; I probably live nearer to the tip than anyone 
else - where has been the concern for the last 10 years 
about the environmental damage done to the people in 

• Mr Bell: Mr President, I have to say personally, if not 
in my position as minister, that the events of the last 24 
hours have driven me to despair, quite honestly. 
(Members: Hear, hear.) I read a comment in the Examiner 
this week attributable to a certain gentleman who happens 
to represent me in the House of Keys bemoaning the 
absence of joined-up government, (A Member: Hear, 
hear.) and I think the events again of the last few hours 
have proven that there is a great deal of truth in what my 
representative has said. (Laughter) The heartening thing, 
though, I have to say today is that, whilst that comment 
may have some truth, it is also heartfully reassuring to 
know that equally there is no joined-up opposition, 
(Laughter) and I would commend hon. members to pay 
considerable heed to the comments made by the hon. 
member for Council, Dr Mann, (Members: Hear, hear.) 
in his very, to my mind anyway, sensible summary of the 
situation. 

For whatever reason - and I suspect the reasons are 
various - trying to find a definitive and categoric assurance 
that incineration is 100 per cent safe will never, ever take 

• place. There will always be one more report to study, there 
will always be one more scientific comment made which 
the opponents will expect us to pursue, and I think to a 
great extent this American report which we are discussing 
today is just one red herring of a number of red herrings 
which will be put before this Court to avoid us ever having 
to make a decision one way or the other as to whether we 
go with incineration or not. This is the vehicle for the 
moment. This will delay any decision for several months -
and do not forget, we are not very far away from the general 
election. If the issue can be delayed long enough we will 
not get a decision this side of the election and then the 
whole exercise starts all over again and we are several years 
further down the road. As hon. members have said, we 
have been nearly 20 years pursuing this solution and we 
are still now sitting here today saying, 'Well, we have not 
got all the evidence yet on health matters.' We are not going 
to get 100 per cent assurance that will satisfy everyone. 
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Ramsey and to the people in the north of the Island? (Two 
Members: Hear, hear.) We have not heard a single word 
about that. It is 'out of sight, out of mind', and out of 
Douglas. 

Mr Duggan: We have had our share in Pulrose! 

Mr Bell: You are quite happy to let landfill continue, 
which is the only alternative we have at the moment which 
is realistic; recycling is an option but an option many years 
down the road to totally solve this. Landfill is your only 
option, and what you are saying is 'No, we are going to 
keep Douglas clean; we are not going to have an incinerator 
near Douglas', but we do not mind poisoning the people 
of Ramsey in the process. We do not mind the emissions 
and their problems and the appalling eyesore which has 
been scarring the Ayres and Bride for the last 10 years. We 
are quite happy to let that go.' (Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.) I 
have not heard a single word in the last 10 years of 
sympathy for that situation. 

Mr Cretney: You did not listen at Question Time 
yesterday then. 

Mr Bell: We are seeing a lot of crocodile tears. It is 
quite interesting. I take my hat off to the Friends of the 
Earth, I gather, who have put these cards out. One of the 
issues which they quote here in urging their MHKs to vote 
against the building of an incinerator is that the incinerator 
will cause traffic problems and deface our countryside. 
What on earth is landfill doing in the north of the Island? 

Members: Hear, hear. 

Mr Downie: And a 54-mile round trip from Douglas to 
Bride. 

Mr Brown: Absolutely. 

Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear. 

Mr Bell: I have had some 500 cards signed from my 
constituents, certainly in the Ramsey area, supporting this 
particular line. What was missing in that is a final point. 
Do you want to continue landfill and do you want to 
continue the heavy weight of refuse lorries travelling 
through the streets of Ramsey every day, 364 days of the 
year? And I suspect if that had been added to this particular 
questionnaire you would have had a totally different 
response from the people in Ramsey. 

Mr Corkill: I think the questions were fixed. 
(Interjection) 

Mr Karran: Never! 

Mr Bell: I take the point that has been made about the 
need to keep the chief medical officer independent. I have 
to say, nevertheless, incineration has been the declared and 
voted policy of this hon. Court for a great number of years 
- (Mr Karran interjecting) Whether it is right or wrong  

does not matter. It has been the decision of this Court to 
go for incineration. If there had been a view to the contrary 
there should have been a resolution put down and, if the 
majority had changed, then the whole government policy 
would have changed. 

A Member: That is right. 

Mr Bell: It is as simple as that, but for these views to 
be expressed on the eve of the debate when we have been 
discussing it for a great many years and when I understand 
the present chief medical officer's predecessor gave 
evidence and certainly was supportive of the general thrust 
of where we are going, I have to question why he allowed 
those views to go forward when they did. I would also, as 
he is employed by the DHSS, be interested to know what 
his views currently are on the hospital incinerator. (Mr 
Gilbey: Hear, hear.) That, I am told, is 10 years overdue 
for replacement. It nowhere near complies with the various 
standards it is supposed to be living up to at the moment. 
Why have we not heard the same comments coming from 
this particular gentleman on that issue? Surely, those people 
living in the vicinity of Noble's Hospital incinerator at the 
moment have a right to have their health protected in the 
same way as everyone else. Why haven't we had any views 
on that? 

In summary of those points the concern I have on all 
this is the lack of consistency right across the debate. I do 
not doubt in some quarters there are very sincere, very 
genuine people, but we are focusing on simply one small 
point of a very big problem, and I do believe there has 
been unnecessary scaremongering and undue concern let 
loose throughout the Island, which has generated the 
response that we have seen. 

I repeat: in my view, if this hon. Court and indeed if our 
people demand ultimate categoric verification that 
incineration is 100 per cent safe and will always remain 
so, we can forget about incineration and we should start 
from this moment looking for an alternative, (Members: 
Hear, hear.) but for those people who say 'Hear, hear', 
what do we do in the meantime? Landfill is unacceptable. 
Recycling, although I am a great supporter of recycling, 
is, with the best will in the world, 10 years away from 
having any real impact on the Island, I believe, in terms of 
tackling the problem. What do we do in the meantime? 
Are you saying that we do not want incineration, we are 
quite happy to let landfill continue for the next 10 years 
while we sit back and think about the whole situation again 
with the impact that is going to have on part of our 
community as well? Is that what you are saying? If it is, 
be honest, come out, tell us. We all know then where we 
stand and we can take steps to combat that if necessary. 

We are faced today with a resolution and an amendment. 
I have to say I do not feel particularly comfortable with 
either of them (Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.) but I cannot go 
along with the resolution as printed. I think that is simply 
prevarication and it will take us on longer and longer and 
we will never get anywhere. I do not whether the 
amendment will actually do any different, frankly, but I 
am prepared for the moment to support the amendment as 
being at least some way to bring this discussion to an end 

• 
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so at least, one way or the other, we can identify what the 
• collectively agreed way forward is because, whatever 

happens, we can score points, we can dodge and weave, 
we can fool the public, we can do whatever we want, but 
the one thing that is not going to go away is waste (Mr 
Delaney: Hear, hear.) and while the economy in particular 
of the Island is prospering the way, the one thing we can 
be sure of is that waste is going to increase and increase, 
and that is the problem we have got to resolve. It will not 
go away. We can dodge it for the life-time of this Court, 
but the first thing that is going to be on our desk when we 
come back, or for those who come back after the election, 
is going to be, what do we do about the growing mound of 
waste? I would urge hon. members to ponder on that when 
they vote on this. 

Mr Corkill: Mr President, I would like to align my 
thoughts very much with the two previous speakers in this 
debate and I rise to support the amendment. I think the 
words of the member of Council, Dr Mann, and his ideas 
on how the public health input should be a part of this 
debate were something that we should all take note of and 

• remember as we go into the next part of how we deal with 
the issues before us to do with incineration. And also the 
previous speaker, my colleague Mr Bell, the member for 
Ramsey, has actually mentioned quite a few of the things 
I wanted to say. 

But I indicated my willingness to contribute to this 
debate because I think earlier on in the debate there was 
some criticism as to the decision taken by Council to pull 
the motion this morning. I heard the director of public 
health on the radio. I thought I was going to have a leisurely 
breakfast this morning, having had a late night late night, 
and I thought 'I will get in about quarter to ten, get ready, 
and come in for the debate,' but I recognised immediately 
in my own mind that the situation had developed where, 
whatever the views on incineration as a policy were going 
to be for members in this hon. Court, the public, the general 
public who we all represent one way or another, would 
not have the trust and confidence (A Member: Hear, hear.) 
for that debate to have progressed today, and time was and 
is required to get that trust and confidence back - trust and 
confidence, whether you are for incineration or against 

• incineration, that a considered, proper, factual debate was 
about to happen. And so I think the decision was totally 
justified. Now, having said that, I know what my views 
are on incineration and I have not heard anything today, 
including that broadcast, that so far has given me the feeling 
that I should change my mind on that, but I am quite happy, 
as this amendment goes, to allow for further research into 
standards. 

The second point I want to make in my contribution is 
that the original concept that we were to debate - and I do 
not wish to debate it because, as the member of the Council, 
Dr Mann, said, we have only got one little part of the whole 
thing here - but this debate is all about standards, and we 
are talking about the standards that we have accepted, 
which are EU standards and we have directives, we know 
what they are, we have forthcoming EU directives and we 
know more or less what is going to be in them, and they 
are quite likely to be part of the debate. 

Now, I was the hon. member who was chosen to read 
all the public inquiry stuff for the Richmond Hill site, and 
the standards were all in there and I read volumes of reports. 
In fact, I had no summer holiday that year because it took 
so long; there were 12 boxes of it - certainly enough to get 
the incinerator fired up when we do get it! And what 
concerns me is that I do believe that we could be entering 
into an era of challenging whether those EU standards are 
appropriate for us in the Isle of Man, and I think that is the 
core to this, because if we think as an Island that the EU 
standards are not going to be adequate, then we are into a 
completely new environment politically and in all sorts of 
areas, and I just want to bring that to members' attention, 
because EU standards are what we are talking about; that 
is what we have been following. That is Tynwald policy. I 
think that is the most important thing that has come out of 
this to my way of thinking since this morning. 

As Treasury minister I inform the Court that the delay 
is costing £150,000 a month. I do not think it should be a 
prime consideration because these issues are far too 
important for that, but that is an element that should be 
known, it should be on the public record, that today's events 
are actually costing that. No-one else has said it because, 
at the end of the day, it is delay. 

So I do not wish to go over some of the items that have 
been said because I will then get into a full-blown debate 
in my own mind on the merits of an incinerator policy as 
part of the overall waste policy, but there are two things 
there: I think it was right to allow that time, because it is 
the public who should have that confidence to know that 
the decision, whether they agree with it or do not agree 
with it, was properly considered, and that confidence has 
to be put back and that will take a little bit of time. There 
is also this issue of standards, and I can say right now that 
I think I in my own mind am content that EU standards are 
good practice to follow, and I think, as a small jurisdiction, 
we will find it very difficult to substitute those with some 
other situation, and that is why I cannot support the original 
motion, because it just talks about the US Environmental 
Protection Agency whereas the amendment broadens that 
out and allows for a broader situation of standards, of 
different people's opinions to be appended to the debate 
when it comes forward, and I think that is going to be very 
important to put that confidence back in the public. 

The President: Now, hon. members, it appears to me 
that this would be an appropriate time at which to have a 
brief stop. Can I tell you that I have currently on my list in 
front of me three further members who have indicated their 
wish to speak, so we will retire and recommence the debate 
at ten minutes to five by the Court clock, and the first to 
speak will be the hon. member for Middle, Mr North. 
Perhaps we can consider in our tea-break whether or not 
we are serving much useful purpose by reusing and 
recycling debates we have already heard. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

The Court adjourned at 4.28 p.m. 

• Incineration — US Environmental Protection Agency Draft Report — Evaluation — Debate Commenced 
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The President: Now, as I indicated before we took our 
break, hon. members, there are three members who have 
indicated they yet wish to speak and Mr North will be the 
first to be called. Let us try to avoid, if we can, too much 
repetition. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) The hon. member 
for Middle, Mr North. 

Mr Houghton: Say something that we have not already 
been told. 

Mr North: Thank you, Mr President, yes, I shall try. 
My views are well known to my colleagues. I am not in 
favour of mass burn but I do believe that anything that 
makes us stop and think at this stage is important. In my 
opinion there is an alternative. I agree with a large amount 
of what the hon. member of the Council, Dr Mann, said. I 
am not going to speak on the incinerator debate, as you 
have requested, because I will reserve my speech for the 
debate next month or whatever. There is an alternative.. . 

A Member: Suicide! 

Another Member: He is stuck for words! 

Mr North: - and those who are not intent enough to 
look at the alternatives for the people of the Isle of Man at 
this stage, I think, do the people of the Isle of Man a great 
disservice. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.) 

Now, I have to say that the timing is unfortunate and 
we do have mass burn as government policy. The 
alternative is not landfill because, as has been said about 
that, in 2005 throughout Europe - and this includes baling, 
I am afraid, which the hon. member for South Douglas, 
Mr Duggan favours - there will be no putrescible waste 
allowed to go into landfill. The answer is the two-stage 
gasification system, the closed system, and what I find 
really depressing is that we have a system there that has 
actually been working for hazardous waste and industrial 
waste since 1983. It is supported by Friends of the Earth, 
Greenpeace, Braddan Commissioners (Laughter), who, I 
have to say, have done some sterling work on this subject 
over the years - very, very good work; it is supported by 
the landowner and I know, I am sure, the hon. member, 
Mr Quine, for the department will confirm that the 
landowner, where we are going to have a compulsory CPO, 
has offered that land to this government for nothing. 

Mr Corkill: We are going to take it anyway. 

Mr North: We are not going to take it anyway. We are 
going to pay him for it. He has offered it and he is an 
intelligent man. (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) He has looked 
at this system and a lot of other people have, and I had not 
spoken to the medical officer of health before but I was 
delighted to hear him say on the radio this morning that he 
thought we should be looking at the closed system and I 
thought, 'Oh! -' 

Mr Cretney: A breath of fresh air! 

Mr North: Exactly, two-stage gasification. 
Hopefully we will come out of this with common sense 

in the end. I know it is not going to be easy at this stage 
because we are already on the road, and I agree with those 
people who have said that we have emissions from power 
stations, cars, commercial vehicles. The power station will 
be gone before this incinerator - the old power station that 
is really the problem - before this mass-burn incinerator, 
hopefully which is not going to be built; if it is, that will 
be gone before it is up. Motor cars - within the next 10 to 
15 years there will be no emissions from motor cars and 
commercial vehicles. The technology is already there, 
moving ahead. Everything is going to change. 

We are looking to going for a mass-burn incinerator 
that is for 25 years, and all the EPA reports and everything 
else - I welcome all the additional information that we can 
get. As far as I am concerned, that information will only 
add to what I believe is going to be a missed opportunity if 
we do not take it and as for this hon. Court, this Island is 
going to have to live 25 years with whatever we decide on 
next month or whenever we do vote, and I really would 
hope that hon. members will think and this particular 
information that is coming out is new; we should take 
careful note but choose the equipment that will cope with 
the standards that the EPA will come out with for 2005. 
2010. I know we are planning, because I asked the question 
earlier this morning, that, yes, it is in the contract to update. 
Really, why should we not go now for something that is 
really going to cope with the standards for the foreseeable 
future rather than go for something that we will have to 
keep changing and updating? 

I hope that hon. members will stop and think. It is not 
just the issue of this. It is changing. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, speaking to the 
amendment, on the face of it you look at the amendment 
and you think 'Well, okay, that's fine,' because it does 
acknowledge part (1) of the resolution on the agenda, and 
just to refresh hon. members' memories, part (1) on the 
original resolution says that this Court notes that it is 
claimed that a draft report of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency suggests that dioxin is 
a human carcinogen and links low-grade exposure to the 
toxic chemical component to a wide range of other health 
problems. It is quite remarkable, because I have heard 
expressions here this evening to the effect that 'Who is 
EPA? Never heard of them!' and they have tried to rubbish 
the findings of this agency that is renowned in the world 
as the only agency that is equipped with the necessary 
scientific knowledge and expertise and finance to 
thoroughly investigate the issue of dioxin. It is the most 
comprehensive study in the world. You cannot ignore this 
one. There are all sorts of other little studies too, but this is 
the big one. This is the one that we should all take notice 
of. 

Now, ironically the amendment moved by the hon. 
member for Castletown, Mr Brown, acknowledges the 
findings of the EPA report but then goes on to say 'therefore 
is of the opinion that the issue of the health implications 

• 

• 

• 
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of human exposure to dioxin and to other toxic chemical 
• components be the subject of a report to this hon. Court.' 

On the face of it you would think, 'Well, that's fine, yes, 
we should be looking at the other issues.' 

The hon. member who spoke earlier from Douglas 
South, Mr Cretney, was quite right: it is unclear who would 
conduct and look and whose opinion it would be on the 
issue of the health implications of human exposure et cetera 
as proposed in this amendment. It does not say who is 
going to do it. But that part on the face of it - you think, 
`Well, that's okay,' but then it goes on to say following the 
report of this hon. Court 'to be tabled at the same sitting at 
which the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment table a motion seeking approval of financial 
arrangements to progress . . . For goodness' sake, we 
could have debated this today, but the Minister for the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment 
chose to withdraw it. He denied you that debate, not I, not 
any other member in this hon. Court; the minister and the 
Council of Ministers took a decision to deny you the debate 
today. So that is up in the air; that is not anybody's fault 
but the minister who moved. 

• How can you possibly support an amendment that not 
only acknowledges the findings of the EPA report as stated 
on the original resolution but then goes on to say 'Well, 
let's have a look at the other effects too and then bring it 
all together with the vote for the incinerator'? It does not 
say when. One or two members say 'Well, July.' I have 
not heard anybody say - it is not written on here - when 
that is going to come forward, and how on earth could you 
possibly consider all the implications not only contained 
in the EPA report and get them evaluated but all of these 
other implications without conducting a whole-Island 
human body study? How can you do that? If you are going 
to do a proper comprehensive study then you have to assess 
body weight. In order to assess body weight you are going 
to have to test fat in humans; you are going to have to test 
blood in humans. Not only is it an uncomfortable 
procedure, it is an expensive procedure and, if you are 
going to conduct that across the Island, which is what we 
ought to be doing, it is going to take a long time. For 
goodness' sake, I would hope that hon. members will have 
the sense to drop this one in a recycling bin where it 

• belongs. Let it be shredded and baled and shipped across 
for recycling! 

The President: Hon. members, I have been asked, 
because of the conditions in the Court, that if hon. members 
would like to remove their jackets they may so do. The 
hon. member for Onchan next to speak. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I was somewhat surprised at 
seeing the original draft of the proposed amendment by 
the hon. member for Castletown and the actual updated 
one, which just highlighted the reasons why I moved the 
proposal for an adjournment of this debate, because really 
what we see in this amendment here is that there is no real 
commitment to looking into the health implications. We 
have got a mission and we have got a mission to create, to 
build an incinerator, and that is the real bottom line as far 
as this amendment is concerned. When you look at what  

was originally proposed before the break and after the 
break, then we have got our own foetal monster as far as 
this without any dioxins to worry about. 

I feel that we should go with the original proposal. I 
think that we made a mistake by not holding over this thing 
and let us get this thing cleared once and for all because I 
have listened to some of the input from some of the 
members around here and they could do well in some sort 
of religious group, some sort of Moonies sect or something 
where it becomes almost a new religion so that logic and 
anything else goes out of the window, and we have seen 
the problems of that when we have seen the problems that 
we have had over the new hospital. Admittedly there are 
the others on the other side who are convinced that they 
will do everything to destroy us getting on and making the 
best job we can of the situation. 

So this debate here today really will not serve any 
purpose by supporting the proposal of the hon. member 
for Castletown. I hear these red herrings thrown in. We 
talk about red herrings from one extreme, as they say, from 
the hon. member for East Douglas, to the other extreme as 
far as the other side is concerned. As for the hospital 
incinerator, we did look at alternatives. I was told that I 
was not to look at alternatives and to put everything away 
because there will be an incinerator, so as far as I am 
concerned, I do not like the inference in this hon. Court 
that somehow, as the member for health, I have got an 
incinerator at the hospital which is not ideal. It is not ideal 
but it is not because we do not want to try and do something 
about it; we have been stopped by central government 
doing anything about it and I think that point needs to go 
back to the Council of Ministers. 

So all I would say is, I know the hour is late but if we 
go with the amendment now of the hon. member for 
Castletown we will achieve nothing. All it will be is a matter 
of a brow-beating exercise in order that we will say the 
Earth is flat; yes, the Earth is flat, we will have incineration. 
So I have to say, as much as the motion might not be ideal, 
I think the motion is the best of a poor bunch, because if 
we support this we are not supporting the independent 
investigation, we are just supporting the Flat Earth Society, 
the Moonies or whatever they are, and it is a matter of 
having one lot or the other lot, and at the moment we have 
got our public health officer who has stood up and said 
what he says, and I think it is something that we should 
congratulate our Chief Minister on, that he is statesman 
enough to have done what he has done and that is 
something that we all, anti-incinerator, pro-incinerator, 
should pat the hon. member on the back for. (Laughter 
and interjections) The knife - I have never come out in 
anybody's back; I have always done it right between the 
eyes in this hon. Court! That might be why I am the chief 
rabbi. 

I do think that it is important that we do not support the 
amendment and especially those who were privileged to 
see item (a) and item (b) when my proposal went out of 
the window. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, I think the withdrawal this 
morning of item 17 by the hon. minister did show a certain 
change in what I think was his adamant attitude that 
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incineration had to be the answer, and that perhaps he needs 
to know that there perhaps is another side to the story. 

Dr Maclean's view is that he does not know and that he 
has concerns. Now, this lends support to the resolution on 
the paper and adds strength to its validity, certainly perhaps 
even widening the scope of the investigation, as has already 
been suggested by the hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles 
Walker. But the fact is I asked the question of the hon. 
Minister for the DHSS yesterday on the expert situation 
of Dr Maclean, and she herself said that he was not a 
toxicologist. He certainly will understand a lot more than 
us in this chamber but he would not be accepted in the 
court of law as an expert witness, and therefore whatever 
he says can still be disputed because he will not have an 
expert view, and I think he himself would probably accept 
that position. 

So what we need is for people on both sides of the 
argument to agree on lines somewhat indicated by the hon. 
Minister for Tourism: to agree on a neutral acknowledged 
expert to act in the position, I suppose, of an ombudsman 
to evaluate all the overall situation, because both sides of 
the argument trundle forth their experts and those experts 
are diametrically opposed in their views. No member of 
this Court is an expert on incineration. Any member may 
have been swayed by one side or the other but, with the 
evidence being so conflicting, either case may well be 
wrong and unfortunately, during our lives and other 
people's lives, there have been too many examples of being 
wise after the event. 

I certainly do not support the amendment before us today 
because I read into this an implication that the hon. mover 
of this amendment is seeking to bring this back to this 
Court as soon as possible and I suspect that he would see 
to bringing this back in July if he could and that, as I said 
before, is within 20 days, and there is no way that members 
could absorb any papers that were produced in that time. I 
do not believe that the investigation that is needed could 
be carried out in that time. We need to fully study the 
implications in detail and particularly in relation to the 
Isle of Man situation. 

I would refer to my hon. colleague and his comments 
on the traffic going through Ramsey and, as he knows and 
everybody knows, I have been an opponent of this for all 
the years that I was on the commissioners and in this 
parliament, and it is a dreadful situation; it is a dangerous 
situation. I am perhaps less cynical than my hon. colleague, 
in that I think perhaps people did read their cards before 
they signed them and they did know what they were 
signing, but what I want to know and I do not know is, if 
we do get the incinerator, are we still going to have the 
lorries going through Ramsey carrying the bottom ash to 
Wright's Pit? Is it true or is it not true, I want to know, that 
latest research shows that dioxins are possibly present in 
bottom ash? Will that bottom ash that is being carried 
through Ramsey, if it is to be carried through Ramsey, 
contain the hazardous waste, such as mercury, from the 
incineration process? 

I believe that I need to know that and the people of 
Ramsey need to know that and I think members of this 
hon. Court need to know that in order to come to a logical 
decision on which way we should go, and I find myself 

almost in the position of being between the devil and the 
deep blue sea, and I gather, from my conversations with 
uncommitted members of the public, that they feel the same 
concerns on this whole matter. 

We know that the opponents of the incinerator will 
challenge every comment of the minister and accuse the 
department of not listening but choosing only to listen to 
his chosen people, whilst I have no doubt that the minister 
will reject arguments of the opposition, claiming that time 
is money and the opponents' arguments are flawed, this 
having been proven by his experts. You turn on the internet 
and you look at the information on the internet, and it 
absolutely scares you to death when you read about the 
dioxins, whilst the department is almost claiming that 
incineration is the best thing since sliced bread. 

So for anyone sitting in the middle and listening to the 
arguments, which are quite often diametrically opposed, 
it is impossible as a non-expert to decide which of the 
experts supporting either side of the argument is correct 
and who is wrong. Yes, I want to make a decision, I do not 
wish to sit on the fence, but it is my duty to make a decision 
that is right because it is going to affect our lives, the lives 
of our children and the lives of our children's children. 

My suggestion is that we have this few months' 
moratorium and that we do get the involvement of what I 
term this expert ombudsman, a person with a great 
knowledge of waste disposal, who could consider in an 
unbiased way the arguments of both sides and adapt those 
arguments to the Island's situation, an ombudsman who is 
agreed by both sides - 

Mr Gilbey: You would never get them to agree. 

Mr Singer: Well, yes. . . and who would then accept 
the argument, and I know that this is pie in the sky. It is 
quite clear from the minister's comments just now that he 
would not be prepared to do that. 

Mr Gilbey: I simply said you would never find anyone 
we would all agree on. 

Mr Singer: Well, the minister has made that comment. 
I do not know that that is true until we try. The message 
that the neutral ombudsman could then give to me and 
other committed members of this hon. Court and the 
general public can then help us make a decision which we 
feel comfortable in supporting. If not, when this comes 
back again, whether it is in one month, five months, twelve 
months, we are still going to get the same polarisation of 
views. 

Therefore I support the resolution as printed on the paper 
and, as I say, possibly with an enlargement of a further 
investigation into other matters, but in view of the hon. 
Minister for. DoLGE's and the government's clear 
recognition that this Court is not satisfied, I hope that we 
will realise now that there are genuine concerns at the 
validity of the present incineration policy. I hope the 
government will accept this resolution and realise that they 
may well be right or they may well be wrong, but surely 
we all need to know. The answer may be incineration, the 
answer may not be incineration, but let us be sure that we 

• 
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• are as close as possible to being right in our decision and I 
believe that with the withdrawal of item 14, Mr President, 
now is the time to investigate all the current matters causing 
this great concern to this Court and to the people of this 
Island. 

way round - but we had 45 minutes to speak to these two 
medical experts, and they certainly expressed their position 
on this in quite a clear way over the video link. Of the 10 
members that attended this briefing obviously some people 
saw it in a different way than others, and I am surprised 
that further questions were not carried out both by the 
department and also by the Council of Ministers. What 
these experts said is that we could act as, in a way, an 
experiment because there would be readings before and 
the monitoring would be effective and continuous. It would 
be a belt-and-braces approach in relation to monitoring 
and that was said on more than one occasion. He also said 
that the EPA report does not contradict him from the 
evidence that he gave at the public inquiry that dioxins 
were a health carcinogen. Now, we have heard talk today 
about other issues in the environment and therefore the 
studies such as the EPA report should be able to be 
considered with regard to all of the issues of dioxins in the 
environment and whether we should in actual fact be 
adding to those dioxins within the environment. Everybody 
keeps talking about the 1000 and we are only adding one 
more to it, but little by little it is increased and it does not 
matter whether it is more cars going into a particular area, 
more electricity being produced. We know that we are 
consuming more than we did in the past, we have a greater 
population and we also have a higher lifestyle; that is what 
we keep being told. 

Members have talked today, leaving that point, about 
there being a policy within the European Union for banning 
landfill. Yes, I think we all should look at reducing landfill. 
Since 1988 that has been the policy of the government of 
the Isle of Man - reduce, reuse, recycle, and then - 

Mr Downie: Incinerate. 

Mrs Hannan: - incinerate. The government has done 
nothing to reduce, there has been no publication on how 
you would reduce, there are all sorts of things being put 
out in other places - what a waste! And it advises. . . and 
this is the environment agency in the UK, and I make no 
apologies for drawing this to members' attention because 
the department has circulated a document from the UK 
department of the regions and transport. But this goes into 
how you can actually reduce with recycling, returning milk 
bottles, old clothes, glass bottles, aluminium, aluminium 
foil, food waste, car oil, and so it goes on. That is advertised, 
an advertisement that could be put out to every household 
on a regular basis. Nothing has been done to reduce. Reuse, 
recycle - it is only just recently that action has been taken 
with some of the areas because we all know that people 
have been recycling and nothing has been happening to it 
except it has been dumped in the landfill that people now 
seem to be criticising, because nothing, or very little, has 
been done to reduce the amount that is going in. Someone 
was telling me the other day - the minister has talked about 
recyling inert waste, but I am told that is still going into 
the Ayres, filling this hole which is supposed to be so 
precious. I would also add that minerals have been 
extracted from there, and while the members for Ramsey 
state that they are concerned about refuse wagons going 
through Ramsey, the extraction will continue at the Ayres 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I am concerned that there 
has been criticism that this motion is on the agenda, and I 
am concerned about that because this is a very far-reaching 
study that has been carried out over a period of very many 
years and I think that for us to progress towards incineration 
then this is something that maybe a report should have 
been brought forward by government and not necessarily 
just a member of this Court. 

But I would congratulate the mover of this motion. It is 
an issue that should be discussed and I think it would be 
very remiss of us if we dismissed this just like that because 
we felt very strongly that something must be done and the 
something that must be done should be incineration. 

The previous speaker suggested that there may be 
somebody who could satisfy all the concerns. The 
Department of Local Government brought together two 

• risk assessors, ex-medical experts, to relay their reading 
of this report to us and, granted, it was at short notice but 
they did both state that there were problems, they expressed 
concern with the small particulates because they caused 
more problems, they were ingested further because they 
were smaller and therefore, I think, anyone looking at 
incineration, creation of dioxins would also probably . . . 
Because these were experts brought to discuss this issue 
with us. Granted, there were not that many that turned up, 
but I did; the minister was there, his experts were there, 
the director of public health was there at someone's 
invitation and he was there when questions were being 
posed, and when it was said to them that 'You're talking 
about the problems,' and they said 'Yes, but there wouldn't 
be a problem as long as the monitoring was effective and 
continuous.' That was their expression and I think the 
situation has developed today because a question was asked 
yesterday by Mr Henderson, the member for Douglas 
North, 'Has the director of public health expressed any 
views to your department on the public health implications 

• of the future operation of a mass-burn incinerator in the 
Isle of Man?' and it was spelt out then, surely, that the 
director of public health had assured the minister that the 
stated limits - and I am only going from my notes - will be 
monitored, concerns that fine particles from the incinerator, 
dioxins and the size of them. 

Now, it was also spelt out that the director of public 
health had a responsibility not just to us but to national 
health and therefore I would have thought that, because of 
that and his responsibility being spelt out quite clearly in 
this hon. Court, questions would then be posed to him. I 
do not think any of us should have been surprised that the 
question was posed, and I think it would probably be remiss 
of the press, if no-one else, if they had not posed the 
questions which were posed. I do not think any of it should 
come as a surprise. If the questions had not been asked, if 
this report had not come forward at this time, maybe the 
questions would not have been asked in the way they had 
of Professor Blain and Dr Floyd - or it might be the other 
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so that there will be gravel vehicles coming back from the 
Ayres as long as that gravel extraction continues. 

The President: Hon. member, I am reluctant to stop 
you in full flow but I am trying to read the motion on the 
order paper and ally it to your comments with reference to 
mineral extraction. Could you come back a little closer, 
please? 

Mrs Hannan: I am talking about landfill. It is to do 
with landfill, it is to do with vehicle emissions, it is to do 
with vehicle travelling. 

However, the member for Ramsey stated that the 
opponents have not offered anything else. I would say that 
the opponents have. They have been involved in a recycling 
forum with the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment, trying to encourage that particular area. As 
I have said before, the policy of the department passed by 
this parliament has not been followed by government. 

With regard to the amendment before the Court today, I 
too have my concerns with regard to the amendment 
because it deals with the health implications but then it 
goes on to say, 'Well, it doesn't matter because we're going 
to incinerate anyway.' and therefore that concerns me. I 
continue to be concerned about the withholding of 
information from this Court; questions were asked 
yesterday with regard to dioxins and how they could be 
monitored and it was totally ignored by the minister, and 
it was only with the interruption and the pointing out by 
the Minister for Health and Social Security that it was not 
possible to monitor continuously and effectively dioxins, 
and the minister said that that information should not have 
been given. He turned to the Minister for Transport and 
said that. I am really concerned about what else has been 
withheld from us in this parliament. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I am a bit uncertain as 
to which bit I should be debating here, but I will try and 
stick to the point. There have been that many different 
comments - 

The President: Try to be brief whichever it is, Mr 
Henderson, I would suggest. 

Two Members: Hear, hear. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, what I would like to do 
is for the mover of the resolution, when she comes to the 
summing up, to just answer me one or two questions. The 
Environmental Protection Agency has taken a bit of stick 
in here this afternoon, and that is on the resolution. What I 
would like to know is what authority they do have in 
America, and are they an official agency or are they some 
sort of tin-pot outfit that works from a back office - I would 
like that clarified - or are we actually talking about 
something fairly substantial and reputable here, just for 
the record? 

The only other couple of comments I have - there has 
been plenty made about cigarettes and cars and all the rest 
of it and they can cause noxious fumes. So they can. My 
comment to that is, why add to it? 

My second comment on that particular issue is there 
was an analogy made for one lump of sugar in Loch Ness. 
If that one lump of sugar in Loch Ness happened to be a 
certain chemical, I can bet you that the whole of Loch 
Ness would be poisoned. 

Mr Lowey: Including the monsters. 

Mr Henderson: There are some seriously strong and 
noxious chemicals in this world and that is, I am afraid, 
something there that has to be considered just to put a bit 
of balance on that. 

Re-use, recycle and all the rest of it - that could work if 
there was £42 million worth of commitment behind that. 
That is my entire feeling on the subject and I do not think 
we should be adding any more to what noxious fumes there 
already are in the atmosphere and I think waiting for a 
report which I think is going to be considerable and have 
some weighty bits and pieces in is a valid comment, and I 
do not think it is going to be long in coming; I think it is 
going to be sooner rather than later. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, I felt convinced this morning 
that we should have continued and had the debate on the 
incinerator. I think we have had it. 

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear. 

Mr North: Oh, no you have not! 

Mr Quine: Unfortunately we have had it in such a 
piecemeal fashion, I think we have wasted the day. 

Mr Houghton: Yes, absolutely, hear, hear. Even the 
President would agree with you! 

Mr Quine: I heard the director of public health this 
morning. I certainly did not read into it what some members 
apparently read into it here today. I think he made one 
very important qualification to what he said. He said 'in 
an ideal world'. Well, if you can find this ideal world for 
me, let me know and, even at my late stage in life, I will 
consider a move. 

Mr North: Sulby! 

Mr Brown: Well, we will find it then! 

Mr Quine: In an ideal world. It was very clear that 
what he was saying is, if you are seeking perfection then 
he would like to have further information. Wouldn't we 
all? We do not live in these ideal worlds. (Mr Houghton: 
Hear, hear.) We have problems -to deal with and we have 
to go ahead and take decisions and deal with the problems. 

Mr Houghton: That is right, 'take decisions' is the 
word. 

Mr Quine: But as far as that decision this morning must 
go, that is a matter for the minister and the Council of 
Ministers. That decision was taken. That is water under 
the bridge. 
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What I am convinced about is this: a number of the 
contributions here today, particularly those who are 
opposing this, and the men of straw who are thinking of 
switching sides, seem to be under the illusion that we have 
the luxury of time. We do not have the luxury of time, and 
perhaps in a way that is why we should have gone into this 
debate today. 

Mr Cannel!: Absolutely! 

Mr Quine: We could have either approved it or rejected 
it and, if it was rejected, then these people with these ideal 
solutions can get in there and see if they can find the 
answers. 

Mr Houghton: That is right. 

Mr Quine: For 20 years others have not been able to 
find them, so if we have got these wonderful people with 
these highfaluting ideas, get them in and get on with it and 
we should have had the decision today, had the debate and 
got on with it. 

Messrs Cannel! and Houghton: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Hannan: Like housing. 

Mr Quine: Now, what is this motion all about? It has 
come about because of a draft report, not one that has been 
subject to peer review, not one which we have had valued 
assessment on it. It is a draft report and, for all I know and 
for all you know, there could be a long line of these draft 
reports, (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.), all which could be 
in some way related to our requirement to produce an 
answer to our waste problem. 

What this motion calls for is that it should be evaluated 
by professionals. It has been evaluated by professionals. 
Two very qualified people which the department have 
commissioned have evaluated it, but that is not going to 
be acceptable; I can see that now. But it has been evaluated. 
That has been done, and I am afraid in reality it does not 
matter whether we provide an ombudsman, as has been 
suggested, to look at this or whether we provide somebody 
else to look at this, we are not going to find common ground 
on this. At the end of the day we are going to have to come 
to a view on the information that is before us at a particular 
point in time and take a decision (Mr Houghton: Hear, 
hear.) and that comes hard to some. (Mr Cannell: Hear, 
hear.) 

Take this report for what it is worth. I think we have to 
remind ourselves that it is not particular to incineration. It 
is a report about the relativity of dioxins as a carcinogen, 
and that is not new ground; that is old ground. It has been 
accepted here today by several people that that relationship 
has been established before. This adds nothing new. But 
the point is, it is not particular to incineration. 

I would submit to you that the impact which the state-
of-the-art incinerator being proposed by the department 
would have would be a net beneficial effect, and I will 
explain why. First of all, it is going to be producing a large 
quantity of electricity, and that means it is not going to be  

produced through a power station with all that comes out 
through that stack. That is just one example but, not only 
that, because the waste will be processed within two or 
three miles of 70 per cent of the arisings, all the exhaust 
fumes and all the dioxin emissions from the vehicles taking 
half the waste at least two-thirds of the way across the 
Island, that is going to be dispensed with and so that is 
going to offset this fraction that we are talking about in 
relation to the incinerator. 

So again, it is not an ideal world but, if we look at it just 
in the narrow context of, 'is there a case on the basis of 
this issue about dioxins that we should not proceed at this 
time?' the answer is no. The answer is, there is every reason 
for us to proceed at this time. I would submit that by not 
progressing this we are perpetuating if not aggravating the 
situation, and what we need to do is to take a decision on 
this incinerator, which I believe should be a favourable 
decision, and get on and solve the problem. Have regard 
to the fact that it may be that somewhere along the line 
there is going to be some better gasification, some better 
solution. I heard this when we were discussing the meat 
plant and we are still in litigation - this cutting-edge of 
technology. What we want is a proven technology, one 
that is going to give us the security to deal with the problem. 
We cannot afford to get and indulge in these one-off 
situations. Look to the UK - how many of these are around 
there? They are not there, and I think it just really is pie in 
the sky. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) 

There is a great deal I would love to say about this but 
I do not want to cut across the incinerator debate and I will 
have my say in full when that arrives, but what I would 
say in relation to this is that I see the motion on the agenda 
simply as a device to delay this incinerator. The opponents 
of this incinerator - it is their strategy to run this out until 
the political will does not exist here to find a solution, but 
somebody is going to have to find a solution and find it 
pretty quick, because the planning permission on Wright's 
Pit East expires in December 2000, and although there is a 
planning application in for an extension it is a relatively 
short extension, so we are going to have to find an answer 
for this pretty quick. 

So I certainly cannot support the motion on the agenda. 
I see it for what it is, and even if we took it at face value 
there is nothing in this motion that is not in the amendment, 
because it simply calls for a professional evaluation of the 
results of that report - no more, no less, that is what it asks 
for - and that is more than embraced in the amendment. 
But my sincere regret is that we have not gone ahead on 
the main motion that was on the agenda and sorted that 
out here today, (Messrs Cannell and Houghton: Hear, 
hear.) because this has not been a productive day, it is not 
going to change anything and we are going to have to take 
this decision in a very short period of time. So if we have 
to go along with anything here today, then I am inclined to 
support the amendment that is before us. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I am only going to refer to 
points that have been made in this debate. I start with the 
hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell. Now, she is 
right that the report was out on 16th June, but it says nothing 
new at all. I have here a letter from Professor Blain which 
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says: 'I have read the draft report and do not find the EPA 
are saying anything new that would give reason for us to 
amend our original assessment and recommendations.' She 
then said the EU are considering one part per trillion 
standard. That does not alarm me at all, because our 
standards will be the same as theirs, whatever they are, 
and the contract makes this perfectly clear. The operators 
are contracted to keep to the current EU standards at the 
time. 

Now, the UK are not giving up incineration. I do agree 
with Mr Shimmin that of course we cannot leave the whole 
decision alone to the director of public health; of course 
we cannot, and we intend, as I shall explain later, to get 
the widest expert advice, and I would confirm that we are 
absolutely advised that the figure of dioxins produced by 
an incinerator would be, as Dr Floyd stated, less than one 
in every 1,000 units of pollution already in the atmosphere 
in the form of dioxins. That is an increase from 1,000 to 
1,001 - a minuscule increase; to use his own words, 'a tiny 
fraction', and if we want to go on to particulates, if we 
want to rid ourselves of all particulates because there are 
concerns about them, we should be taking steps to deal 
with the 18,500 nanogrammes per cubic metre that are 
already present compared with the 15 which could 
produced by an incinerator. That is 15 added to 18,500 -
again a completely negligible increase. 

I certainly agree with his points about cutting out dioxins 
as much as we can. The department will be very pleased 
to look at this, but perhaps those most concerned about 
these risks from pollutants, if they are smoking or smokers, 
will put their actions into effect and will do what they are 
saying should be done and will give up smoking 
themselves. I think this would be a fine example by those 
who are so concerned about the dioxins. 

I can assure the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, 
that the officers of the department and I are perfectly calm 
about the course that events have taken, but I would here 
like to take an opportunity to thank the members of the 
project team, (A Member: Hear, hear.) three of whom are 
here and also Mr Clive McGreal and Mr Ian Thompson of 
the Treasury. They have done a vast amount of work to 
bring us to the state we are in. They have continually 
worked on this, they have had to travel frequently to 
London and to other places, and whatever happens it will 
not be their fault. They have done what they have been 
asked to do in pursuing a policy of this hon. Court. 

Mr Cannell - I can assure him I have total conviction 
that Tynwald has been following the right policy in seeking 
to have incineration as the last step of a policy of 
minimalisation, re-use and recycling. I have no doubt about 
that and he should not think that my views are in any way 
shaken or altered as a result of the events over the last 24 
hours. I can also tell him DoLGE does have the required 
information. However, there was not time between 
everyone hearing the statement by the director of public 
health and the sitting of this hon. Court to explain the 
position, and that is why I accepted a delay in the resolution 
and withdrew it - to be able to give more confidence to 
those who might have been, and indeed have been, alarmed 
by the director's statement. I am quite confident that we 
can give the assurances that are needed and am greatly 

fortified by the wise words of the hon. member of the 
Council, Dr Mann. 

The hon. member for Castletown is right, that since 1988 
we unfortunately have not had a long-term waste disposal 
strategy. He again has explained as to why the motion was 
withdrawn, and he is right that the US report is not complete 
and is subject to peer evaluation by the end of July. It could 
be this year, next year, some time, never, before the final 
form of this report comes out and before we get the peer 
evaluation. He is also right that, however good we are at 
recycling, we will have a residue of refuse which needs an 
incinerator or landfill. As the hon. member of the Council, 
Dr Mann, says, the resolution only points to one issue, 
and he is absolutely right that we should not decide this 
important matter on one issue and that the resolution should 
be widened so all effects on public health are taken into 
account, and I was fascinated to hear his wise words and 
glad that he said there was no one disease that could be 
attributed directly to incinerators and that he has not been 
shown a case of cancer caused by dioxins. I am very pleased 
that he accepts the amendment. 

The hon. member for South Douglas, Mr Duggan, asked 
how the incinerator would be controlled. It would be 
controlled very firmly on behalf of the Isle of Man 
Government by the UK Environmental Agency, who have 
considerable experience in controlling other incinerators 
and methods of waste disposal. Furthermore, there is the 
great beauty that being off the Island they have no local 
interests and they would say just what they thought was 
technically right regardless of anyone else's views. 

Now, unfortunately, it is no good him talking of baling 
as if it was the end of the matter. It is not. The bales are 
landfilled with many of the problems that arise from any 
form of landfilling. 

I would like to thank the hon. member of the Council, 
Mrs Christian, for her support. Mr Cretney asked whose 
advice will be in the report referred to in the amendment. 
It will be the government's advisers who, I am confident, 
are independent people. In fact, I can assure this hon. Court 
that when Professor Blain was appointed we had no idea 
what his views were. We also have to remember that people 
of that standing have a reputation which they have to 
protect. They are not going to risk their reputation just for 
a small contract with the Isle of Man Government. They 
will say what they think is right without fear or favour. 
For instance, he told us very clearly that he would never 
have had the material from the incinerator in Newcastle, 
his own area, put on the path with the troubles that were 
caused by that. 

Also, I would suggest some new advisers as well. We 
would have to think who they might be, but it may be we 
would accept top advisers from the UK DHSS or UK 
Department of the Environment, but that would have to 
be considered by the Council of Ministers. Now, I can 
assure hon. members that the report would be circulated 
well before the debate. There would also be detailed 
presentations in respect of it, and I do not think anyone 
can say that the department has recently held back in 
making presentations. We have been having in the last few 
weeks a presentation virtually once a week, and 
presentations to all interested parties, not just members of 

• 

• 

• 
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A Member: Oh! 

Mr Gilbey: He did say that because I heard him on the 
radio. It is no good sighing; that is just what he did say. I 
do not know why he said it because that is what he actually 
said. 

The hon. Treasury minister was right that in the interests 
of public confidence it was necessary to have time to 
answer them, and that is what I believe we should do. He 
is also right to point out that we have to decide if EU 
policies on safety levels are good enough for us, and I 
agree with him that we should accept they are the standards 
that we should follow. 

The hon. member for Middle, Mr North, confirms that 
we will not be able to landfill MSU in the future, and he is  

absolutely right and I thank him, as someone who is not a 
supporter of incineration, for confirming that. He says we 
should have pyrolysis. I am not going into that in detail 
because we have had presentations to members of this 
Court, to the media, to the Braddan Commissioners and 
others, and hon. members are quite capable of forming 
their own judgements on those presentations. I can assure 
him, however, that any incinerator that was ordered by 
this government would be updated as necessary. There is 
absolutely no doubt about that; the contract is totally clear 
on that point. 

The hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, says 
`Who will produce the report?' I have replied to this. The 
government will produce the report and the government 
will have suitable advisers to advise them on it. She then 
says, 'When will it be produced?' It will only be produced 
when we get the required information and advice, and not 
until then. Now, it may be the July Tynwald but I frankly 
doubt it; I personally believe it will be the October Tynwald 
and it would be more sensible to aim for that so there is 
time to get all the information, time to collate it, time to 
circulate the report, time to have presentations et cetera. 

Mr Karran, the hon. member for Onchan, says we will 
not have a proper, professional, impartial report. Well. I 
hope what I have said shows that that is not an accurate 
statement. We shall have impartial, professional advice. 

I am glad he supported the withdrawal of the motion 
earlier today, but if he supports the Chief Minister and 
Council of Ministers' decision to do that, I hope he might 
think that he is also right to support them in the amendment 
which the Chief Minister supports. 

Now, the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer - I can 
assure him I have not changed my personal views one iota, 
and it is not because I have any predetermined interest in 
incineration. Frankly, as I have said elsewhere, personally 
I do not mind at all how we deal with our waste. In fact, 
what I would like to do is export the lot, but we cannot. 
But nevertheless, having heard all the arguments, having 
considered the matter, I believe that our policy is 
completely right. 

He asked then about the bottom ash. That will certainly 
not go through Ramsey. I can assure him there is absolutely 
no intention whatever of having bottom ash in the north of 
the Island, and the reason for this is quite simple: it is a 
question of proximity. The whole basis of waste disposal 
is proximity. But what I can say to him is that if we do not 
find some other way of dealing with our waste and go ahead 
with the policy, it is a grave danger that we will have to 
use Wright's Pit North at least for an interim period, and 
that is a very real danger. 

I have already said that we all know about the danger 
of dioxins and that is not the point; the point is that the 
amount of dioxins produced by a modern incinerator is no 
risk to public health, and it is not just me saying that; we 
have got people who really know who are saying that. 

To Mrs Hannan I would state that the experts did not 
say there were problems if the monitoring was continuous 
and properly done. That is perfectly clear from the letter 
from Professor Blain. If the incinerator is run properly, as 
it will be, there are no problems. 

I am sorry that recycling is not being done as quickly as 
she wants. I would like to see it done faster, but this is 

this hon. Court but the media and people like Braddan 

• 
Commissioners and those that they wanted to invite. 

The hon. member for East Douglas, Mr Braidwood - I 
would like to thank him for the points he made. He has 
scientific knowledge and clearly stated the situation. 

Now, the hon. member for Ramsey - I totally agree with 
his remarks about the speech of the hon. member of 
Council, Dr Mann. I also concur with him about the US 
report being a red herring. As I have said, almost like a 
gramophone record, there is nothing in that report which 
was not known before. He is also right that there is nothing 
in this world that is absolutely safe, and do not let anyone 
pretend there is. There is a risk that even in walking down 
the stairs one might fall and injure oneself, so please do 
not let us think that there is anything that is totally safe. 
But the hon. member for Ramsey is absolutely right in 
saying it is absolutely cynical to stop an incinerator which 
would produce one dioxin for every thousand that exist 
and do nothing about the thousand. But as I have said, the 
department is quite prepared to consider steps regarding 
that thousand. 

He is also right - what do we do if we do not have an 
• incinerator? Landfill is the only reliable option. It should 

be near the main sources of waste, I would also stress. He 
is correct that those who object to the incinerator, which is 
government policy, should have spoken up before; more 
than spoken up, they should have put forward firm 
alternative proposals. There have been no worthwhile 
proposals. Complete recycling, I am assured, works 
absolutely nowhere. It is not working. But even if it could 
be made to work, do we really believe that the citizens of 
this Island would be prepared to agree to the restrictions 
and controls that would be necessary? I am sure they would 
not. We are so afraid of a few cards that we have got about 
the incinerator, imagine what we would get if we brought 
in the controls that were necessary to bring in complete 
recycling if it was practical. 

Mr Cannell: We brought in seatbelts; that worked. 

Mr Gilbey: The hon. Treasury minister is right that 
following the expressions of the director of public health 
. . . and I should stress that the latter said these were his 

• 
personal views and therefore I presume he was not 
expressing them in an official capacity. 
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hardly my fault. I can assure her that it has been pursued 
with vigour in the last 12 months and I think there are 
clear signs to show that. Again, I would say to her, if we 
do not have an incinerator we will have to have in the next 
25 years no less than five landfill sites each the size of the 
Raggatt or Wright's Pit, and it is very likely that one of 
those could land up in the west of the Island, perhaps at 
Ballaleece, so she should be aware of that. 

Regarding my remark to Mr Brown which he, I thought, 
rather improperly remarked on - because clearly he and I 
will not be able to have any private conversations in future 
- I was actually right in what I said, that it is wrong to say 
there is no continuous monitoring of dioxins. There is not 
a direct one, but let me read this - I am reading it because 
it is too scientific for me to speak ad lib on it: 'Continuous 
monitoring of dioxins. Dioxin measurement is extremely 
difficult because the accuracy needed is so great. Looking 
for one billionth of a gramme in one cubic metre of flue 
gas does challenge science, but it obviously can be and is 
done successfully on a regular basis. Continuing 
monitoring of dioxins, which is not required by the EU 
regulations, has been required in the Belgium region of 
Flanders since 1st January 2000. In Flanders some plants' 
flue gas is sampled continuously and the sample is passed 
through a dioxin absorbing filter. After 300 to 500 hours 
this is analysed. Obviously such system provides no useful 
alert to a problem as the information obtained is only 
historical. Clearly it is a continuous monitoring in name 
only. Recognising these limitations, science therefore uses 
surrogate parameters, which means that you measure a 
range of emission parameters and dioxins at the same time. 
If you then continually monitor those emission parameters 
the dioxins are recognised as varying proportionately. This 
proven and widely accepted, including by the environment 
agency of the UK "combustion fact of life" is little 
understood by environmentalists and the public, but it 
means that just two measurements a year provides enough 
data for compliance purposes. The significance of the 
memory effect identified in Belgium relates to the fact that 
it leads some to question the validity of the surrogate 
parameter approach. However, experience in Belgium has 
now shown that this memory effect is related only to 
recommissioned older plants which have been used wet 
and had scrubbing systems and are short-term. As such 
the EC regulations are being vindicated.' As I see it, 
basically it says you know the dioxins are in the same 
proportion as other things that go up the chimney, in a 
fixed proportion, so therefore if the proportions of the other 
things vary you have an alarm about the dioxins. 

Now, I would like to thank the hon. member Mr Quine 
for his support. 

Mr Cretney: Robust! 

Mr Gilbey: I would finally like to say that the resolution 
before us just limits the report that will be produced to 
that on a report on the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency report. Now, our government decisions, 
as the hon. member of Council, Dr Mann, has said, should 
not depend on one thing and particularly just one report 
by one organisation. Even more important than that is that  

this report may not completely finalise and be subject to 
peer review, this year, next year some time or never. No 
date is fixed. However, the amendment covers all aspects 
of health and this includes Dr Maclean's points which do 
not appear to have been based on the American report at 
all but on other matters. 

As I have said, the report that we propose under the 
amendment would cover all health matters, it would be 
reported carefully and impartially and it would be 
circulated well before the Tynwald sitting at which it would 
be on the agenda and there would be detailed presentations 
on it. So I hope that hon. members, to get the maximum 
information on every health aspect, will support the hon. 
member for Castletown's amendment. 

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, speaking to the 
amendment I am privileged to be following the two main 
most recent architects of the incineration policy of DoLGE. 
Brought to my feet, having been glared at by the teeth of 
the lion from Ayre when he refers to what I can only assume 
was myself as a man of straw, (Laughter) So as a scarecrow 
from over here - 

Mr Quine: The hat fits! (Laughter) 

Mr Shimmin: - the issues of take a decision, action - I 
find those heartwarming coming from a man who for 21/2 
years denied there was a housing crisis on the Island 
(Members: Hear, hear.) to turn around and say that on 
this issue men of straw changing their minds. I would ask 
the two architects of this initiative, why has that happened? 
You should politically have been aware that the vast 
majority of this chamber are clearly ensconced in one camp 
or another. That has been blatantly obvious to everybody 
in recent years and certainly in recent months. I would 
believe, as the only person whe has publicly stated that he 
has changed his vote on this occasion, that I am the man 
of straw talked about. 

Mr Gilbey: I never mentioned you as a man of straw. 

Mr Shimmin: No, Mr Quine, your predecessor did, in 
more ways that one. 

Mr Delaney: Who said he was a man of straw? 
(Interjections) 

Mr Brown: He has had an operation since then! 

Mr Shimmin: What we have got to try and consider is 
whether the tactics of the department have been persuasive 
and whether the amendment before us now is going to 
give all of us any more confidence than we have already 
had. My vote for incineration was there for the taking, and 
even the supporters of incineration have, quite frankly, been 
astonished at how poorly DoLGE have handled it in the 
recent months. They might not state it publicly here, but 
certainly there is a fair amount of dissatisfaction in the 
way that DoLGE have got the message across politically 
and publicly. It is no good bullying men of straw or the 
members of the public by saying 'We are right. Do it our 
way.' The fact that at the 12th hour they have now had to 
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withdraw this motion would indicate the closeness of this 
vote and the appropriateness of moving forward. 

The hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Bell, refers to this 
motion as a red herring. Of course, to an extent he is right. 
All other attempts to stop this roller coaster from going 
out of control have been ignored and denied by the 
department. Every attempt to try and get information has 
been limited to the last three weeks when we have had, 
yes, presentations, a number of them quite well done. Have 
they worked? Certainly most of the people from the press 
and the commissioners appear to have come out against 
even when some of them were previously in favour of 
incineration. So the presentations did not work. The 
bullying did not work. The issue now is whether we go 
with the original motion, which I would remind hon. 
members was put down some weeks ago as being the last 
attempt to be able to try and delay until more information 
was available. 

Mrs Cannell: The 30th May. 

Mr Shimmin: The 30th May, I am told by the mover 
of the motion. So much, as we know, has happened in that 
time. The Council of Ministers this morning pulled the 
plug on their motion because of the actions of the director 
of public health - one person. I would argue equally eminent 
people have been making the same sort of concerns for 
months, if not years, on this very same issue. They have 
all been brushed aside and ignored by the department. Now, 
at the 12th hour one person has had the opportunity to 
make a comment and that has meant that the decision has 
been deferred. 

We have an amendment to the original motion, I remind 
you, as put down three weeks ago. What does it add to the 
original motion? It is one where there are too many 
questions begging. Yes, it is one issue. It refers to the EPA 
study. The EPA study does have credibility, but it is not as 
relevant to the Isle of Man, it is not EU directives and EU 
measurements, but if the department were to take a more 
wholesome attitude towards this they would not see they 
have got to restrict it just to information on the EPA study 
and its findings but would actually utilise the time to 
address all of the concerns of Dr Maclean and many of 
those concerns being raised today and previously and to 
actually come back to this Court with a case well made, 
well argued, and then they may have a chance of getting it 
through. Until that time I believe that the motion as it stands 
should be supported. I believe the amendment does not 
offer us a greater level of security that we will have the 
time to make the necessary investigations and I would urge 
members to support the motion as stated, sir. 

Mr Waft: Mr President, I have listened to the debate 
up to now, and quite honestly I think this hon. Court is 
owed an apology for presenting us with a petition to spend 
£42,690,000 on an integrated waste incinerator and then, 
as an after-thought today, somebody says 'Oh, well, we 
haven't got the medical officer of health on board'. That is 
appalling. It is absolutely appalling. 

A Member: It is appalling.  

A Member: Hear, hear. 

Mr Waft: Now, we have my colleague, Dr Mann, 
saying, 'Well, really it is quite hard to make a decision one 
or another.' The gentleman was on the radio this morning 
and he said he is not a toxicologist. Well, neither are we. 
The point is, he is more able to find out from the reports 
that have been made as to what depth of substance there is 
within those reports. You can go home tonight, open up 
your internet and you will get reports churning and 
churning out, some for, some against, but you have got to 
make a decision. Now, the person who is in post to advise 
us has not made that decision because he has not had the 
information. Now, why has he not had the information up 
to now? If he is not a toxicologist, as I said, he must know 
a man who is or he would make recommendations and 
that is all we want, recommendations, otherwise we have 
got the balance of probabilities. We go on what we have 
heard and balance them ourselves. 

There are very few of us here in this Court who can 
know what a dioxin is even. There are over 200-odd 
compounds. It does not mean a lot to any of us. but the 
point is we do know that it is carcinogenic. We do know 
point all the waste vehicles that are going to be started up 
tomorrow morning, £100,000 vehicles, that are going to 
go to the Bride; once they start those diesel engines they 
are going to be pouring out dioxins, believe me (Mr 
Delaney: Hear, hear.) and they are going to travel a very, 
very long way around this Isle of Man, and what is going 
to happen to all the dioxins? 

There is all this to take into consideration. We have had 
presentations coming out of our ears. I respected the work 
the department has done, they have certainly done a good 
job, but we have fallen down at this last gasp and it is a 
very sad state of affairs to find ourselves in, but however, 
that being so, I am of the opinion that the Council of 
Ministers was right this morning to say, 'Look, hold on, 
but a government to turn round and completely ignore their 
medical officer of health is absolute lunacy (A Member: 
Hear, hear.) and we have to take advice' and the man has 
said he wishes to take advice and we have to take the advice 
that he deems to be appropriate in these circumstances. I 
think we should all take a step back, get the advice. We 
have waited 20 years now; another month or two is not 
going to matter too much anyway, even if it is six months, 
and then we will be acting correctly irrespective of which 
camp we are in or which camp we are not in. The point is 
we have taken advice on the balance of probability it is 
best to go for the incinerator. I am only glad that nobody 
today has blamed the civil service, because that has been 
blamed in the past: we have been led by bureaucracy down 
one road or the other. This is a vote all the members have 
to take at the end of the day and you have to be making 
that decision on all the information that is available. 

So I suggest we wait and find out exactly what the 
situation is and then vote on it when the time comes. Thank 
you, Mr President. 

The President: Now, hon. members, I invite the hon. 
member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, to wind up the 
debate. 
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Members: Hear, hear. 

Mr Cannell: I can't think of a finer person. 

Mr Singer: By nine o'clock. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. We have had 
an interesting debate. In some respects, though, I believe 
a disappointing debate because we have had a lot of the 
old red herrings coming out. In view of the fact that we 
have moved on, we are in now the 21st century, technology 
has moved on et cetera, and there is new scientific evidence, 
we still have got some of the old stories coming forward. 

In relation to the USEPA report, they produced a report 
in 1985, 1988, 1994 and subsequently May 2000. In the 
1994 USEPA risk assessment of dioxin confirmed earlier 
reports of 1985 and 1988 that dioxins are potentially 
carcinogenic; the immune system also can be directly and 
indirectly damaged by dioxins even in small doses. Now, 
that is the European Environmental Agency. Interestingly 
enough, we have had a lot of comment in relation to the 
background levels, and I agree with every comment that 
has been made in relation to background levels: we do not 
know what they are. We are judging them. The comment 
was made on diesel. Yes, we know now that diesel is also 
carcinogenic, but that is only information that has come 
out in the last two, three years. Prior to that it was thought 
to be environmentally friendly. We also know that unleaded 
petrol is now actually more dangerous than it is 
environmentally friendly, and that has only come out in 
the last 18 months, two years. 

There are new findings all of the time but I thought 
members might be interested to know that in 1999, one 
year ago, Warren Springs Laboratory were asked to review 
incineration in the United Kingdom by the UK 
Government, and they found that wood, coal and vehicle 
emissions suggested that they are 'of relatively minor 
importance'. In 1989 the lab had perceived them to be high. 
Now, what they also said was that coal is not comparable 
with a municipal incinerator for total TCBDs. So let us 
not get confused thinking that everything that goes up into 
the atmosphere is damaging, because not everything is as 
damaging or as contributing to ill health as we have heard 
in this chamber today. But dioxin is. 

We know the Isle of Man has background levels. The 
problem lies in the fact that we do not know what those 
levels are. The department has mentioned one in a thousand 
that is already there and yet I have heard from the hon. 
minister just five, ten, minutes ago less than one in a 
thousand. I heard less than one thousand and then I heard 
one in, so we still seem to be unsure. What is the other 
thousand? What is the composition of the other thousand? 
How are they made up? How are they measured? Well, we 
do not know because there has not been any effective, 
continuous monitoring to assess what the background level 
is. We have had two monitors in Douglas: we have had 
one at Richmond Hill and we have had one at Quarter 
Bridge, but what they have measured is soil and cow's 
milk. We have had no measure of dioxin in the atmosphere, 
absolutely none whatsoever. We do not know what is 
coming out of the power station and falling on those poor  

people in South Douglas. (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) We 
are told that the sulphur coming out is less than it was, but 
we do not know what else is in there. How can we be sure 
that one small measure of increase is not going to contribute 
to the ill-health for those people, for instance, (Messrs 
Duggan and Cretney: Hear, hear.) without the assessment 
and without gathering background levels. We may be 
surprised. We may find the background levels are so low 
that that tiny portion of dioxin produced by the state-of-
the-art incinerator will not make a hoot of a difference -
fine. Nevertheless, we may find the level of toxins in the 
human body in some of our population, particularly the 
people in South Douglas, for instance, might be very high 
and, yes, they might be contributed by cigarette smoking. 
They might be attributable to the power station effluent; 
they might be attributable to the vehicle emissions; there 
might be a whole raft of things that are bringing them up 
to a certain level, but if that level is high why add to it? 
(Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) 

A Member: We have to reduce it. 

Mrs Cannell: Now, one thing that has not come out is 
that dioxin is more than three times higher for a young 
child as compared to that of an adult on body weight basis. 
Now, we have an assessed body weight. We have no figures 
or stats on body weight. Babies - the average daily intake 
of a nursing baby, a breast-feeding baby, is 100 times 
greater. The risk of dioxins passing from the mother's body 
through the placenta into an unborn child, effects on the 
central nervous system, have all been discovered in 
America in the normal population - that is to say, not a 
deprived area. What has not come out here today, or has 
not been acknowledged, is you may be thinking there is 
only one minuscule part that is going to be contributed to 
a thousand already out there. It is not going to bother us. 
We should be thinking ahead, because what happens is the 
dioxin exposure occurs over a lifetime. That is in essence 
what is contained within this report. It is saying that the 
levels are going down in the environment but they are 
increasing and being contained within the body, and we 
are not getting rid of those. (Mr Downie interjecting) When 
we have children we are passing them on to the child who 
then is taking in more, so as we go through the generations, 
two, three, generations ahead, those children could have 
an exceedingly high dioxin level within their body because 
it is contained within the fat. That is the point. We have 
got them. All of us have got it. All of us have got dioxin in 
our bodies, but we do not know what the level is. 

What I am asking here in my motion is to wait for the 
results of this to come out. Now, at the moment it is being 
evaluated by a scientific peer group. It has gone to the 
peer group; they are looking at it. There is a schedule and 
they are hoping to come out at the end of July this year. If 
they do not come out at the end of July this year you can 
bet your bottom dollar it will be this year because the 
findings are so serious. (Interjections) 

Now then, we have heard in this debate about the 
department's two eminent advisers, Professor Blain and 
Dr Floyd. Well, let me tell you, hon. members, there were 
only a handful of us there at the video link. We were only 
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given a very short time in which to place questions and 
when I had more than three I was told I had had my fair 
share. 'You have had your fair share, Mrs Cannell.' That is 
not good enough. I had other questions I wanted to ask 
and I was told, 'Oh well, that's it, sorry. You have got to 
get out. The press are due in now.' 

Mr Downie: You should have come to the public 
inquiry. 

We have heard about the memory effects. Memory 
effects have been reported as a particular difficulty in  

systems. Now, our own director of public health is 
concerned about this, where a wet scrubber is used as the 
final gas-cleaning step after dioxin removal by absorption. 
The large surfaces of polymer material in linings and 
packages can accumulate dioxins causing difficulties to 
obtain emissions below the limit value of 0.1 
nanogrammes. Now, that is interesting, isn't it? They set 
theirs at 0.1; our Minister for the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment says ours is 0.5. Why 
should ours be higher? 

Dr Floyd, another one of the department's experts, who 
was supposing to be giving us advice and allaying our fears, 
rested on his proof of evidence also, so let us take a look at 
his proof of evidence. It is interesting: at the time of writing 
his report for the 1998 public inquiry he cited the USEPA 
report as the most comprehensive study to date. He recognised 
it was the most comprehensive study undertaken by the most 
eminent scientists in the world and that it was a government-
run agency financed by government. Now then, he said all 
sorts of things to try and sell the incinerator to us. He actually 
said very little on the health implications, and what he did 
say he would nervously try and qualify with the salesmanship 
of an incinerator. But it is interesting that at the time he was 
writing his report and Professor Blain was writing his report 
in their laboratory working on their model and their 
predictions and their theories in 1998, right outside their 
window the local authority were contaminating pathways, 
thereby contaminating allotments in Newcastle in the Byker 
area. I asked them on the video link, 'Were you aware that 
your area was being contaminated at the time of writing you 
report?' Oh no, no - very jumpy they were; very, very jumpy. 

Going back to Professor Blain, in 3.1 he makes it quite 
clear in his introduction; he says, 'Incineration is a 
combustion process which under ideal conditions yields 
emissions of carbon dioxide and water vapour only. 
However, most combustion processes are not ideal and 
partial combustion may take place. This is what the good 
doctor is concerned about because you get spikes - you 
get times when the plant does not work, it breaks down; 
you get times when you have to stop the plant working in 
order to give it a service, give it a clean. There are times 
when that is happening and that has to happen, because 
you cannot keep an engine running for 25 years non-stop. 
It has to stop to be cleaned, to receive repair. It is the cooling 
down and it is the heating up that is the danger. The dioxins 
form between 200 and 500 degrees centigrade and they 
collect and those are the micro-particulates that the good 
doctor is concerned about. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.) He 
further went on to say in 3.3 . . . Now, we have heard lots 
of propaganda in the last three weeks about almost zero 
emissions, that our incinerator will be 99.9 per cent safe, 
when in 3.3 of Professor Blain's evidence he says 'It is 
impossible to reduce level of emissions to zero.' He further 
admits, 'The finer the dust, the smaller the size determines 
how far they penetrate into the respiratory system' - I am 
quoting him here. 'The finest micro-particulates' - now 
this is the key, because the higher the engineering standards 
today - and I admit they are higher and they are emitting 
less pollution than they did 5, 10, 15, 20 years ago. I agree 
with you there; I will concede to that because that is fact. 
The problem is, the higher the engineering standards of 

Mrs Cannell: What Professor Blain said at the very 
beginning of his video link was, he rests on his proof of 
evidence submitted at the public inquiry in 1998. There is 
nothing in his proof of evidence that he would wish to 
change and his case was resting on his proof of evidence. 
So let us look at his proof of evidence. In 4.2 he said 
`Population health data is not available. Preliminary review 
cannot be made of the health of the population living 
around Richmond Hill or within a five-kilometre radius 
of the proposed site.' He went on 'The proposed incinerator 
could be perceived as having a potentially direct effect on 
the health of the population living down-wind.' Now, it is 

• interlaced with 'perceived' and 'potentially'. That is to 
cover himself because he cannot be sure, and why can't 
he be sure? Because he works in a laboratory and this whole 
model, this whole incinerator, is based on a laboratory 
model. That is what it is, hon. members; that is what he is 
basing his predictions on. They ultimately have to be 
validated following operational data of the incinerator. It 
is all theory, it is all perceived, it is all presumption and, 
further, his predictions are based on 'provided everything 
works in an ideal situation' - in other words, provided the 
high engineering standards are maintained, provided we 
do not have certain weather conditions and everything is 
perfect, provided this, provided that and provided the other. 
He is waiting for the incinerator to be built, then he can 
check his figures against the predictions that he has made. 

What is very important, though, is the issue of particulates, 
and in 7.7 of Professor Blain's proof of evidence he said 
`The size and chemical nature of particulates are important 
characteristics. The size of the particulate firstly determines 
how far they will travel in the atmosphere. The size also 
determines the extent to which particulates penetrate the 
respiratory system. It is recognised that particulates act as 
carriers of other chemicals, that the other chemicals actually 
stick to them. The smaller they are, the micro-particulates of 
2.5 nanogrammes or smaller attract other particulates which 
stick to them. He recognised that, and he says because they 
are carriers of other chemicals they may thus be an additional 
health risk. That is what we are looking at here today. In 
summary, at 9.2, he said 'Ground level concentrations are 
predictions based on models and must ultimately be validated 
by operational. . .' That was in 9.2 of his proof of evidence. 

Galway in Ireland has taken this report extremely seriously. 
What they have done is they are asking for independent, 
professional evaluation of this EPA report when it has 
undertaken peer review. They have put a moratorium on theirs; 
that is what the Irish ministers have done. 
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today's machines, the smaller and finer those particulates 
are - the very fine aerosol dust that is coming out.' 

A Member: What is the problem then? 

Mrs Cannell: They are smaller, they are more toxic, 
they are actually more lethal because they breathed in more 
easily. They actually get stuck in the narrow bronchi in the 
chest, from where they cannot be coughed up. 

Mr Quine: Senior Service. 

Mrs Cannell: I asked Professor Blain about mercury: 
`What are you going to do about mercury."Oh, that is 
very difficult,' he said. 'We cannot put that in an 
incinerator,' but he did not offer an explanation as to what 
else he could do with it. 

The incinerator is planned to run 24 hours a day, 365 
days a year for 25 years. 

Mr Downie: It is not going to stop for a repair then. 

Mrs Cannell: You measure the contribution that that 
may make to ill health. It is immeasurable. 

Mr Cannell: Pass me a Woodbine! 

Mrs Cannell: Right. Now then, in the final conclusion 
of the Professor Blain's proof of evidence he said, and I 
quote, 'Provided the installation functions to high 
engineering standards proposed, 10.2, however this health 
risk assessment is dependent on the accuracy of the 
dispersion model results.' Now, this model he has been 
working at in the laboratory is based on the figures that he 
has been given by whoever has been putting together the 
figures and he did say also in his proof of evidence the 
figures he has got are crude; they are crude figures. Now, 
provided that they measure up, provided they are accurate, 
we should be okay. This is where the uncertainty lies, 
because I know the good doctor has done his figures and 
taken advice from other toxicologists and they are coming 
up with different figures to Professor Blain's. He describes 
them as crude. He describes the monitoring as crude. I 
asked him about the 2.5 micro-particulates, whether or not 
. . . because he mentioned particulates in his proof of 
evidence, but he never mentioned size. 'What is your view 
on the 2.5 micro-particulates?"0h, yes', he said, 'They 
are being studied, there are reports on them.' He mentioned 
a very powerful committee of scientists who are actually 
studying it. What was the conclusion? He could not say, 
and do you know why? He said 'The jury is out. I do not 
want it to sound like a sop,' he said, 'but the jury is out.' 
So he could not give us any assurance there. 

Can I just throw into this final summing up here, talking 
about the department's so-called advisers and consultants, 
we had another presentation where it started off with a 
good number of hon. members covering it and it ended up 
with three and then there were just two of us from half 
past twelve until four o'clock one day, and we were 
introduced to the incinerator salesman - I beg your pardon, 
sorry, the department's consultant on incinerators, a fellow  

from Denmark. I pushed him about his examination on 
recycling and costs and evaluations, and do you know what 
he said to me, hon. members? I quote, 'It is cheaper to 
recycle and export to the United Kingdom than to landfill' 
and I would have said this in broken English, but basically 
what he meant was, if we maximised recycling and it was 
washed and it was clean and it was separated and then 
collected, we could market that, it was cheaper to send 
that to the United Kingdom as a recyclable material to a 
market than it would be to landfill. 

Now, we know that landfill in the Isle of Man is not an 
ideal solution. That is why we should have been putting in 
place this type of policy years ago, even if it meant you are 
stock-piling milk cartons, plastics, cans, whatever it was, 
provided they are in good condition and you piled them up 
until you had a container and then you could have shipped 
them off-Island. If it cost you to do that, to be marketed 
somewhere else, then so what? It would have saved you on 
landfill. That is what you should be doing now. That is what 
the department should have done if it could find its way. But 
he said that and I find that quite an admission. 

Now, further, the hon. minister said today that his 
incinerator will meet with the highest possible European 
standards, and if new standards come in, then ours will 
fulfil the new standards. What he did not say, hon. 
members, is that if this incinerator needs a refit, which is 
highly likely because the EU is moving and tightening up 
pollution, it is highly likely if you bought today that in 
five years or less you would have to tighten up. What the 
hon. minister did not say, hon. members, was who would 
pay for the refit? This was a question that we put at the last 
presentation, and we were advised by the department's 
eminent lawyer, which I assume was from off-Island, 'Well, 
that is unsure. We are not sure whether if would be 
government or whether if would be the incinerator 
operator.' Major refit had to take place quite recently in a 
place in the United Kingdom. It was quoted £9 million for 
a refit and it turned out to be £28 million. That is what we 
are looking at here and that was Sheffield. That was an 
energy from waste plant in Sheffield and that happened 
very recently. 

Now then, let us have a look at landfill and disposal of 
ash, shall we? 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, is this a summing up? 

The President: Hon. members, I have been following 
the clock, hon. member, if you will just resume your seat 
for one moment, and I have been trying to be very fair this 
afternoon. I have now given you exactly the same time as 
the minister had to tell us who he agreed and disagreed 
with. Can I ask that in fact you bring your remarks speedily 
to conclusion if you can? 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President, I just think 
there is just a little bit of uncertainty in relation to the 
disposal route. 

The President: All right. 

Mrs Cannell: The two eminent scientists did not identify 
a safe disposal route. Now, hon. members should be aware 
of this. The department assumes that this is going to be the 
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UK Environmental Agency which is going to take the fly 
ash, and a request for that has been made. A letter has been 
forthcoming, we understand, but when we spoke about it at 
the last presentation nobody had seen the letter of 
confirmation. Now, the letter from the UK Environmental 
Agency is basing this decision provided on all sorts of things. 
This is under the Basle Convention, Mr President. The Basle 
Convention runs out 31st December 2000. Once that runs 
out, under that agreement we can make a request to export 
our highly toxic fly ash. If that is not done, then we have to 
make a duly motivated request to have it exported off-Island, 
but in order to do that we have to have in place import and 
export of waste regulations. That is one piece of legislation. 
I am not going to name the rest, but if the list is like that that 
we will need in place to dispose. 

Now, let me just give you the latest in landfill options. I 
do not suppose the department will be very pleased with 
me here because I have acquired information that is not in 
the public arena and has been prevented from. . . Well, 
members have not seen it. The hon. member for Peel 
alluded to something similar earlier in her contribution and 
she is right, because I have come across other pieces of 
literature which we have not seen. 

The landfill options - Turkeylands is out of the question 
due to an extension of operation by the current users for a 
number of years. This is the bottom ash and anything else. 
The department would, however, need to build this site up 
again above the water table, if it ever because available, so 
it is out of the question. Ballahara sand pit is out of the 
question because of limited space. 

A Member: What has all this to do with the motion? 

Mrs Cannell: Wright's Pit East has been subject to an 
application to extend its life, which I understand is 
approximately seven years. Now, the planning inquiry was 
held on 15th May and we still await the outcome of that. As 
far as is possible, it seems likely that it will be Wright's Pit 
Fast that will be used for bottom ash from the incinerator. 
You have had assurances in here, hon. members for Ramsey, 
from the minister. I have a document here which is in black 
and white, which is from meetings with the department, so if 
you want evidence I can give it to you. 

Finally - if I can just find it - and I am sorry, but members 
have gone on a long time and I have sat very patiently and 
listened to you all. 

Members: Oh! 

Mr Cannell: Pots and kettles. 

Mrs Cannell: I would ask hon. members to think on 
this! 

Mr Cretney: She knows what she is talking about! 

Mr Downie: I hope not! 

Mrs Cannell: RPS Consultants Limited have been hired 
by the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment to advise them on waste and waste arisings;  

indeed, they produced and wrote a report in October 1999. 
Why hasn't the hon. minister let members see that report? 
I will tell you why: because it is rather damning. It criticises 
the department's ability to manage landfill. It criticises 
the department's ability - 

Mr Downie: We do that every week! 

Mrs Cannell: - to manage waste arisings, to recognise 
what they are and to separate them; it criticises the 
department's ability to even imagine to operate or even 
instigate a mass burn incinerator. I have got a paper here 
with the conclusions of that report which were leaked to 
me this morning. 

Mr Downie: Did it come from America with the other 
one? 

Mrs Cannell: No, they were leaked. It was actually 
leaked to me. I have no idea of the source, but I have 
checked it out and it is genuine. It is very damning, but 
why haven't we had a copy of this report? 

Mr Downie: Read it out then. 

Mrs Cannell: Why haven't we? If there was time I 
would read it out. I would read it out if Mr President gives 
me permission. It is very damning. 

Mr Downie: Keep going before he stops you. 

Mr Brown: Go on then. 

Mrs Cannell: It is very damning. 

Mr Downie: Keep going then. 

Mrs Cannell: 'The lack of reliable waste arisings data 
for a number of waste streams on the Island precludes the 
efficient and economic management of waste. This gives 
cause for concern for a wide range of issues, including 
long-term planning of the waste disposal facility at 
Wright's Pit East, landfill site in particular, void capacity 
and operational life, doubts regarding total waste arisings 
and the associated incinerable fraction for the Island to 
make it difficult to plan and design the Island's incinerator 
facility with an appropriate level of confidence. This makes 
projections difficult with regard to the quality of waste still 
requiring disposal at landfill. In addition - 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, a point of order, please. 
Standing order 3.16(1), 'When any motion is before 
Tynwald a motion may be made that the motion now be 
put.' I so move. 

Mrs Cannell: Getting close to the bone! 

Mrs Hannan: There is such a thing as freedom of 
speech. 

Mr Karran: There is such a thing as freedom of speech. 
The hon. member has got the floor; she should be allowed 
to finish. 
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The President: Hon. members, in fairness I asked the 
hon. member for East Douglas to draw her conclusions to a 
close some seven, eight minutes since. She is now actually 
introducing new information to this Court which is in a reply 
to the debate and in actual fact it should not be happening at 
this particular stage of the debate to be introducing new 
measures, and I propose to put to the Court the motion moved 
by the hon. member for Onchan that the motion be now put. 
Will those in favour that the motion be now put please say 
aye; against, no. The noes have it. Divide. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Henderson, Bell, Corkill and 
Cannell - 5 

Against: Messrs Quine, North, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Brown, Houghton, Cretney, Duggan, Braidwood, Mrs 
Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, Mrs Hannan, 
Messrs Singer, Karran, Gelling and the Speaker - 16 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion fails to carry 
in the House of Keys with 5 votes in favour and 16 votes 
against. 

In the Council - 

For: None. 

Against: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann, 
Messrs Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian, Messrs 
Delaney and Crowe - 9 

The President: Now, hon. members, the voting is 
unanimously against in the Council, so the motion to be 
put is lost and I invite the hon. member for East Douglas 
to continue, (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) but I would remind 
her that she should not be introducing new measures, and 
can I suggest to her it may be helpful to the Court if she 
does try to bring her remarks to a conclusion. 

Mr Brown: Before you do, Mr President, may I raise a 
matter under standing order 3.23(7) please, sir, and your 
ruling? 

The President: Standing order 3.23(7)? Tell me what 
it is, first. 

Mr Delaney: Circulation of documents, Mr President. 

The President: In actual fact, hon. member, the hon. 
member for Castletown is right in that ruling and I would 
ask the hon. member not to circulate anything further out 
of the papers which she was referring to when we stopped 
her in mid-flow previously. 

Mrs Cannell: Right, thank you, Mr President. Well, in 
view of that, what I will do to help hon. members is 
photocopy this particular piece of evidence and I will  

circulate it (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) to every individual 
member of this hon. Court, including your good self, sir, 
(Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) because it is essential and it is 
very important. (Mr Brown: Hear, hear.) 

I will finish by saying - I am just winding up - some 
hon. members are aware of this and others are not - on 5th 
June I wrote and signed my letter 'urgent' and addressed 
it to the Chief Minister, and I asked him in relation to the 
video link presentation which was scheduled for 7th June 
at the Manx Museum seminar. I expressed my extreme 
concern that this meeting had been put together in such a 
rushed manner, because that was the first opportunity, hon. 
members, some of us had anyway of looking at this whole 
project. I urged him, because we are common people 
representing common people and do not have the necessary 
scientific expertise, please to allow to be in attendance the 
director of public health and also a toxicologist, and I 
recommended who that toxicologist might be. I urged him 
to do that. I also was concerned that we were being given 
only 30 or 45 minutes in which to put our concerns and 
questions and, particularly as they rested on the proof of 
evidence, to actually question that proof of evidence. That 
was hand-delivered to his office on that date. 

The next morning I had not received a response and I 
had to chase up the Chief Minister's offices to find out 
when he would respond, bearing in mind the time factor, 
because DoLGE had actually arranged the video link very 
quickly and so there was very little time. The toxicologist, 
I thought, would provide us with a balanced atmosphere, 
a balanced viewpoint so that we could make a balanced 
judgement because we would have not only Professor Blain 
and Dr Floyd and their theory, but we would have a 
practising toxicologist and his findings and on top of that 
we would have our own director of public health there to 
act as the go-between to assist hon. members in 
understanding the implications further so that they could 
make a well-balanced, well-informed decision if and when 
the hon. minister brought forward the incineration money 
vote, which of course he subsequently did. 

I eventually got a 'phone call from the secretary of the 
Chief Minister, who was very nice to deal with and very 
polite and was very understanding, and she came back and 
she said to me that she would do her best to get a reply. Now, 
the toxicologist that I wanted to give us the benefit of his 
experience would have to have travelled over from Liverpool 
so that is where the time was urgent, because he would have 
to book his flight to come over. Eventually I got a reply which 
was faxed through the following day and it said, 'Dear Brenda, 
thank you for your letter regarding the incineration 
presentation at the Manx Museum tomorrow. I have spoken 
to Walter Gilbey and he assures me that there will be ample 
time for members to discuss Doctor Blain's views at the video 
conference link. Yours sincerely.' 

Hon. members, I have done my best to try and provide 
for all of us, myself included, the necessary expertise to 
be able to make a fully balanced decision on this whole 
debate - on the EPA report, on the technology for the 
incinerator, on the health implications or otherwise for the 
Isle of Man. I tried to provide that opportunity for you and 
it was ignored. We have been getting one side of the story 
and one side of the story only, and it is almost as though 

• 

• 

• 

Incineration — US Environmental Agency Draft Report — Evaluation — Debate Concluded — Amended Motion Carried • 



TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 21st JUNE 2000 	 T877 

`Dare you challenge what we put to you. Dare you provide 
another side to this. Just accept what we are doing, like it 
or lump it.lInterjection) Well, I believe members will not 
like or lump it. 

I would ask members to please support the motion as 
written. The EPA report covers everything; it is the dioxins, 
but it is also coming out with a series of measures, and let 
us not forget, in my opening remarks I made the point, if 
members were listening, that they were critical of the lack 
of data on background levels. Their remit extends to 
bringing forward recommendations of how we could 
correct that situation. They will come forward and give 
ideas of how we balance, how we judge, how we assess 
body weight and how we monitor and how we conduct 
background levels. They will embrace the whole thing. It 
is not just focusing on dioxin. There is a whole string of 
measures and they have to deliver, and they have to deliver 
this year. I beg to move, sir. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is that 
printed at 36 on your order paper and to that there is an 
amendment in the name of the hon. member for Castletown, 
Mr Brown, and equally circulated to you all. Will those in 
favour of the amendment, please say aye; against, no. The 
noes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Brown, Houghton, Cretney, Braidwood, Downie, Bell, 
Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 13 

Against: Messrs North, Henderson, Duggan, Mrs Cannell, 
Mr Shimmin, Mrs Hannan , Messrs Singer and 
Karran - 8 

The Speaker: Mr President, the amendment carries in 
the House of Keys, 13 votes in favour and 8 against. 

In the Council - 

lik 	For: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Messrs 
Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 7 

Against: Messrs Lowey and Delaney -2 

The President: With 7 votes cast for in the Council, 2 
votes against; the amendment therefore carries, hon. 
members, and I put to you the motion on the order paper 
as amended. Will those in favour please say aye; against, 
no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:  

Against: Messrs Henderson, Duggan, Mrs Cannell and 
Mr Singer - 4 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the 
House of Keys, 17 votes in favour and 4 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Messrs 
Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian, and Mr Crowe - 7 

Against: Messrs Lowey and Delaney - 2 

The President: Again, hon. members, 7 - 2 in the 
Council. The motion as amended therefore carries. 

Procedural 

The President: Now, hon. members, we have two 
further items on our order paper and, being conscious of 
the clock, I have spoken or had a communication with the 
hon. member, Mr Henderson, who I understand will be in 
agreement to withdraw his item on the order paper subject 
to a level of precedence when setting the agenda paper for 
next month. 

Members: Agreed. 

Mr Henderson: Yes, please, Mr President. 

The President: And I understand from Mr Karran that 
he is equally prepared so to do in relation to his item on 
the agenda paper at 38. 

In that case, hon. members, that draws to a conclusion 
our order paper for today. Council will now withdraw and 
leave the House of Keys to transact such business as Mr 
Speaker may place before them. Thank you, hon. members. 

House of Keys 
The Speaker: Hon. members, of the House of Keys, 

the House will now adjourn until Tuesday next, 27th June, 
at 10 a.m. in our own chamber. Thank you, hon. members. 

The Court adjourned at 6.59 p.m. 

CORRIGENDUM 

Tynwald Court (20 June 2000), p. T811, column 2, line 
19, for `[SD No 186/00] please substitute 
[SD No 185/00]. 
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ID The President: I call upon the Minister for Education, 
the hon. member for Garff, Mr Rodan. 

Mr Rodan: Thank you, Mr President. The appraisal of 
the need for sporting facilities and the suitability of the 
land at Johnny Watterson's Lane is still ongoing and will 
be for some period yet. 

I would refer the hon. member to my answer previously 
given to a similar question in February in another place in 
which it was indicated that the department was indeed 
actively assessing these issues with a view to considering 
a scheme for inclusion in the department's capital 
programme in due course. Since then consultations have 
been taking place with officials from Douglas Corporation 
to establish potential areas of common use and further 
discussions with head teachers in the Douglas area will 
take place to identify requirements. 

Mr Houghton: In view of his department's justifiable 
plans to extend the playground and car park onto the sports 
field at St Ninian's school, would he be willing, though, to 
pursue this matter a bit more vigorously than is actually 
being done and report back to this Court in October with a 
statement on the issue? 

Mr Rodan: Mr President, while the hon. member quite 
correctly refers to improved facilities at St Ninian's, which 
is the subject of a further item on the agenda, he will also 
be aware, I am sure, that while the creation of playing-
fields at Johnny Watterson's Lane would be a welcome 
addition to the availability of many venues which currently 
comprise, for example, Tromode and the NSC and Noble's 
Park, there are already problems caused by the need for 
classes of pupils to travel from school to these venues. 
When one considers that out of a 50-minute lesson 20 
minutes can be spent in travel, leaving only a very small 
amount of time actually available for sport, I think it is 
obvious that the problems caused by the need for pupils to 
travel will need to be very carefully evaluated as a prime 
consideration before actually proceeding with this option 
and it is on that particular issue that we intend to focus in 
our discussion with head teachers. So I would not like at 
this stage just to give the member a precise date when it 
would be possible to report on the outcome of such 
discussions. 

Incinerator Policy — Disposal of Toxic Ash —
Question by Mr Singer 

The President: Item 14, the hon. member for Ramsey, 
Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment: 

If approval is given by Tynwald to pursue the 
department's present incinerator policy - 

(a) where does the department plan to landfill 
the toxic ash; 

(b) how many tons of toxic ash will be produced 
each year from the incinerator; 

(c) what will be the main constituents of the ash; 
and 

(d) what is the estimated cost of preparing and 
managing the toxic ash landfill site properly? 

The President: The Minister for Local Government and 
the Environment, Mr Gilbey, to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, there would be no toxic ash 
produced by the incinerator. Outputs would fall into two 
broad areas, one bottom ash. This is the burnt fraction of 
the domestic waste. Its main constituents are partly-melted 
glass, metals and ash. This constitutes some 10 per cent of 
the input and would amount to around 6,000 tonnes each 
year. It is intended that most of this material, after suitable 
processing, will be reused as an aggregate substitute in 
building blocks or road construction. 

The second is flue gas treatment residues. This is a 
highly alkaline material arising from the cleaning of the 
flue gas. This process uses lime as the binding material, 
hence the high alkalinity. This material, approximately 
2,000 tonnes each year, will be exported for landfilling in 
England. The geology of the Island does not lend itself to 
the provision of a site which could accept flue gas treatment 
residues. The bottom ash could be treated as an inert 
material, therefore the cost would be predominantly 
covered by the cost of land acquisition if it was used in 
landfilling, but as I have said, it is more likely that it will 
be used in building blocks and road construction. 

Mr Singer: Is the hon. minister aware that there is an 
EU proposal to ban the use of bottom ash for road building 
and does this not indicate that unacceptable waste is present 
in bottom ash? 

Can he tell me whether the British Government has 
agreed to take all the fly ash or only a proportion of it, and 
therefore if that is so, where will he put the rest of the fly 
ash? 

And finally, as he quoted to me that if the incinerator 
was built there would be no lorries travelling through 
Ramsey to Bride any more, can he therefore explain to me 
why a report to the Richmond Hill consultative committee 
said that the department would be unable to use 
Turkeylands, there was only limited space at Ballaharra 
sandpit, and therefore can he explain to me where any 
bottom ash and other landfill will be taken in the future? 

Mr Gilbey: Well, Mr President, regarding the bottom 
ash, I will not answer the first question because I am not 
in a position to do so with complete accuracy. 

Regarding the flue ash it is almost certain that we shall 
shortly enter into an agreement for not flue ash, flue gas 
treatment residues. It is almost certain that we shall enter 
into an agreement whereby these can be shipped to the 
adjacent isles to be dealt with. 
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liaison committee, I cannot comment without having seen 
the minutes, et cetera, but as I said before, we very much 
hope that the bottom ash will be used in a constructive 
way for building blocks, et cetera and not just tipped 
anywhere, but if it is tipped, as I have said, it can be treated 
as an inert material. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, can the hon. minister 
provide any kind of substantiation in relation to the 
comment he made in his opening remarks that no toxic 
ash is produced by a mass burn incinerator and can we 
have copies of that substantive material? 

Further, if his department is advised via the EU that 
they are unable to regard the bottom ash as inert material 
for the production of building blocks or anything else, 
where then does he propose to actually landfill this 
particular bottom ash? Would he agree with me that his 
department has identified one landfill option and that is 
Wright's Pit East, which would ensure vehicles carrying 
such toxic bottom ash will be going through Kirk Michael 
Village and Ramsey for the foreseeable future if this project 
were to go ahead? 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I was totally correct in saying 
there will be no toxic ash because that is not the correct 
definition and as I try and be accurate in what I say I like 
to keep to correct definitions and the correct definitions 
are bottom ash and flue gas treatment residues. 

Regarding the fear that anything might be put in 
Wright's Pit East, this is completely unfounded because 
there has just been a planning decision by an independent 
inspector which makes it quite clear that that pit will have 
to be closed down as soon as an incinerator is operational 
and be properly restored. So there can be absolutely no 
question of anything of the nature referred to being taken 
there. 

Mr Rimington: Would the minister tell this Court 
whether he is aware of the figures given in the 
environmental impact assessment of his department by the 
Fichtner consultant engineers which clearly show that there 
are elements within the bottom ash, heavy metals, furans, 
dioxins, PCBs, as published by his department? 

Also would the minister explain how he has just said 
that there are only going to be 6,000 tonnes of bottom ash 
when in the evidence to the inquiry that figure was given 
as significantly higher, round about 15,000 tonnes dry 
weight and more as a wet weight? 

Would the minister also take on board that if he intends 
to use such ash for construction purposes there is a cost 
involved with the plant required to take that ash and then 
so use it? 

Mr Gilbey: Dealing in reverse order, of course there 
would be some cost in using it for construction purposes 
but there would be an economic benefit obviously because 
the material could be used instead of other material. 

I am afraid I cannot comment accurately on the other 
points because I have not got all the details here and I am 
not prepared to make statements that may not be accurate. 

I heard somebody say, `Tut-tut.' Quite frankly, if you had 
all the details on these matters you could have a book an 
inch thick. (Mrs Cannell interjecting) 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, could the minister 
confirm that the flue gas treatment residue, all of the 
residue, will be exported to the UK under the bilateral 
agreement with the UK under a duly motivated request 
and this will continue after the bilateral agreement has been 
renewed? 

Also could he confirm that with the bottom ash, once it 
has been weathered, and this is the main criterion, there is 
no problem in using it in road construction? 

Mr Gilbey: I would like to thank the hon. member for 
that most helpful question. He is absolutely correct. He 
has studied these matters in great detail and has certain 
technical knowledge about them and what he says is 
absolutely correct. 

The President: A final supplementary, the hon. member 
for Ramsey, Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you. Could I therefore ask the hon. 
minister is he then confirming to us that he is absolutely 
positive that the UK Government will take the ash that is 
to be exported, that they will take the full amount of this? 
And whilst he promises me that nothing will go into 
Wrights Pit's East, and accepting that, can he also confirm 
to me that nothing will go into Wright's Pit North nor any 
other sites where stone is being extracted on a continual 
basis in Bride? 

Mr Gilbey: Yes, I am not going to say I am absolutely 
certain about anything because you can never be absolutely 
certain about anything but I am as certain as I reasonably 
can be that we shall enter into an agreement and have it 
signed quite soon with the UK Government under which 
they will take all the flue gas treatment residues, but I 
should make it perfectly clear that the whole world is 
looking for a way of making these more acceptable and 
safer and when that is discovered if a way is found where 
small quantities could be treated we may then do that. 

Now, regarding Bride, as I have said, there is no 
intention whatsoever regarding Wright's Pit East and 
certainly I think one of the last places we would want to 
go to put anything is Wright's Pit North for the simple 
reason of proximity. As I am sure the hon. member knows, 
one of the key policies of waste disposal is proximity. You 
try to dispose of waste as near to the places where it is 
produced as you can and certainly Bride is one of the 
furthest places from where it is produced. If we had to tip 
this material into any kind of pit, although as I have said 
before I hope that will not be the case and the hon. member 
for East Douglas has made it quite clear why it should not 
be the case, but if we had to we would obviously try and 
find somewhere far closer to the incinerator rather than 
carrying it all the way to Bride and over quite unsuitable 
roads for the last part of the journey. 

• 
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Waste Arisings Report — Publication — 
Question by Mr Rimington 

The President: Item 15, the hon. member for Rushen, 
Mr Rimington. 

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave 
to ask the Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment: 

Will you make both volumes of the RPS Cairns Final 
Report on Waste Arisings (October 1999) publicly 
available? 

The President: Again, I call on the Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment, Mr Gilbey, to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, there were two reports 
commissioned by RPS Cairns: Land Waste Database and 
Waste Arising Study. The former examined waste 
management systems and recommended the installation 
of a weighbridge at Wright's Pit East. The latter report, 
when finally completed, was totally out of date. That report 
was used and intended to give accurate figures for totals 
of waste arisings in connection with the integrated 
incinerator facility project. 

The information from this report, together with 
calculations based on population numbers, produced 
figures which, when checked with information gained from 
the weighbridge computer, proved to be highly inaccurate. 
By the time the final report was produced the requirement 
for it had indeed passed. It has never been published for 
this reason and also because it contains several statements, 
which could be used to generate more work for the 
consultant, which could easily be quoted out of context. 

Incineration — Breakdown of Costs — 
Question by Mr Duggan 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, I beg leave, sir, to ask the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment: 

What is the breakdown of costs included in the sum 
of £42.69 million for the proposed incinerator? 

The President: Again the hon. member Mr Gilbey to 
reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I am very sorry that the hon. 
member was not able to take the opportunity of attending 
the briefing session provided for members of Tynwald on 
13th June this year at which members of the project team 
and the department's technical and legal advisers were able 
to brief Tynwald members in some detail on the proposed 
scheme and answer questions from those who attended. 

It should be noted that this matter is an item which the 
department hopes will be presented to this hon. Court for 
approval at a near future date. 

The financial motion which was withdrawn from the 
agenda for the June sitting of Tynwald was for the sum of 
£42,690,000. At the presentation to Tynwald members a 
breakdown of such costs was provided by representatives 
of the project team. However, this detail was provided on 
the basis of the information being commercially sensitive 
until such time as Tynwald approval to the scheme had 
been obtained. 

The hon. member should have received a copy of the 
slides presented to members of Tynwald on 13th June and 
I would refer him to that document which details the 
information he is seeking. However, should the hon. 
member wish any further clarification, then the 
department's officers would be more than pleased to supply 
this to him. 

There are of course further financial implications for 
the proposed scheme which it is not possible to answer in 
response to a question related to capital cost alone. I would 
therefore request that hon. members accept the future 
opportunity which the department will provide to give them 
more information and clarification for the scheme, its 
technical, legal and financial implications. 

I must stress that the department wants to ensure that 
all hon. members have the maximum amount of 
information available to them, but as I have stressed, for 
very clear commercial reasons some of this has to be 
confidential to hon. members at the present time. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, could I ask the minister, 
sir, does the figure £42.69 million include the system for 
the utilisation of the heat? 

Also could I ask again - Mr Corkill has more or less 
replied before - could you assure the Court that there have 
been no contracts whatsoever signed? 

Mr Gilbey: I can absolutely assure this hon. Court that 
no contracts whatever have been signed and the whole of 
the Council of Ministers are well aware of that and I can 
see the Treasury minister nodding his head in concurrence 
because that is the case. 

Regarding the use of electricity, the total cost includes 
the production of electricity at the plant. 

Mr Lowey: Would the minister confirm that the costs 
are the actual cost of the incinerator and nothing to do 
with the ancillary cost of exporting waste off-Island? And, 
Mr President, could I have your ruling that seminars and 
briefings held by departments are no substitute for 
accountability to this Court? 

Mr Duggan and Mrs Connell: Hear, hear. 

The President: I would agree to the final point. The 
hon. minister to reply to the first point. 

Mr Gilbey: I rather missed the first point. 

Mr Duggan: You missed the whole lot, I think. 

ID The President: Item 16, the hon. member for Douglas 
South, Mr Duggan. 
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question paper, £42.69 million, does not include any extra 
costs incurred by the department in exporting residual 
waste off-Island? 

Mr Gilbey: The residual waste will be exported by the 
operators. It is not a capital cost in any case. 

Regarding the point, Mr President, of your ruling, the 
reason is that there are always some confidential matters 
and until a contract is signed with one party or another or 
until it is not signed quite definitely it is quite wrong that 
their price should be available to other tenderers. 

Radio Transmission Facility at Cranstal, 
Bride — Health Implications of Cross Field 

Antenna — Question by Mr Quine 

The President: We turn then to item 17, hon. members. 
I call upon the hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine. 

Mr Quine: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health 
and Social Security: 

(1) Has the director of public health formed an opinion 
on the health implications, if any, of the proposed 
radio transmission facility at Cranstal, Bride, which 
would be required to use a cross field antenna; 

(2) what, if any, published reports on the use of cross 
field antenna, as opposed to a conventional antenna, 
has the director of public health studied in 
considering the matter; and 

(3) has your department made, or does it intend to 
make, a submission to the planning inquiry 
established to consider the proposed development? 

The President: On this occasion we call for the Minister 
for Health and Social Security, Mrs Christian. 

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. The director 
of public health has not been provided with a detailed 
specification of the proposed cross field radio antenna to 
be situated at Bride. Nonetheless he has responded to 
inquiries from the Bride Parish Commissioners regarding 
concerns over the potential health risks associated with 
electromagnetic radiation. 

Turning to part (2) of the question, the director of public 
health has undertaken some research of the literature into 
the potential risks of cellular telephone based transmitters. 
A recent uncorroborated report suggests that, while digital 
signals may have some subtle effect on cerebral function, 
there appeared to be no evidence of conventional analogue 
electromagnetic radiation being responsible for any 
significant health risk to a local population. 

The DPH has not specifically researched cross field 
antennae. I am advised that all antennae are designed to 
radiate an electromagnetic field. The precise type of 
antenna is, in his opinion, unlikely to have a specific health  

impact separate from that which might ensue from the 
electromagnetic radiation from the antenna. 

As far as the final part of the question is concerned, it is 
not normal practice for the Department of Health and Social 
Security to be directly represented at planning inquiries. 
However, the Planning Committee is free to seek advice 
from the Department of Health and Social Security on any 
health aspect relevant to any application when this is seen 
as appropriate. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, would the minister agree that 
unless and until it is established that transmissions from 
the proposed broadcasting facility using the cross field 
antenna, until it is established that such radiation emissions 
from that are harmful to the biological systems of human 
beings and animals, then there must remain serious 
reservations on health grounds to the progressing of this 
project? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, it is, I would suggest, 
for the Planning Committee to consider when the 
application comes before them and for the licensing 
authority to consider the conditions which should apply to 
any such antenna, to bear in mind whether or not there are 
any health risks associated with it. The indications that I 
have been given from the director of public health at this 
time, and I did indicate that he has not had the detailed 
specifications in relation to this antenna, are that 
electromagnetic radiation is not in the normal way 
responsible for any significant health risk to the local 
population. I feel quite sure that any planning consideration 
and any persons in the locality who may have evidence to 
the contrary would certainly have that evidence considered 
when the planning application is brought forward. 

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister, Eaghtyrane, as 
there are so few of these antennae worldwide, is there 
information there to either support or reject any sort of 
comment that you have made this morning? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I believe that this nature 
of antenna is very restricted. However, I think what the 
director of public health has been looking.at is essentially 
the effect of such an antenna which is the effect of 
electromagnetic radiation. Now, whether or not there is 
something different about this antenna in relation to that 
radiation I have no idea but he has commented that he 
believes it is unlikely to have any specific health impact 
separate from that which might ensue from electromagnetic 
radiation and there is much research on electromagnetic 
radiation. There are no indications of any significant health 
risk from electromagnetic radiation. 

Mr Quine: I thank the minister for those meaningful 
responses but could I ask her does the director of public 
health understand and accept that the generation of 
electromagnetic radiation from the cross field antenna will 
be substantially greater than that emanating from a 
conventional antenna? 

Secondly, is your director of public health aware of the 
view expressed by the Institute of Electrical Engineers, 

• 

• 
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that there is no robust scientific evidence showing health 
effects on low-level electromagnetic fields on man? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, could I ask the hon. 
member to repeat his final sentence in order that I can 
answer the question? 

Mr Quine: Yes. Is your director of public health aware 
of the product of a working group of the Institute of 
Electrical Engineers which states that there is no robust 
scientific evidence showing health effects on low-level 
electromagnetic fields on the human body, on man. 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I find that statement 
somewhat ambiguous in the sense that it shows that there 
are no health effects. Does that mean that there is no 
evidence that there are health effects or that there is 
evidence that there are no health effects? It is a very 
confusing statement, if I may say. Mr President, this is a 
planning matter. It is for the Planning Committee to 
consider all relevant matters in relation to it. The director 
of public health has indicated that if they wish to seek his 
advice he will endeavour to obtain such expert opinion 
and research as he can in relation to this matter. At this 
stage he has not had a detailed specification of it. 

The indication that the hon. member has given is that 
the electromagnetic fields in relation to this type of antenna 
are very much stronger than normal. I imagine he would 
want to seek information and any papers which are 
available on such a field. Now, the hon. member for Peel 
indicates that maybe there is not much research in that 
regard. I feel quite sure that he and any Planning Committee 
will bear those matters in mind when coming to their 
conclusions. 

The President: The hon. member for Ayre, a final 
supplementary on this question. 

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. Would the 
minister confirm that her director of public health would 
be willing to produce evidence if required to this planning 
inquiry because where else would this evidence come 
from? 

The President: I think she has already given that 
indication but the minister to reply. 

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. I imagine 
that the environmental health department of the department 
of which the hon. member is a member may have a view 
on this issue, but indeed he has indicated that in so far as 
he is able to, if the Planning Committee seek information 
from him he will be pleased to give them what information 
he is able to obtain. 

Household Benefits Scheme — 
Question by Mrs Cannell 

The President: Item 18, I call upon the hon. member 
for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

(1) Are you aware of the household benefits scheme 
shortly to be introduced in the Republic of Ireland, 
which will provide free transport for the elderly, 
carers and those with disabilities together with 
allowances for telephone rental, electricity and 
television licences; and 

(2) will you consider introducing a similar scheme? 

The President: Again it is for the Minister for Health 
and Social Security, Mrs Christian, to reply. 

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. Yes, we do 
have some information about the extra benefits in the 
Republic of Ireland over and above the basic Irish rates of 
pension. The department has no proposals to adopt the Irish 
system of social welfare in the Island. 

As the hon. member is aware, our system is modelled 
on the United Kingdom social security system with 
enhancements which our government has made over and 
above the United Kingdom rates, and she is obviously 
aware that there are significant variations in the pension 
supplement of £18.70 a week, the Christmas bonus of £75 
a year, which covers carers and people on disability benefits 
as well as pensioners, and our rates of child benefit at £17 
for a child under 16 and £25 for a child at school over that 
age which are more generous than both the United 
Kingdom and Ireland. 

I would add it is difficult to compare welfare state 
provision from one country with another and you have to 
be wary of cherry-picking individual items of welfare 
provision. One has to look at the broad picture and I believe 
if we do that in the Isle of Man our welfare structure is as 
comparable with any. 

Mr Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I am inclined to agree with 
the comments made by the hon. health minister but in 
confirming that our basic pension and all the rights 
attributed to pensioners are taken from the United Kingdom 
under the reciprocal agreement, bearing in mind that the 
United Kingdom is about to make massive changes in 
relation to pensions, pension payments and future pension 
requirements, what intention does the department have to 
maintain the good standard that we presently enjoy and 
provide for our pensioners here in the shadow of these 
massive changes brought in by the UK Labour 
Government? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, our policy will be to 
continue the policy which we have hitherto been pursuing 
in that where this government sees it appropriate we make 
improvements over the United Kingdom structure and will 
continue to do so, I would suggest. 
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Residents with Learning Disabilities —
Disability Working Allowance —

Question by Mr Henderson 

The President: Item 19, the hon. member for Douglas 
North, Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave 
to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security: 

When do you propose to honour the undertaking 
with respect to those with learning disabilities resident in 
community homes who are presently entitled to claim 
disability working allowance which you gave to this hon. 
Court at its June sitting that: 'I will undertake and seek 
the Court's support for us to support this today, to clarify 
the social security issues and ask the social services 
division to examine ways of phasing it out over a period 
by replacing the social security payments with something 
from social service division'? 

The President: The Minister for Health and Social 
Security, Mrs Christian. 

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. I took steps 
to honour the undertaking the day after the last sitting 
concluded. 

I have been asked by the Council of Ministers to 
circulate to hon. members a memorandum setting out the 
department's actions in the matter. I hope to do this in the 
near future. However, until such time as the officers in the 
department have had an opportunity to make 
recommendations regarding transitional protection for each 
resident and for those recommendations to be approved 
the payments to those residents continue. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I thank the minister for 
her absolutely positive response there. Could she indicate 
in the memorandum that will be circulated, in as far as she 
may be able to, that the DWA allowance and the phasing-
out may be replaced with something from social services? 
Is that still the intention? 

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I think we made it clear 
at the debate last time that the payment cannot continue 
under the DWA structure, it will have to be sourced from 
the social services budget. I will confirm that. The nature 
of the payments will be phased out, as the hon. member is 
aware, and at the same time the social services division 
are looking at the therapeutic earnings structure which is 
available for people who carry out work within the division. 

Radio Transmitting Facility at Cranstal, 
Bride — DAFF — Question by Mr Quine 

The President: Item 20, the hon. member for Ayre, Mr 
Quine. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Minister 
for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry: 

(1) Would the proposed radio transmitting facility at 
Cranstal, Bride, which would be required to use a 
cross field antenna, have any adverse implications 
for your department's statutory duties and 
responsibilities in this area; 

(2) what, if any, studies have been carried out by your 
department in this regard, and by whom were they 
conducted; and 

(3) has your department made, or does it intend to 
make, a submission to the planning inquiry 
established to consider this proposed development? 

The President: I call on the Minister for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry, Mr Downie, to reply. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President, hon. members. 
As regards part (1) of the hon. member's question, I can 
confirm that my department is concerned that the proposed 
development may have adverse implications for its 
statutory duties and responsibilities. I say 'may have' 
advisedly, as there seems to be a dearth of research data 
on the impact of such a major installation on life in the 
surrounding area, wild or otherwise. Although my 
department cannot argue that it has a direct impact on 
specific areas of wildlife interest, too little is know about 
the wider effects of this type of radio wave to be complacent 
about its implications. There are concerns as to the effect 
on migratory birds, which are known to use magnetic 
mechanisms in their brains for navigation and migration 
and this is believed to be grounds for urging that the 
precautionary principle is applied in the absence of any 
evidence to the contrary. 

The answer to part (2) of the question is no, no studies 
have been carried out by my department in this regard but 
I am aware that other environmental groups and 
organisations have carried out studies, particularly in the 
area of birds. 

As regards part (3), my department has made a 
submission to the planning inquiry established to consider 
this proposed development. This submission is to the effect 
given in the answer to part (1) but my department has also 
expressed concern that the proposal is an inappropriate 
scale of development in the context of the Ayres and in the 
northern landscape. It also questions whether, when 
government policies are extended to discourage this type 
of development within rural areas, there is a valid reason 
for approving this type of intrusive, man-made structure 
in the location proposed. Thank you, Mr President. 

Mr Quine: I thank the hon. minister for his reply, sir. 

Motorcycle Events — DAFF Directive — 
Question by Mr Cannel 

The President: Item 21, I call on the hon. member for 
Onchan, Mr Cannell. 

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry: 
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Are you aware that your department's recent 
directive to the Isle of Man Centre of the Auto-Cycle Union 
seriously jeopardises the future of economically beneficial 
tourism events, as well as threatening the entire structure 
of local motorcycle trials as they have been known for 80 
years? 

The President: Again I call on the Minister for 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry to reply. 

Mr Downie: Mr President, the hon. member is, I believe 
referring to a letter dated 28th June 2000 sent to him in his 
role as secretary of the Isle of Man Centre of the Auto-
Cycle Union Limited by an officer in my department. This 
letter referred to my department's concern that a number 
of motorcycle events were using river-beds as part of their 
course. In particular two motorcycle events were referred 
to. 

In one case complaints had been received following 
motorcycles being ridden through a ford in the Crogga 
River. This event caused a heavy loading of sediment which 
would be likely to have an effect on aquatic life and also 
on agricultural stock which had access to the river for 
drinking. 

The second case involved another motorcycle club using 
a tributary of the River Glass near Abbeylands as part of 
the motorcycle course so that motorcycles travelled for 
some way along the river bed. Although this is a small 
tributary stream, it does nevertheless contain juvenile fish. 
The river-bed was disturbed at the points of impact but 
sediment was also carried downstream into the main river. 
The effect was observed and commented upon all the way 
down to Tromode and indeed to the Quarter Bridge itself. 
Sediment deposition can cause the death of aquatic life by 
smothering. It also clogs up gravel areas which would 
otherwise be used by aquatic life such as trout and 
migratory salmon for spawning. 

The directive referred to by the hon. member, therefore, 
was a letter drawing his attention to these incidents and 
asking that he in turn drew the matter to the attention of 
the motorcycle clubs in the hope that such practices could 
be curtailed. The letter also outlined the department's 
responsibility for the administration of the Inland Fisheries 
Act 1976. Section 28C and D of that Act make it an offence 
to injure or disturb the spawn or fry of salmon or trout or 
any spawning bed, bank or shallow where the spawn or 
fry of salmon or trout may be. 

The Court will be aware that both motor sports and the 
maintenance of the Island's rural environment are very 
important to the people of the Island. Both play a significant 
part in encouraging visitors to come to the Island and I 
would hope that by constructive dialogue the requirements 
of the Auto-Cycle Union and those placed on my 
department by virtue of the Inland Fisheries Act can be 
fully accommodated. It is for this reason that I have both 
verbally and in writing offered to meet with the hon. 
member and the members of the local Auto-Cycle Union 
centre committee to discuss the situation with a view to 
finding an environmentally acceptable way forward, but I 
regret to say that as yet this invitation does not appear to 
have been accepted. Thank you. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, a supplementary if I may. 
The hon. minister speaks of constructive dialogue and he 
says that a request for a meeting has indeed been made 
and the Isle of Man centre does have that, but may I ask 
him, please, would he not agree with me that a more proper 
way to conduct business would have been to do just that, 
to ask the centre to discuss this difficulty rather than heavy-
handedly threating prosecution by citing legislation being 
proscriptive, not permissive and that no waiver can be 
applied? How then are current tourism-based events to 
avoid being completely halted? 

Mr Downie: Mr President, I would have thought that 
the secretary of the local branch of the Auto-Cycle Union 
would have referred this letter to his committee. I did speak 
to the secretary, the hon. member Mr Cannell, about this 
issue and I said that I was fully prepared to come along to 
the ACU centre board with officers of my department to 
discuss the future of motorcycle events on the Isle of Man. 

I have since contacted the Auto-Cycle Union parent 
body and have been given copies of the ACU 
environmental code and I am sad to say that a lot of the 
conditions which appear in the code do not appear to have 
applied in the Isle of Man, and this is another issue that I 
want to get to grips with because we have a very precious 
environment in the Island. I am not opposed to motor sport 
and neither is my department but we want to come up with 
a policy where motor sport and the other people who want 
to enjoy the countryside and the fishermen can live together 
in harmony for the good of this Island. Thank you, Mr 
President. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, would the hon. minister 
not agree with me that much of the Island's natural heritage 
is of European and global significance and one of the main 
reasons people visit this Island in the first place, which 
requires a careful balance including joint working 
initiatives, and could he also confirm that motorcycle clubs 
have in fact been noticed and written to with regard to 
forthcoming legislation and they have been actively trying 
to help us in the progression of that? 

Mr Downie: Mr President, I can confirm that we have 
received correspondence from a number of motorcyle clubs 
in the Isle of Man and could I put on record that the 
depatment actually allows somewhere around 30 major 
motorcycle events, off-road, to take place on government-
owned land. Under the UK environmental code there 
should have been in the Isle of Man a proper environmental 
official, somebody appointed by the local organisation to 
oversee all these off-road events and all of these events 
should have been run in accordance with their code in the 
past. 

Now, I am not trying to be heavy-handed, I am trying 
to take a common-sense approach here and I think that 
following discussions with the centre board we will find a 
way forward and we will find a code of conduct and 
practice which can apply in the Isle of Man that we can 
get those who are using the countryside and in particular 
land owned by the department to adhere to. 
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President. Would not the hon. member agree with me that 
on receipt of the heavy-handed letter which his department 
sent to the Isle of Man Centre of the Auto-Cycle Union, of 
which I am the honorary secretary, in fact I did telephone 
the hon. minister and say there looked like difficulty in 
this and offered to withdraw it until further consideration 
could be made, and would he not further agree that these 
types of events of which we are talking about attract 
considerably more tourists to the Isle of Man than any other 
environmental type of product and also that motorcycle 
events of this nature are in fact commonplace throughout 
the entire world? 

Mr Downie: Mr President, yes, I would agree that these 
motorcycle events are commonplace throughout the world, 
but the hon. member must also agree that there is an 
environmental code and as far as I am concerned if he will 
give an undertaking on behalf of the ACU that this 
environmental code of theirs will be fully adhered to I will 
be perfectly happy, but I can tell hon. members now if we 
stuck to the ACU environmental code we probably could 
not run another off-road event in the Isle of Man again: 
the conditions laid down in that code are much too onerous. 

Now, I am not wanting to bring to a close off-road 
motorcycle events, far from it. I want to come up with a 
code of practice for the Isle of Man, apply some common 
sense and when fish are spawning in certain rivers and 
streams in the Isle of Man we need to identify those to the 
ACU and where possible provide alternative venues for 
motorcycle events to take place rather than injure our 
precious environment. 

Radio Transmitting Facility at Cranstal, 
Bride — Power Supply —
Question by Mr Quine 

The President: Item 22, I call on the hon. member for 
Ayre, Mr Quine. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, I beg to ask the Minister for 
Trade and Industry: 

(1) Can you confirm that the Manx Electricity Authority 
does not intend to provide the requisite power supply 
to the proposed radio transmitting facility at 
Cranstal, Bride; and 

(2) if so, why is this? 

The President: I call on the Minister for Trade and 
Industry, the hon. member for Middle. 

Mr North: Mr President, I am advised by the Manx 
Electricity Authority that they have not so far received an 
application for a supply in respect of the radio transmitting 
facility at Bride, so I would have to say that an assertion 
that they do not intend to provide a power supply would 
be completely incorrect and misleading. 

A provisional enquiry was received about 18 months 
ago indicating a possible location for the facility and 
possible supply requirements. The authority responded 
with indicative costs but there has been no further contact 
on the matter. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, can the minister confirm that 
from the MEA's point of view there are no insurmountable 
technical problems in them providing this power, and 
secondly, were they asked to quote for this work, and if 
so, what was the order of costs? 

Mr North: Mr President, as I have indicated, the only 
contact that the MEA has had has been to give an indication 
of a possible cost, I think it was in the region of £1 million, 
and this was based on incomplete information relating to 
load levels and even to the location. If a firm enquiry were 
to be submitted, then definitive costs could be quoted. 

Mr Quine: Mr President, can the minister confirm that 
the amount of electricity required to power this radio 
transmitting station would equate to something in the order 
of that used for the city of Peel, and secondly, can you 
identify any other non-MEA oil-fired electricity generating 
plant inside or outside an environmentally sensitive area 
of this size? 

Mr North: I am doing a quick mental whizz around 
the Island, Mr President. I think the answer to that is no 
and whether it is the same size as Peel or that area I would 
not know. 

Bus Timetable — Consultation Procedure — 
Question by Mr Singer 

The President: Item 23, hon. member for Ramsey, Mr 
Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave to 
ask the Minister for Tourism and Leisure: 

Are you satisfied with the consultation procedure 
adopted prior to introduction of the new bus timetable? 

The President: I call on the Minister for Tourism and 
Leisure, the hon. member for Douglas South. 

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr President. I was not 
satisfied with the consultation procedure adopted prior to 
the introduction of the new bus timetable. On any future 
occasion when there is a revision of service or where new 
services are introduced the consultation procedure will be 
improved. 

Mr Singer: Mr President, can I thank the minister for 
his, whilst short, extremely frank and honest reply and I 
thank him for that. In doing so can I thank him for his 
intervention in restoring the Ramsey express bus service 
immediately that he knew about it. Can I ask the minister 

• 
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is he now personally taking responsibility for the bus, tram 
and rail service following his publicly stated dissatisfaction, 
particularly with those services in his own area? 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, I can confirm that I will be 
from now on until the general election, if I am still in 
position, overseeing the bus and train operation. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, with regard to the new bus 
timetable could I ask why it was printed off-Island? 

Mr Cretney: The decision that was taken, not by me 
but by others, was because it was half the price of on-
Island. 

Mr Cannell: Mr President, would the hon. minister not 
agree with me that a difficulty was posed for the institution 
of a new timetable by the requirement to obtain trade union 
backing for the operation of those services? 

Mr Cretney: My understanding, Mr President, is there 
were a number of complicated areas including negotiation 
with trade union representatives, so the hon. member is 
correct in that. My concern, though, was that the timetables 
arrived on the Island on the Saturday and the new service 
was to be introduced on the Monday and I did not believe 
that that for me provided sufficient opportunity for the users 
of the service to be aware of it. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister inform 
this hon. Court if there is slight tinkering needing to be 
done as far as in my own constituency? I believe that certain 
bus routes have been to the detriment of my constituents. 
Is there any way of it being changed or is this in stone for 
how long? 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, as with anything, nothing 
is set in stone. 

However, I think we should not underestimate that there 
were a number of improvements which were carried out 
as part of this. Those include services to Old Laxey which 
we have been asked for for a long time. They also include 
a service to King Edward Road in Onchan. They include a 
service which connects the Manx Electric Railway and 
the Steam Railway, so it is not all negative. 

But, yes, if there are any areas of concern which any 
hon. member has in relation to the service which my 
department provides on behalf of the people we are happy 
to listen any time. 

Isle of Man National Transport — Profit — 
Question by Mr Henderson 

The President: Item 24, I call on the hon. member for 
Douglas North, Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave 
to ask the Minister for Tourism and Leisure: 

Does Isle of Man National Transport presently run 
at a net profit? 

The President: Again I call on the Minister for Tourism 
and Leisure to reply. 

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr President. Isle of Man 
Transport does not run at a net profit, as will be seen from 
the annual budget documentation. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, a supplementary. Would 
the minister not agree then that if his bus company is not 
running at a net profit, any scheme which provides revenue 
such as bus advertising must be critical in balancing the 
books or is he happy that the customer is ultimately going 
to suffer yet again? 

Mr Cretney: Mr President, I think we should be aware 
of all opportunities for income in the running of the 
operation and clearly the advertising income which the 
department obtained constituted one third of one per cent 
of the revenue stream, so I would not say it was critical. 
What I would say, however, is that the buses operation is 
run at a deficiency of £4 million, of which £1 million is 
taken up in terms of the free buses which I think are so 
much appreciated by elderly folk in particular and by the 
schoolchildren which has recently been extended other than 
the public schools, and the second element is the cost of 
wages and salaries which is £31/4 million, so those are 
significant amounts. However, I am aware of the hon. 
member's concern about us maximising opportunities for 
revenue and obviously that is something I would want to 
do. 

European Union Football Association — 
Membership — Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: Item 25, hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I beg leave to ask the 
Minister for Tourism and Leisure: 

Will you make representations to the European 
Union Football Association to admit the Isle of Man to 
membership? 

The President: Again it is the Minister for Tourism 
and Leisure to reply. 

Mr Cretney: I think, Mr President, I made a mistake 
in the House of Keys or Tynwald recently saying I was 
happy to answer any questions, the more questions the 
merrier, and here I am, I have three in a row. The Isle of 
Man Football Association is currently affiliated with the 
English Football Association which is itself affiliated to 
the Union of European Football Associations, UEFA. Any 
decision whether to apply to UEFA for direct affiliation is 
entirely a matter for consideration by the Isle of Man 
Football Association. 
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Mrs Hannan: Mr President, could I ask the minister as 
Minister, for Tourism and Leisure, would he make 
representation to the Isle of Man Football Association 
suggesting that they carry this request out? 

Mr Cretney: I am informed, Mr President, that as part 
of its recent development review the Isle of Man Football 
Association has taken a conscious decision not to change 
the current arrangements. I am not convinced, therefore, 
that it is my duty to get them to change something when 
they are content with the present arrangements. 

Water Authority — Temporary Traffic-Lights 
— Question by Mr Houghton 

The President: Item 26, hon. member for Douglas 
North, Mr Houghton. 

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave 
to ask the Chairman of the Water Authority: 

Why did your authority operate temporary traffic-
lights on Pulrose Road during the road closure on the T7' 
course for the recent cycle races? 

The President: On this occasion I call on the Chairman 
of the Water Authority, the hon. member for Onchan, to 
reply. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, may I begin by apologising 
for the delays that were suffered by the people travelling 
through Pulrose during the recent cycle races and in 
particular on the afternoon of 23rd June. The Water 
Authority had been carrying out work to provide a mains 
water supply to Middle River industrial estate in the period 
around Ti' Week, the final stage of the work being the 
road crossing and connection to our existing mains. 
Because the trench was already congested with many 
electricity cables between Douglas and the power station 
the whole of the road crossing had to be hand dug and 
took considerably longer than would otherwise be the case. 

The authority staff were aware of the road closures 
associated with the international bicycle races but on this 
occasion were not appreciative of the duration of the 
closure and the impact that the traffic-lights would have 
with operating next to the lights at Peel Road. 

The hon. member will be aware of my desire that all 
works in the highways are properly co-ordinated. I have 
recently written to the Chief Minister on this very subject 
and this incident only serves to illustrate the need for better 
co-ordination to be carried out. 

May I thank the hon. member for his question and once 
again apologise to those who were delayed by our works 
and assure them that the Water Authority will closely work 
with the Department of Transport and other utilities in the 
future to try and make sure that this does not occur, but at 
the end of the day the issue has to be that we must try and 
get it co-ordinated far better and I have letters to that effect 
to the Council of Ministers in recent times. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, could I ask the chairman 
would it not have been better, instead of causing chaos for 
weeks on end with a small hole opposite the power station, 
to crack on with the job and get some overtime and get the 
job completed? 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, as I have been hit several 
times over the head for my overtime rates - 

Mr Delaney: Ah, your memory's improving, though! 

Mr Karran: - over the workmen within the Water 
Authority it is very difficult. The issue that has to be 
addressed is the fact of co-ordination of road closures. (Mr 
Duggan: Hear, hear.) The fact is that in recent years the 
figures have increased as far as that is concerned. We have 
a massive amount of infrastructure renewal, not just 
ourselves but also other utilities, which has to be done, 
and whilst I have a lot of sympathy with the hon. member 
on this issue, we do come under some pressure from the 
Treasury for the amount of overtime that my staff get. 

Price of Crude Oil — 
Question by Mr Henderson 

The President: Item 27, hon. member for Douglas 
North. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave 
to ask the Chief Minister: 

How does your government propose to address the 
increased price of crude oil? 

The President: We turn to the Chief Minister to reply. 

Mr Gelling: The price of crude oil is determined by 
world markets, Mr President, and it is not an issue over 
which the Isle of Man Government has any control or 
influence. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, of that I am well aware, 
but is the Chief Minister aware that the rising energy costs 
are biting hard on the consumer and feed through to winter 
heating and petrol at the pumps and even the price of coal? 

Mr Gelling: Yes, indeed I am very aware of that, Mr 
President, and I can assure the hon. member that actually 
the price of crude oil is dropping now virtually by the day 
and basically the price of the oil is concerning those 
producers of the oil because they know full well that if it 
stays there very long, in fact people will change from that 
type of energy, so it is now in lots of the editorials from 
the end of last week that the crude oil price will be going 
down because more oil is going to be put into the pool. 
But, however the situation with regard to the effect it has 
of course is that this is something that fluctuates and it is 
part of the basket of items which is considered when the 
annual review of this has taken place, so that will again be 
taken into consideration when these items are discussed. 
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Chief Minister's answer he recognises the price of crude 
oil is dropping and the reason given by gas authorities and 
others for the price hikes in recent times has been the price 
of crude oil increasing, now will he direct from the Council 
of Ministers the consumer affairs department to ensure that 
these price decreases are reflected back to the consumers 
of this Island? 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, yes, I am quite sure that in 
fact if there were any concerns about profiteering by these 
companies the Office of Fair Trading would indeed step 
in and do just as the questioner has asked. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Chief Minister, thank you. 

The President: A final supplementary, Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Would the 
Chief Minister not agree that in fact the oil production is 
not being increased, in fact there are further delays and 
dithering, and given the Isle of Man has some of the highest 
fuel prices in Western Europe would the Chief Minister 
not further agree that he and his government should be 
examining ways of softening the impact of crude oil 
increases locally by working up legislation so companies 
have to apply to government when an increase is being 
considered and at the very least establish a working party 
to investigate the appropriateness of the levels of taxation 
on fuel and ways in which this may be reduced? 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, of course this has already 
been done. I think it is about three years ago there was a 
very extensive review, inquiry and report produced that 
actually showed that the Isle of Man was no different to 
any rural area in fact of the United Kingdom, so therefore 
the Isle of Man has not been dithering and the Isle of Man 
has not not considered this, in fact it has been something 
that has been considered on more than one occasion, and 
as I have already said, I am quite sure that the Office of 
Fair Trading, if they feel there is profiteering by the 
companies involved, will step in. 

OSPAR Convention — 
Question by Mr Henderson 

The President: Item 28, hon. member for Douglas 
North. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave 
to ask the Chief Minister. 

What action does your government intend to take 
following the position adopted by the United Kingdom 
Government at the recent annual meeting of the OSPAR 
convention? 

The President: Again the Chief Minister to reply. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I assume the question relates 
to the decision taken at OSPAR in relation to the discharge 
or releases of radioactive substances from nuclear 
reprocessing facilities. Now, as we have already said this 
morning, the UK Government and the French Government 
abstained from the decision and are accordingly not bound 
by it. 

What we have done following reports of that decision 
and the stance adopted by the UK is to make further 
representations to the UK Government welcoming and 
supporting the decision taken by the other 12, noting with 
regret the UK Government abstention and expressing the 
hope that, notwithstanding their abstention, the UK 
Government will adopt the principles set out in the decision 
and work towards fulfilling its terms. 

Now, we have also, as I said in answer to the earlier 
question, written to the governments of Denmark and 
Ireland congratulating them on their efforts, welcoming 
the decision taken and in fact sending to them the Tynwald 
resolution of 1986 which committed the Island to the 
closure of Sellafield. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, bearing in mind the 
comments made by the Chief Minister in a previous answer 
when he said the Isle of Man does not have any control or 
influence, would he agree with me that in relation to this 
particular issue it does not have any control or influence 
or does not appear to have with the United Kingdom? 

Further to that would he agree with me that, looking at 
the decision which was taken by the majority of those 
nations voting at OSPAR, yes indeed no country is bound 
by the law to cease the cessation of nuclear processing but 
it will apply pressure to those countries who abstained such 
as the United Kingdom and France? 

Further to that can the Chief Minister assure hon. 
members in this Court this morning that he will do his 
utmost to apply for a representative from the Isle of Man 
to go to the next OSPAR convention when it is held, as 
observer status at the very least? Will he give us that 
assurance of taking that kind of action to put us in a stronger 
position for the future? 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, now first of all as only 
France and the United Kingdom of the members of OSPAR 
have nuclear reprocessing facilities it is obvious the 
decision will have a limited effect unless France and the 
UK act upon it regardless of their abstention. 

Now, if I could, only last evening I received a letter 
from the Home Office which basically is in answer to a 
very long letter we sent to the minister, Lord Steve Bassam, 
on 28th March with regard to Sellafield and I think if I 
may just read two comments out of that letter which I think 
basically put it into context. The paragraph reads, 'We fully 
appreciate that the issue of radioactive discharges from 
the Sellafield site is also important to the Isle of Man 
Government. We are committed to meeting our obligations 
under the OSPAR radioactive substances strategy to 
achieve progress towards substantial reductions in 
radioactive discharges to the sea by the end of this year 
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and to achieve by 2020 close to zero additional 
concentrations in the marine environment above historic 
levels resulting from these discharges.' But then, Mr 
President, if I can just quote his last paragraph, 'The UK 
Government has no intention of shutting down Sellafield 
or any other nuclear installation as long as the high safety 
and environmental standards set by the independent 
regulators continue to be met and I perhaps ought to point 
out that even if the government had cause to consider 
closing down Sellafield, which it does not, it would not be 
possible simply to close the site on account of the extensive 
decommissioning and clean-up work that would be 
necessary. This would take scores of years to complete.' 

So from that I would take that, yes, they do intend 
adhering to the OSPAR resolution but as for the closure of 
Sellafield is concerned they are quite adamant that that is 
not part or an option. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister not 
agree as far as the OSPAR convention that there are many 
in this hon. Court doing double-talk? When members of 
Tynwald voted for a cable to get electricity, some of which 
is generated from nuclear power, from the adjacent island, 
does that not cast a bit of hypocrisy on this hon. Court 
when we talk as far as the nuclear industry is concerned 
when tens of millions of pounds was supported to link us 
up to that very industry that we are against? 

Mr Gelling: I am informed, Mr President, and it is 
advice I am giving that I have been given and that is that 
with modern technology it is possible to determine from 
whence you get your power and therefore it would be not 
necessary that the Island should in fact receive any of its 
power from nuclear generation. Could I also say - it was 
remiss of me - I forgot the last part of the hon. member 
Mrs Cannell's question about observer status. I have no 
difficulty with that. I would hope that the Department of 
Local Government and the Environment, which is the 
vehicle of the government which keeps this in check, will 
in fact keep us informed and we will indeed continue to 
ask for observer status at this conference, sir. 

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, would the Chief Minister 
give an undertaking that if our submission for observer 
status to the UK Government is not progressed, then we 
should, because of our close relationship with the Irish 
Government, apply through the Irish Government for at 
least observer status? 

Mr Gelling: That is certainly a way forward, I accept. 

The President: Hon. member Mr Henderson, for a final 
supplementary. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Would the 
Chief Minister agree that some of the high safety standards 
are not being met in Sellafield and that trying to meet an 
OSPAR agreement 20 years down the road is 20 years too 
much of pollution, and that in fact a further commitment 
to this Court should be made? And will his government 
redouble its efforts by using whatever means it may,  

ensuring the soonest closure of this time bomb ticking away 
just off the Island's shores? 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, we will obviously continue 
to press for at least adherence to the OSPAR agreement, 
but as I say, from the letter I have just received I would 
say that for the closure it would appear that that is not an 
option to us, sir. 

Minimum Wage Legislation — 
Question by Mr Lowey 

The President: Item 29, I call on the hon. member of 
the Council, Mr Lowey. 

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to ask the 
Chief Minister: 

Why has your administration failed to honour 
promises made to this hon. Court and to the Legislative 
Council to introduce legislation on a minimum wage before 
23rd May 2000? 

The President: The Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, we were asked by 
Tynwald to introduce the Statutory Minimum Wages Bill 
by 23rd May 2000. Now, notwithstanding the considerable 
efforts made, we were not able to achieve that goal. Now, 
primarily this is because when the Bill came forward to 
the Council of Ministers on 27th April questions were asked 
which required some additional research and a proposal 
was made which required an amendment to the Bill to be 
drafted. Now, this situation was explained in parallel 
statements made in the House of Keys and in the 
Legislative Council some six weeks ago on 23rd May. 

Now, whilst the proposed legislation is important and 
we are anxious to bring it forward as soon as possible, it is 
more important, I would suggest, that we do get it right. 
Now, we expect to be in a position to bring the Bill forward 
at the start of the next session. 

Mr Lowey: Would the Chief Minister not agree that 
the statement made to the Legislative Council anyway on 
6th May said that the hope was given that it would be 
possible to get the first reading before the parliamentary 
session took part? 

Would the Chief Minister also not agree that no 
consultation has taken place with any individual or groups 
of people since February of this year and any amendments 
that were made were as a result of a query raised by a 
member of the Council of Ministers, and is that any excuse 
for not honouring pledges made in this Court to introduce 
the legislation before the branches on 23rd May? 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, again, as I say, the statement 
was made in the Legislative Council on 23rd May where 
it was stated that the minister is of course conscious that 
the Bill is important to many members and he has 
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amended, is introduced without further unreasonable delay. 
Now, that is, I think, the statement that was made. 

Now, unfortunately, I understand that this hinges around 
a problem that has been found in the UK legislation 
appertaining to handicapped persons in employment and 
this is what has had to be drafted, but I am now given to 
understand that it will be introduced in October and that 
will be at the beginning of the next session, sir. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister not 
agree that the real reason is, once again, when it comes to 
social legislation for the working people there are all 
excuses? If it was altitude-sick sheep we would have had 
it in here months ago. And would he also give an assurance 
to this hon. Court it will be a meaningful level at a minimum 
of a fiver an hour? 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I have given members again 
the advice that I have been given and that is that it will be 
here for the start of the next session and I cannot agree 
that it has been anything other than the amendment that 
has held us up. There has been nothing whatsoever to do 
with because it was one type of legislation or the other 
and of course I am pleased to be able to say that our 
indications are that we will have it at the beginning of the 
Keys session in October, sir. 

Mr Lowey: One final question for the Chief Minister. 
Would the Chief Minister not agree it is regrettable that it 
has taken two years to get legislation drawn up since this 
Court accepted the principle of a minimum wage, and can 
I draw his attention to the phrase he used in moving an 
amendment to the original proposal, that there was a 
political will, and would he not agree that two years is 
taxing that statement to the full? 

Mr Gelling: There is a political will, Mr President, and 
of course I am concerned that in fact it has been stated that 
we have broken promises. Only six weeks ago we reported 
to both Houses what the situation was and that, 
unfortunately, we were not able to bring it forward, so we 
have been keeping members informed. Now, where the 
situation came that it would actually be introduced prior 
to the closedown for the summer, I do not know, but 
certainly that is not something or information that was 
made available to me. 

Tax Initiatives — Alleged Disclosure of 
Information — Question by Mr Henderson 

The President: Item 30, hon. member for Douglas 
North. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to ask 
the Minister for the Treasury: 

( 1) When do you expect to complete your investigations 
into the alleged disclosure of information of your 
proposed new tax initiatives; 

(2) will you inform this hon. Court of the results of the 
investigations, and 

(3) were the disclosures attributable to a member of 
Tynwald, what action would you propose should be 
taken against that member? 

The President: The Minister for the Treasury to reply. 

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr President. With regard to 
part (1) of the question, I can say that investigations are as 
completed as far as is practicable. 

With regard to the second part of the question, this 
question being asked does give me the opportunity today 
to inform the Court of the investigations. 

In answer to part (3), I am unable to positively prove 
who was responsible for the leak. All I have is certain 
circumstantial evidence. As hon. members will appreciate, 
those to whom details have been leaked are usually 
reluctant to reveal their sources and pursuing this avenue 
further is likely to prove unproductive. 

Mr Henderson: Mr President, I thank the Treasury 
minister for that frank answer but would urge him to further 
carry on with the investigation really to see if a source can 
be found because would he not agree with me that given 
the recent unfortunate circumstances where a member of 
Tynwald was publicly keelhauled, that at the very least 
should be the same to happen to the perpetrator of this 
alleged leak, and if it was a government minister, they 
should resign their position? 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mr Corkill: I cannot add any more to the first response, 
Mr President. It would be unproductive, and, I would 
suggest, a waste of time and resources to pursue the matter 
any further. 

Waste Management Studies — 
Question by Mrs Hannan 

The President: Item 31, hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Minister for 
Local Government and the Environment: 

(1) How many waste management studies have been 
carried out since 1988 when the present waste 
management policy was approved; and 

(2) have all the studies been published? 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, following a lengthy search 
of our archives, it would appear that, with the exception of 
tender evaluation reports, interim and update documents, 
routine monitoring reports and internal working group 
reports, 48 studies have been carried out in the period 
quoted, i.e. the period of 12 years. 
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development proposals such as Wright's Pit East, Stoney 
Mountain, The Raggatt and Middle Farm, four related to 
site identification options for landfill and the remainder 
dealt with specific waste proposals or waste management 
areas. As far as can be ascertained, none of the studies has 
been published. 

The President: A supplementary, hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister why none of 
them has been published? Surely the information contained 
in many of these documents would be helpful to this Court 
and would be helpful to us understanding the waste 
management policy of the department and how they have 
been progressing their policy of reduce, reuse, recycle, 
incinerate and disposal to this period. 

Mr Gilbey: Well, I cannot explain why they were not 
made public before I became minister. Since I have been 
minister it seems to me most of them were things of detail, 
or a lot of them, such as the details for the southern civic 
amenity site, the eastern civic amenity site, traffic-calming 
management in Bride, et cetera, and, Mr President, I think 
it is quite normal that many departments have numerous 
reports which they do not all make public. They only make 
public what they are doing as a conclusion of those reports 
and certainly we have been right in the forefront of saying 
what we are doing. Our policies are clearly set out in the 
policy document. 

Mr Rimington: Would the minister agree with the 
scenario that the public inquiry, Middle Farm, Braddan, 
had numerous reports commissioned for that which gave 
the tonnage of waste arisings and at that public inquiry a 
large shadow of doubt was expressed by the inspector on 
those reports and subsequent to that, minister, a report was 
commissioned by your department, which you have yet to 
publish, by RPS Cairns? Would the minister consider 
publishing the latest report which highlights the difference 
of RPS Cairns who gave the incinerable waste of 42,000 
and your own most recent information of 56,000? 

Mr Gilbey: I have no intention, Mr President, of 
publishing either report. I have actually arranged that the 
full presentation that has been made to other members of 
Tynwald regarding the incinerator should be offered to the 
hon. member who has posed this last supplementary 
question and when that presentation is made it will make 
quite clear the basis of the waste arisings that have been 
taken in planning for the incinerator. I hope that the hon. 
member will take up the offer to have a personal 
presentation and the officers should soon be approaching 
him to make that offer and arrange a date with him. 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, would the hon. minister at 
least consider making available these reports to local 
authorities, who, under the Public Health (Amendment) 
Act 2000 may well be put into a position where they are 
not only responsible for the collection but also for the 
disposal of waste? Should he not be sharing the contents 
of those reports with local authorities? 

Further, is his own consultative committee on the 
Richmond Hill site proposal being briefed in relation to 
the copy of the reports that he has? Do they have access to 
those reports? 

Finally, is it not incumbent upon this department and 
this minister to make public that which is financed by the 
public purse? In view of the public concern in relation to 
this matter, is it not imperative and incumbent upon him 
to make these reports available to members of the public 
who provide him with the necessary money to finance his 
projects? 

Mr Gilbey: I would say the answers to these are, should 
we make local authorities aware of the reports? Where 
appropriate they have been consulted about them. You say, 
`Where are the reports?' Which reports? We are talking 
about reports going back to 1988 and, as I have said, there 
are some 48 of them in all. 

Regarding Richmond Hill consultative committee, they 
have been made fully aware of approximately the same 
information as members of Tynwald regarding the 
incinerator project and indeed we had a special meeting 
with them to explain everything to them. 

Regarding generally making reports public, all branches 
of government have very many reports which are not made 
public and I am sure there is not a department that is not 
constantly having reports that they do not make public. It 
is just like running a business, you cannot make every detail 
of what you are considering doing public the whole time, 
you can make the conclusions available, and that is what 
we do and the conclusions are very clearly set out in the 
policy document and will be clearly set out in the new 
policy document which will come before this hon. Court 
in October. 

Mrs Hannan: Would the minister accept that we are 
not running a business? 

Would the minister also accept that there was an SLR 
report 2000 recently published and will he make that 
specific report public? Will he make it available to members 
of this hon. Court? 

Mr Gilbey: Regarding not running a business, 
sometimes it would be better if we were more businesslike 
and more efficient. 

Mrs Hannan: There is such a thing as democracy. 

Mr Gilbey: The decisions that are made or 
recommendations that are made always come to this hon. 
Court and I do not think that it would be right for every 
process that every department has in considering the 
policies brought to this Court should be made public. 

Regarding the SLR report referred to, I see no reason to 
make any exception to that report. We constantly are 
making the public and this hon. Court aware of our plans 
and indeed there is a motion specifically referring to the 
southern amenity site later on this agenda, so no-one in 
this hon. Court can claim they are not fully aware of the 
actions that the department is taking and its overall strategy 
of minimilisation, reuse, recycling and incineration. 

• 

• 
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Against: Mr Rimington - 1 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the 
House of Keys, 16 votes in favour and 1 vote against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Radcliffe, 
Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 6 

Against: None 

The President: Yes, well, hon. members, with 
unanimity in the Council and 16, 1 in the Keys the motion 
before the Court passes. 

At this stage I would just like to say that Mr Houghton 
has asked permission to be absent because of the timing 
when he is opening a conference at half past one on behalf 
of the minister and Mrs Crowe is equally absent in 
attending a funeral. 

Hon. members, I thank you for your indulgence this 
morning, bearing in mind that we did say that the item 11 
would be taken at half past two, in light of the clock we 
will start at item 11 after lunch at 20 minutes to three. 

The Court adjourned at 1.28 p.m. 

Incinerator — Expenditure and Financing 
Arrangements — Public Health Issues -

Debate Commenced 

The President: We have completed 5 and 6, hon. 
members, on our order paper but, as indicated, we will 
start this afternoon's session with item 11, the integrated 
(energy from waste) incinerator facility project, and I call 
on the Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment, Mr Gilbey. 

Mr Gilbey: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move: 

That Tynwald - 

(i) approves the expenditure of a sum not exceeding 
£43,523,000 on the progression of the integrated 
(energy from waste) incinerator facility project and 
associated works; 

(ii) endorses the proposed financing arrangements 
based upon the sale and leaseback model; and 

(iii)in approving this motion notes the report of the 
department on the public health issues which has 
been circulated to members. 

Mr President, mindful of your advice this morning, 
although this is an opening speech, I shall make it as short 
as possible, also because a speech does not have to be 
eternal to be immortal. (Laughter) 

Mr Henderson: Hear, hear, Walter. 

Mr Cannell: Hear, hear. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the circumstances 
surrounding the withdrawal of the motion in June Tynwald 
are too recent to require further review by me. I will simply 
say that doubts were raised at such a late stage that the 
department had insufficient time prior to the debate to 
answer them. They have now been properly and effectively 
answered during the summer and I would expect those 
who entertained the doubts expressed by the director of 
public health in June to have the good grace to join him in 
acknowledging the acceptability of the proposal before us 
today. 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

Mrs Hannan: Come off it! 

Mr Gilbey: There is nothing wrong or weak in being 
persuaded by a clear explanation of the true facts. 

I have no predetermined view in favour of incineration 
compared with any other method of waste disposal. Indeed, 
personally I would prefer us to be able to ship all our waste 
off the Island to be disposed of in the adjacent isles through 
landfill there or incineration. However, this is not possible 
because it would be unacceptable to the UK and the EU 
under their legislation. This is not a matter of cost, it simply 
cannot be done. Accordingly, we have a responsiblity, 
indeed a duty, to dispose of virtually all our waste which 
we produce on this Island. 

The policy which we have been following to do this is 
not the personal policy of this minister or any previous 
ministers or of any officers of the department. They and I 
are only concerned to ensure that all the options have been 
properly and thoroughly examined, including any emerging 
technologies, before moving forward. 

The policy we are following has been the consistent 
policy of this hon. Court for more than a decade, having 
first been agreed in February 1988. It has been particularly 
reconfirmed by substantial majorities in votes in December 
1990, November 1995 and May 1996. There have also been 
other debates which have resulted in clear votes by this 
hon. Court to progress the incinerator project. Any Minister 
of Local Government and the Environment therefore has 
a clear duty to follow the policies of this hon. Court. 
Nevertheless, if I believed, my departmental colleagues 
believed or our officers believed, even at this eleventh hour, 
that there was a viable, better alternative I would not 
hesitate to say so and recommend a different way forward. 
However, that is not the case. Furthermore, I should make 
it clear that officers of the department and I would progress 
any other policy on which Tynwald decided. 

The approved waste management strategy is not just 
about incineration. It is a comprehensive integrated waste 
management strategy which starts with reduction. In the 
case of reduction unfortunately, as most of the goods we 
use are manufactured and packaged elsewhere, we are 
largely dependent on others. However, we are not 
dependent on others in respect of reuse, and this is being 
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pursued with great vigour and success at our four civic 
amenity sites which, if I might say so, are often almost 
akin to Asian bazaars. As recently as June 2000 the 
department was pleased to receive a recycling award from 
the Salvation Army recognising the Isle of Man 
Government's tangible support in relation to the reuse of 
about 80 tonnes of textiles a year. 

In accordance with government policy, provided the 
environmental benefits justify the costs, the department 
will continue to support the recycling of aluminium, tin, 
batteries, metal, paper, glass and clothing. Furthermore we 
have positive plans to have a composting operation for 
green vegetation at the civic amenity site in the south of 
the Island in the foreseeable future. Indeed, we hope to 
receive planning approval in respect of this almost any 
day. We are also actively pursuing the opportunities for 
working in partnership with the Salvation Army for 
collecting books for resale in addition to their existing 
successful textiles initiative. 

However, even after reduction, reuse, recycling and 
composting there will still remain a considerable volume 
of municipal solid waste remaining for disposal. There is, 
indeed, no authority in Great Britain that disposes of all 
its waste by reduction, reuse, recycling and composting 
with no landfilling. 

As an Island community we do not have the luxury of 
sending waste materials 50 or so miles down a motorway 
to another facility if there is a failure. Consequently, the 
solution we adopt must be completely reliable and must 
have a demonstrable safety record, and this means using 
one of the two well-proven methods, landfill or 
incineration. We all know that in this small but beautiful 
Island there are virtually no sites where landfill is readily 
acceptable. Is there any member of this hon. Court today 
who would like to see a new major landfill site in his or 
her constituency? If there is, let them have the courage to 
put up their hands to acknowledge that fact. Is there anyone 
here? Would the hon. member for Peel even like one next 
door in Glenfaba at Ballalough? 

Mrs Hannan: You did not want one there. 

Mr Gilbey: No, I did not and I do not. 

Mr Delaney: Take your hand down, Donald, take your 
hand down! (Laughter) 

Mr Gilbey: Furthermore, we know the problems 
coming from landfill: litter blown in our strong winds, 
flights of gulls coming off the sea, long-tails and wee 
people, dangerous gases and poisonous leachate The days 
of landfill for municipal solid waste are rapidly coming to 
an end. All we are doing is burying our waste in the ground 
and getting no return from it. Moreover, the problems 
potentially with landfill are being stored up for future 
generations, and all the hazardous substances are simply 
placed out of sight to leak into the environment over the 
years to come. Landfill does not destroy them. it has been 
estimated that buried paper lasts 50 years, newsprint 65 
years, tin cans 75 years, disposable nappies 250 years, 
aluminium cans 500 years and appliances 850 years, and, 
on top of that, most plastics over 1000 years. 

Conversely, through incinerating this residue of waste 
we are being environmentally friendly by obtaining energy 
which is converted into electricity and thus saves some of 
the world's limited resources. The design of the facility 
will also enable the practicability and costs of district 
heating to be thoroughly examined in the future. 
Furthermore, the bottom ash from an incinerator can be 
used for the foundations of roads et cetera as some hon. 
members saw last week in Essex, and studies are being 
carried out to find new uses for it. Thus we are able to 
make the maximum use of something that would otherwise 
be just flung into a pit. 

Of equal environmental importance is the fact that an 
incinerator can follow one of the important principles of 
waste disposal proximity and be placed near to the main 
centres producing the refuse, whereas landfill sites are 
likely to be much further away and therefore lead to the 
environmentally unfriendly need for considerable 
transportation. 

The health report, which I am sure all hon. members of 
this Court have studied, identifies that the burden of 
particulates in the Island will actually reduce because of 
the saving in HGV mileage and through replacing diesel 
generation of electricity if the incinerator is built. Professor 
Peter Blain, an internationally respected toxicologist, has 
contributed to the health report and I need not read out all 
that he has said. Sufficient for me to say that his advice to 
the Isle of Man Government is that, and I quote, 'A modern 
incinerator working efficiently is a cleaner alternative to a 
landfill site and presents minimum risk.' 

I am very conscious that some people are genuinely 
apprehensive that incinerators might represent a danger to 
humans, animals and plant life. Others who oppose 
incineration per se have latched on to this for their own 
purposes, of course. I believe that the health report has 
helped to put in perspective that few dioxins come from 
incinerators; the vast majority come from most other forms 
of combustion and particularly factories, power stations, 
coal fires, motor vehicles, even fireworks and bonfires. 
Indeed, it has been calculated that the fireworks let off 
along the Thames last New Year's Eve produced more 
dioxins than the SELCHP incinerator would (Mr 
Houghton: Hear, hear.) in not just one year but 100 years. 

Mrs Hannan: No, no. 

Mrs Crowe: Yes, true. 

Mr Gilbey: The important point is that the amount of 
dioxins and other undesirables produced by an efficiently 
run modern incinerator designed to meet the latest EU 
directives represent an insignificant risk. In fact, as Dr Peter 
Floyd, a specialist in assessing risks, stated, an incinerator 
would add less than one-thousandth for every thousand 
units of pollutants already in the atmosphere. This is an 
increase from 1,000 to less than 1001 - miniscule, 'a tiny 
fraction', to use Dr Floyd's words. If we want to rid 
ourselves of all particulates because there are concerns 
about them, we should take other steps to deal with the 
18,500 nanograms per cubic metre that are already present 
compared with the 15 which would be produced by an 
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incinerator; that is, an incinerator would add 15 to the 
existing 18,500, again a negligible increase. 

As we all know, nothing in life can ever be completely 
without risk. If we were to apply the same standards of 
risk avoidance as the opponents of this scheme are seeking 
to apply to the incinerator, then I can assure you that we 
would not be driving motor cars or taking part in many of 
the pursuits which the average person is happy to do. It 
could well be argued that there is a much greater risk just 
crossing the road. The only acceptable risk is one which 
can be managed. In the modern breed of incinerator all 
risks are carefully and effectively managed on a continuous 
basis. 

The department has given, and I give again today, a 
very firm commitment that the proposed incinerator will 
be designed and operated to satisfy fully the latest EU 
directive on emissions which will not, in fact, come into 
effect until 2002. Not only that, but the department is also 
committed - and I can give a categoric assurance on this 
point - that if any better standards are introduced in the 
future the department, in its role as regulator, will bring to 
this hon. Court a motion to implement those higher 
standards. 

The motion before this hon. Court today relates to a 
25-year solution for the disposal of municipal solid waste, 
clinical waste, animal waste, sewage sludge screenings and 
waste oils. Hon. members will have noted the increase in 
capital cost when comparing today's motion with that in 
June. The not inconsiderable cost increase is due to two 
factors: firstly, inflation provisions due to the delay in this 
resolution reaching this hon. Court; but secondly, to the 
inclusion of £180,000 for the provision of continuous 
dioxin sampling in the incinerator stack. I believe this 
equipment, included on the advice of the director of public 
health, will provide even more reassurance to those who 
may still harbour concerns regarding emission standards. 

I am glad to say that the tender for this incinerator has 
come within the department's budget projection. However, 
I think I can truthfully say that none of the objectors 
question the expertise or experience of either United Waste 
Limited or Kvemer or Noell. Even more importantly, 
following the report on health and the endorsement of it 
by our own director of public health, Dr MacLean, it is 
not surprising that the objectors have tacitly accepted that 
there is no significant health risks from a properly designed 
and operated incinerator such as that planned for the Isle 
of Man. I think this is conclusively proved by the fact that 
some of those most strongly opposed to the project brought 
in a director from Biffa Waste Services Limited to speak 
on their behalf. On doing this they must have been well 
aware that Biffa have recently produced documents on 
sustainable waste management in which, amongst other 
things, they wrote on page 10, and I quote, 'Unlike other 
objectors we also accept that the risks of pollution from 
large scale incineration plants can be minimised through 
efficient temperature control and the use of sophisticated 
air pollution removal equipment.' 

The argument has switched from the dangers of 
incineration to other fronts. The first of these is that the 
Isle of Man Government does not know the composition 
of the waste stream and the amount of waste that will be  

available for incineration. If I might use a pun, this is 
absolute rubbish! As has been explained by officers of the 
department on every available occasion, the figures from 
the arising from the waste stream have been obtained by 
recording the actual waste quantities delivered to Wright's 
Pit East. Furthermore, the amounts of waste per household 
shown by these records are very much in line with those 
produced by households in the adjacent isles. This, of 
course, is hardly surprising considering that our lifestyles 
are so similar. It is on the basis of these figures that the 
department has decided that the right size of incinerator 
for the Isle of Man is one with a capacity range of 45,000 
to 65,000 tonnes per annum. It is totally untrue to say that 
an incinerator of this size will lead to waste that would 
otherwise be recycled being incinerated to meet the 
capacity of the incinerator. If, in fact, there was less 
incinerable waste the capacity could be reduced further 
by not operating for a total of 14 days at each of the 
shutdowns which are only planned to last for two days 
each. This would obviously reduce the annual operation 
by 36 days and this would mean that the incinerator could 
operate totally efficiently at a throughput of under 40,000 
tonnes per annum. Thus we have an overall operational 
range of between 40,000 tonnes and 65,000 tonnes. 

When planning a plant for 25 years it must be right to 
allow for the increase in waste which all advanced societies 
are experiencing annually. Furthermore, savings from 
building a smaller incinerator would be minimal in relation 
to the total cost of the plant, because many of the same 
facilities are required for an incinerator of 20,000 tonnes 
capacity as for one of 65,000 tonnes capacity. Accordingly, 
not only I but my political colleagues in the department 
and the officers of the department who have spent hours, 
days and weeks working on this project are totally satisfied 
that the size of the incinerator planned for the Isle of Man 
is the right one to meet a balance of our immediate and 
longer-term needs. 

Finally, we should remember that Tynwald today is 
being asked to give financial approval to a policy which 
has steadily and regularly been supported by substantial 
majorities in this hon. Court, certainly throughout the last 
decade but in fact even before that. In following the policies 
of this hon. Court millions of pounds of taxpayers' money 
have been spent. Are we now to abort and waste all this 
expenditure when it is abundantly clear that there is no 
viable alternative? Furthermore, even greater expenditure 
would result from aborting the project at this stage and 
our electorate would not thank us for that. Even more 
important, however, than the financial consequences of 
not proceeding with this project are the enormous 
operational problems of what we should do with the 
Island's refuse, which every one of us produces. If we do 
not have an incinerator in three years time, where is the 
refuse which we would have put into it to go? I do not 
expect the authorities on the adjacent isles to have any 
sympathy because we manage not to run our affairs 
properly. They have enough rubbish of their own and we 
could not legally export it to them in any case. Equally, if 
this Court were not to support the motion, the reputation 
of the Isle of Man Government in the waste management 
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we would get any, and certainly not more than one, firm to 
quote for any project we had in mind. The Island's 
credibility suffered a major blow on the last occasion that 
we suddenly reversed our policy, and it has taken this long 
to rebuild that lost confidence. 

Mr President, for all these reasons I move the resolution 
standing in my name as representing the best and only 
viable option for this Island. 

The President: Hon. member for Ayre. 

Mr Quine: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve 
my remarks. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs 
Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I would like 
to move under standing order 3.12(1)(b) that the 
proposition before us, including an amendment which I 
care to move, be debated as one but voted on in separate 
parts. The original resolution on the agenda has three parts, 
the proposed amendment has two parts and I would ask 
for your guidance and for your advice in regard of this 
matter as there is no provision contained within standing 
orders in the event of one wanting to move the procedural 
motion as well as an amendment, but that is what I would 
like to move at this time. I beg to move: 

That standing order 3.12(1)(b) the paragraphs of 
the motion be debated as one but voted upon separately. 

The President: Hon. member, I think it is perfectly 
plain, in fact, if once the main motion has been moved, if 
anybody wishes to have the three parts of it voted on 
separately they should do so at this stage, and that, I think, 
the hon. member for East Douglas is indicating, and 
indicating that one of the reasons you wish to do so is that 
in fact the amendment which you have circulated is equally 
divided into two parts so there would be five divisions to 
call at the end though the debate would continue as a whole. 

Mr Rimington: I beg to second Mrs Cannell. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before the 
Court, if you are all happy, is that in fact the motion should 
be sub-divided into its parts when we call the vote at the 
end. Hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask for clarification? The 
member for Rushen has seconded; does he have the ability 
to speak during the debate? 

The President: He is seconding the motion, as I 
understand it, that we should subdivide. 

Mrs Hannan: He can speak later? 

The President: Yes. We are just dealing purely with 
the sub-division at the present time, that it should be divided 
into three or in fact, if the amendment carries, five parts at 
the completion of the debate. 

Mr Gilbey: May I speak to that, Mr President? I do not 
think we should divide it into three parts because it is 
perfectly clear - and I am sure that the Treasury minister, 
if he was here, would confirm this, though other members 
of the Treasury will - that in fact numbers (i) and (ii) of the 
motion before us hang together because in fact the Treasury 
will confirm that unless we finance the deal in this way it 
would be infinitely less attractive. I am very glad the 
Treasury minister is back, because I am sure that he will 
confirm that unless we were to finance the incinerator 
through the proposed financial arrangements based upon 
the sale and leaseback model, the whole operation would 
be much less attractive, and therefore those two stand 
together. 

Regarding noting the report of the director of public 
health, this is not so important; everyone has seen it, it is a 
very important report. I do not think it is unimportant in 
that way. Whether we say it is noted or not, the fact is 
everyone has seen it, there have been explanations of it, 
discussions of it et cetera, but I do think that it is vital that 
numbers (i) and (ii) must hang together and I hope the 
Treasury would support that. 

The President: Now hon. member, I would consider 
that numbers (i) and (ii) are separate propositions and in 
fact the voting would take care of that in any event. Hon. 
members, does any other member wish to speak that we 
should divide or subdivide at the motion? Hon. member. 

Mr Gelling: Could I just make it absolutely clear, Mr 
President, the amendment has not been put. 

The President: The amendment has not been put. At 
the moment we are dealing purely with the division of the 
motion into parts and paragraphs when the division will 
be called at the end of the debate, and I indicate to this 
hon. Court that if the amendment is before the Court at 
that stage there would be five parts to vote on, not just the 
three. Are you agreed, hon. members? 

Members: Agreed. 

The President: In that case, hon. members, I will simply 
put it to you that we will take the motion in separate parts 
at the completion of the debate. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. We will continue 
with the debate. Hon. member for Douglas East. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. If I might, 
before moving my amendment, cover some of the aspects 
contained within the original motion that is before members 
today as I will only have the one opportunity in which to 
speak, to save the Court's time I will proceed as swiftly as 
I can, sir. 

Mr President and hon. members, the issue of waste 
management has occupied the minds of politicians for over 
22 years in the Isle of Man. We are not unique, in that the 
same controversial issue of incineration is continuing to 
occupy the minds of our counterparts throughout the British 
Isles and, indeed, right across Europe. Clearly there is a 
divergence of opinions in this hon. Court, some of informed 
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opinion and other perhaps less so. One thing is certain, 
though: that such an issue has caused a large divide within 
this hon. Court today and previously. It was interesting, 
when looking just briefly at the history of the subject matter 
when it entered these particular chambers in the past, and 
I am looking at Hansard, 12th December 1990. The then 
Minister of Local Government and the Environment was 
the hon. member for Castletown, Mr Brown, and he said, 
and I quote, 'Any waste management strategy therefore 
must include more than one means of waste disposal.' That 
was a very important point. (Mr Brown: Hear, hear.) He 
went on to say, 'First, whatever waste management strategy 
is adopted we will still require a landfill site.' Again that 
was correct. 'Wherever we site such a facility it is going 
to have an adverse effect on the area around it.' He also 
went on to say that 'although recycling schemes can make 
a significant contribution to the reduction of waste for 
disposal, they do not eliminate the need for other disposal 
options. Recycling schemes should therefore only be 
viewed as a means of reducing the size of other waste 
disposal facilities, not of eliminating the need for such 
facilities.' Again words of wisdom. 'Incineration of animal 
wastes may well become the preferred method of disposal 
and the only secure long-term satisfactory disposal route. 
Incineration within a refuse incinerator, however, would 
not be appropriate,' he said. 'The provision of a number 
of civic amenity sites close to the centres of population 
would encourage the responsible disposal of this material.' 
This is when we are talking about household rubbish. And 
interestingly, when looking at the costs, almost 10 years 
ago, I quote, 'These estimates give the following 
comparative costs: incineration with capital funding from 
commercial sources would equal £100 to £103 per tonne; 
incineration with capital funding from government would 
equate to £84 to £88 per tonne. To export waste off the 
Island would equal £56 to £69 a tonne' and landfill in those 
days on the Island equated to £30 to £50 a tonne. The most 
relevant part, however, contained within the 1990 Hansard 
was the ray of hope that I am going to allude to now, and I 
will quote. The hon. member for Castletown said, 'We hope 
to initiate shortly a pilot scheme for kerbside collection of 
materials - 

Mr Brown: We did. 

Mrs Cannell: - for recycling and, in association with 
that, a pilot scheme for composting.' 

Mr Brown: We did both. 

Mrs Cannell: That was the vision in 1990. 
We have moved on. There have been several different 

ministers leading that particular department. But it was 
encouraging to see that words such as 'kerbside collection 
of waste for both recycling and composting' were debated 
10 years ago. But subsequently it has not been mentioned 
since, not the kerbside element. 

Mr Brown: Both were done. 

Mrs Cannell: Since the withdrawal of the original 
motion in June this year, one has witnessed a great deal of  

time and attention to research and detail, undertaken by 
some members and the Island's people. I wish to place on 
record my sincere thanks and congratulations to those 
members of the public who, at their own cost, have 
travelled the length and breadth of the globe in search of 
the truth in respect of the options for a sustainable waste 
management solution for the Isle of Man. Indeed, I 
acknowledge the work of Department of Local 
Government and the Environment in this regard, and that 
cannot be taken away from them, although I disagree 
because, in my mind, there has only been one option the 
department has pursued with any degree of vigour, and 
that has been the mass bum incineration facility. 

Going back to the research, though, such research has 
confirmed the advantages of having in place a variety and 
diversity of differing methods for differing waste arisings. 
In other words, at the heart of this debate and any final 
decisions in the thorny issue of proportionality between 
selected end treatment technology, horses for courses. What 
we are being asked to consider today is a back-end solution 
without any attention to the front end. 

Front-end solutions have been witnessed by myself and 
the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, when we visited 
Daventry District Council in Northamptonshire at the end 
of September. This area is rural with a population of 55,000 
people, 30,500 households, and equates to 257 square 
miles. The Conservative council representing this area 
decided to consult the residents and in 1997 a survey was 
conducted to ask if they would support a green waste 
collection scheme and the possibility of making recycling 
mandatory. This survey showed that up to 69 per cent of 
people would support a mandatory recycling policy. Now, 
just to clarify the position for hon. members, when 
Daventry spoke of a green waste collection scheme it 
included garden waste and kitchen waste. 

In June 1997 the council's environment committee 
endorsed the implementation of a green waste collection 
trial based on 5,500 households, who were to receive a 
weekly collection. The cost of this trial was £3,417. It 
should be stated, however, that the council first approached 
Waste Watch, which is a charitable organisation, to help 
gauge public opinion and to educate the public. The 
organisation, when given this remit, was provided with 
£75,000, not a huge amount of money, money wisely spent 
in my opinion, and was given one year in which to conduct 
their inquiries. The trial was based on the householder 
being provided with a brown wheelie bin for organic waste, 
a black wheelie bin for general domestic waste and two 
boxes, one red and one blue for the deposits of tin cans, 
glass, paper, plastics, aluminium et cetera. The council were 
successful in applying for funding with its partners, Hale 
Waste and Waste Watch, to carry out a programme of 
research and development into an alternative weekly, green 
waste collection service which ran for one year. 

The key findings of the trial brought dividends, in that 
the recycling rates for the trial area increased from 12 to 
51 per cent after only 10 months of operation. Overall 90 
per cent of the householders reported the scheme to be 
manageable, compared with 52 per cent in November 1998. 
The waste analysis discovered that 70 per cent of the waste 
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introduction of the scheme increased the collection of the 
material in the red and blue boxes in the area by an average 
of 45 per cent. The cost of this has resulted in a capital 
expenditure of £80,435, which included recycling boxes 
and additional wheelie bins. The revenue implications for 
the composting has resulted in £15,436 - this is for an open 
windrow system which is operated by a private company -
collection services of £10,000 and MRF of £4,000. So the 
total £29,436 revenue implications, and the income was 
£39,693. Net  revenue costs included asset rental of £3,417. 
These are very significant and yet very small figures when 
looking at a proposal that is going to cost in the region of 
£43 million and more. 

To summarise their success, after only three years of 
operation, where the trial area has been expanded to take 
in the whole area, provides for a 52.92 per cent in recycling, 
which includes the element of waste which is able to be 
composted. Daventry have now set a new target for next 
year of 71 per cent because they have included cardboard 
into their composting receptacle - things such as tea bag 
boxes, cereal boxes et cetera, all of which take a lot of 
room in our bins. The effort which they have made has 
facilitated a practical approach to waste minimisation, has 
succeeded in changing householders' habits and educated 
individuals to accept responsibility for the production and 
disposal of their waste. What remains, however, is land-
filled in Daventry, as this county of England will not have 
an incinerator. 

Of course, the United Kingdom has the landfill tax credit 
scheme which we do not have in the Isle of Man, and for 
every tonne diverted to recycling and or composting a 
credit of £10 can be claimed back into the coffers as 
opposed to paying £20 per tonne for anything which is in 
fact land-filled. So there is a financial incentive there in 
the United Kingdom for district councils, county councils 
to maximise this type of situation. If hon. members would 
like more information on Daventry I can supply them at 
the end of the debate with a web site address; it is very 
interesting. 

Interestingly, though, the hon. member for Peel, Mrs 
Hannan, and I were informed on our arrival in Daventry 
that a Manx delegation headed by the minister and 
members of the department, together with relevant officers, 
had paid a similar visit during the month of August, in 
honour to a request made by the Friends of the Earth, 
although we were further advised that no financial or initial 
set-up of the Daventry scheme was enquired of by our 
department representatives, which is rather curious. Was 
the visit merely to placate the request made? I apologise 
for any assertion made here. 

On Tuesday 10th October the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment financed a delegation 
of 15 hon. members who made a visit to the SELCHP state-
of-the-art incinerator in Lewisham in London which has 
been operational for six years and cost £105 million to 
build. It burns 375,000 tonnes per year of domestic waste. 
We were informed that they could provide 200Mw of 
electricity for a district heating scheme, although to date 
this particular scheme has not been taken up, so they have 
been operating for six years but they do not provide the 
district heating scheme and it is only now that they are 
saying that they are looking at it. 

We were also informed that roughly one third of all 
refuse that goes into this plant is produced by way of bottom 
ash. That has been confirmed in all sorts of other things 
that I have looked at and researched. One third of 
everything that goes into an incinerator is produced in the 
bottom ash. And every five years the plant must be 
refurbished. SELCHP, however, on its fifth year of 
operation underwent a major refurbishment scheme, and 
goodness knows what the cost of that was. Their gate fee 
is index-linked and presently stands at £30 to £35 per tonne; 
that is the base price. And the commercial rate is £38 to 
£40 per tonne. It will cost SELCHP £4.8 million to install 
the district heating scheme, we were informed, and they 
further advised that 265 lorries - that is, bin lorries - visit 
the plant every day. Of course, the Isle of Man's proposal 
is much smaller but nevertheless we will have the same 
sorts of problems, only reduced somewhat. They also 
admitted somewhat surprisingly to 107 reported 
exceedences of permitted emissions; the last one was at 
the end of 1999. So although a lot of problems came about 
at the beginning of the commissioning of the plant - there 
were problems, huge problems - they have continued to 
occur. During its sixth year of operation the only thing 
that it is banned from burning, because it gave them 
problems, was plasterboard and PVC but, as the waste is 
not sorted or separated or reclaimed prior to combustion, 
it is difficult to argue that they can maintain this particular 
policy, because they do not know what is going into the 
bunker and subsequently into the fire. They have four days' 
capacity for storage of waste in the bunker in the event of 
a breakdown of their burners and in such times refuse is 
diverted to landfill. 

It is only now, six years on, that the Lewisham plant is 
about to conduct a public health survey. One would have 
thought that would have been done before, during and 
would continue, but they are only now just considering to 
do it. 

Personally I was not impressed by SELCHP. The dry, 
dusty atmosphere concerned me, as did the evidence of 
fine dust particles in the fly-ash lay-by for collection of 
fly-ash waste, which admittedly may have contained some 
lime, because the lime is mixed with the fly ash, but 
nevertheless lime is very dangerous for inhalation. The 
burners in action personally terrified me, and I felt as 
though I was looking into the fire of hell. 

I am not convinced that this method is appropriate, 
desirable or warranted in the Isle of Man situation. Once 
the visit to SELCHP was concluded, 10 hon. members 
continued on to the Isle of Wight for a critical view of how 
another island handles the management of its waste. Hon. 
members financed this trip themselves and, again, I would 
like to place on record, to those members who were free to 
go my sincere thanks. 

The Isle of Wight has a resident population of around 
130,000 people, which swells to around 175,000 people 
in the summer season. During the island's first year in 1997, 
they achieved a 33.4 per cent of domestic waste diversion 
from landfill. The second year in 1998 increased this 
diversion to 41.38 per cent, which was the highest recycling 
rate in the United Kingdom. During the same year the 
introduction of the organic waste kerbside collection 
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commenced during December 1998, where 12,000 buckets 
for the collection of fruit, vegetable waste, fish, meat, 
bones, tea bag and coffee grounds, eggshells and leftover 
food scraps were composted. In 1999, just a year ago, this 
has increased in householders participating and it has 
included people who live in flats and the majority of the 
island's schools. Commercial organic waste from 
greengrocers, pubs and supermarkets has further increased 
this flow of separation. 

The campaign is focused on 'organise your organics' -
that is what they call it on the Isle of Wight, and it has 
been an attempt to encourage all islanders to participate. 
An average of 31 tonnes per week is collected. They also 
have kerbside collections of newspapers and magazines. 
This commenced in February 1999 and involved 
approximately 18,000 households. By the end of the year 
2000, boxes for this collection were in circulation which 
equated to 60 tonnes per week, which were collected. 

The Isle of Wight Council has spent on refuse, for 1998-
1999, £4.7 million, and this equates to £37.39 per head of 
population per year. We heard the hon. minister earlier on 
talk about the Biffa Waste Management Company. They 
have actually invested in the Isle of Wight, in its waste 
management collection, £7 million. Isle of Wight collection 
of waste is a subsidiary of Biffa. An average of 100 tonnes 
per month of household organic waste was collected by 
the end of 1998. October 1999 saw this rise to 1,648 tonnes 
of organic food waste, with 6,811 tonnes of shredded green 
garden waste being processed as a compost. 

The number of householders and businesses not 
recycling has fallen from 8 per cent to 5 per cent. Eighty-
nine per cent of the island's population regard recycling 
as important. In essence, if the political will is there, much 
can be achieved in a very short space of time, with 
commitment to make it work. The Isle of Wight is proof 
that it can work and Daventry is proof and evidence that it 
can and does work. 

And so where does all this factfinding and research bring 
us? Let us take the minister's motion, which I will speak 
on in reverse order, dealing firstly with the health report. 
Members will recall this was as a result of a motion that 
was on the agenda in June which was subsequently 
amended by the hon. member for Castletown. It certainly 
is full of a lot of curriculum vitae in respect of the eminent 
scientist's findings and research and perhaps very short 
and thin in terms of trying to curtail the concerns, for 
instance, of the farming community - 11/2 pages in total, I 
seem to recall. 

What is confirmed throughout this whole report is that 
dioxin is a carcinogen, that dioxin is made up of 
approximately 175 different chemicals. What is confirmed 
in this study is that they have done testings on animals, 
and what further is confirmed is that there is an admittance 
that the micro-particulate 2.5 microns, which was the 
particulate that our eminent doctor, director of public 
health, was concerned about the jury is still out in respect 
of. 

So in respect of that very, very tiny dust particle, the 
one that I tried to emphasis before our summer recess, the 
one which sticks in the bronchi and causes health 
implications, that has not been addressed in this report and  

there is an admittance that the issue is still out to peer 
review, as is the USEPA report; it is still out for peer review, 
and other organisations hosting very eminent scientists and 
professors are still looking at it and their jury is still out. 
So I think it is safe to say that there is stalemate in respect 
of that particular issue. It cannot be proven that it is unsafe, 
nor can it be proven that it is safe. But there is still a question 
there. But really, if we look, there is a reference in here; it 
is difficult to say which page, because the pages do not 
flow in a sort of normal numerical order, but there is a 
section here which is just in front of the 'Application of 
life cycle assessment to integrated solid waste 
management', and it says 'references 1 and 2, 
commercially sensitive information provided to the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment in 
strictest confidence. Circulation restricted to the Director 
of Public Health.' And so there are two references in here 
that we are not privy to and we have no idea what they 
contain. 

If we look at the comments of our director of public 
health, who was put in a very difficult position, and I did 
not envy him - he had a very short time in which to try and 
research this in a comprehensive and thorough manner, 
but he was ably assisted by the departments, scientists, 
doctors et cetera. His conclusions were, in fact, full of 
provisos; he has covered himself in his conclusions, 
because under section (b), 'Can dioxins be monitored 
effectively?' - he says, 'flue gas continuous sampling 
equipment capable of providing a measure of total dioxin 
emissions over a period of about a fortnight is readily 
available at reasonable cost. Given the concerns raised over 
this issue it would be prudent to install such monitoring 
equipment for reassurance purposes and to validate the 
use of truly continuous monitoring surrogate indicators of 
correct plant operation.' Let us not be misguided by that, 
because although it is called continuous monitoring the 
effluent is not continually monitored. A sample is taken 
once a fortnight and, as I understand it, a sample will be 
taken once a fortnight for the first two or three years 
operation of the plant, and thereafter the samples will be 
taken at longer intervals. Then he goes on to say 'provided 
the energy from waste proposal performs within these 
emission limits.' He goes on to say 'domestic heating from 
open fires, motor vehicle usage, power generation from 
fossil fuels, cigarette smoke and bonfires are also producers 
of chemicals, toxins and dioxin,' and he is right. But what 
have we done about those things and what will we do about 
those things to reduce them? The director is saying he has 
not got a large objection provided we sort these situations, 
these other pollution elements, out. At least on cigarette 
packets and packets of tobacco there is a public health 
warning, so an individual can make a choice of whether 
he or she purchases, smokes. But it does issue a health 
warning. Are we going to do the same with this facility? I 
doubt it. 

He also goes on to say in relation to the particulates -
these are the small dust particles, 'It has not been possible 
to predict with certainty the size spectrum of particles that 
would be produced by the energy from waste plant or the 
nature of the particles themselves, other than in general 
terms. So again he is saying that I have been able to come 
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up with very little in terms of the study and the findings on 
this. He goes on to quote Dr Floyd by saying, 'Dr Floyd 
estimates that under typical conditions' - now what is the 
typical condition for this area in the Isle of Man? - 'the 
energy from waste plant would produce around 0.5 tonnes 
particulate emissions per year' - five tonnes a year. Plus 
`it appears that if maximum advantage is taken of the 
energy from waste plant's ability to generate electricity, 
the resulting reduction in particulate emissions from diesel 
power generation might roughly balance the particulate 
output of the energy from waste plant.' Again, on the 
following page and the last two pages he says that 'efforts 
should continue to analyse existing PAP for particle size 
distribution. It is important to supply reliable data' he says, 
`on the nature of particulate of modern mass burn 
incineration plant to ensure that we do not inadvertently 
expose ourselves to additional fine dust particles.' Again 
in his summary he says 'provided all emission limits are 
complied with'. Now, I have already informed this hon. 
Court today that SELCHP admitted to 107 breaches in 
terms of emission standards, and that is a state-of-the-art 
plant. 

He goes on: 'I would recommend that enhanced 
monitoring and analysis of existing PAP be carried out 
and that the flue gas PAP from the energy from waste plant 
be likewise subjected to close monitoring and analysis' 
but, as I say, it is only every two weeks that a sample is 
taken and under existing regulations the operator will be 
informed before such sampling is taken, so I leave members 
to judge that aspect themselves. Interestingly, I wrote to 
the director of public health last week to ask him whether 
or not during his factfinding tour he was advised by the 
department's experts on the consequences of a fire, if a 
fire broke out in the bunker, bearing in mind that the 
capacity for the Isle of Man plant is to store up to 14 days' 
worth of refuse. He wrote back and said that that had not 
featured in his discussions or the advice that he was given, 
but in Dundee very recently there was a third fire, and that 
plant has only been running for just under one year. 

So let us go back to the motion as put on the agenda, 
the sale and lease-back model. Now, we have heard today 
that part (i) and part (ii) are tied together because Treasury 
has given concurrence to this financial arrangement, but 
personally you look at it and you think, well, it sounds 
absolutely fascinating and it is very inviting. The concern 
I have, though, is that the plant under this scheme will 
revert back to government after its life of 25 or 30 years. 
Is that of value or will it be a liability? Are we to inherit -
and I would suggest we will - an old-fashioned clapped-
out dinosaur of a machine to do what with? I would predict 
now that we may have to close before the contract expires. 

But what of the contract itself? Have we seen it? Before 
the June debate we were given a presentation by the 
department on the aspects of the contract, the incinerator 
facility and everything else associated with it and there 
was, as I understand it, a lawyer from the UK over, he had 
the contract in his hand and it was extremely weighty and 
was over 200 pages, I seem to recall, and when I asked 
whether there were any risks contained within the contract 
he said yes, and when I inquired 'Risks for who?' he said 
`Both government and the operator'. He did not clarify 

that. When asked if the plant needed a refurb 5, 10, 15 
years down the road or it has to have a major refurb as a 
consequence to Europe bringing forward even more 
stringent emission control regulations, who would pay for 
such refit? And the answer we were given was, 'Well, it 
isn't clear. The contract does not cover that. It could be the 
operator; it could be government'. So who has seen the 
contents of this particular contract? I do not believe that 
hon. members of the Treasury have seen it, but I might be 
wrong. 

If we look at the expenditure, £43,523,000, this has risen 
out of all proportion. I believe the plant is too big for our 
needs now and in the future and I fear that we will be 
locked into an agreement for 25 to 30 years and unable to 
get out of it unless we pay a fortune. I believe further that 
it will be the last dinosaur of its type to be built in Europe. 
During the recent public presentation held at the 
Postgraduate Medical Centre where the Director of Biffa 
Waste Management, referred to by the hon. minister in his 
opening remarks, gave an enlightened talk on the way 
forward for an Island in terms of waste management, a 
representative of the Belgium company which is supplying 
the Isle of Man incinerator was overheard saying - and I 
heard him - 'Yes, I agree. It will be the last dinosaur, but 
what a beautiful dinosaur!' he said. (Laughter) Is that 
indicative of the regard those in this business have for the 
Isle of Man? We have become a consultant's dream in terms 
of them selling us outdated and old-fashioned although 
tweaked technology. The facts speak for themselves. 

Let us look at the facts. Since the 1998 public inquiry 
to date, the figure on waste arisings has been over- 
estimated. In view of the importance of waste-arising data 
it is absolutely essential that our data capture and 
management systems are of a high standard. If they are 
not, errors in this area obviously lead to the whole process 
being materially flawed with regard to the scale and type 
of solutions to be selected. The scheme has not received 
detailed planning consent, must be subject to a public 
inquiry. The owner of the proposed site is seeking a legal 
challenge on the compulsory purchase element. The 
relaxation of certain planning conditions imposed at the 
1998 inquiry have not been agreed with Braddan 
Commissioners, who may also put up a legal challenge. 
Approximately one third of all refuse going to the 
incinerator will result in bottom ash; as such, a new landfill 
facility will be required. There is no tried and proven 
method of using and utilising this or recycling bottom ash. 
There are experiments going on with SELCHP's bottom 
ash in Lewisham by an aggregate company who are binding 
it in a resin-type compound as underlay for roads or 
hardcore, but they have only been doing this for five years, 
which I would suggest is not tried and proven, nor should 
we even be considering it. Charred and jagged ferrous 
metals which are the result at the SELCHP plant have little 
market value when sold back to the steel industry. Mr 
Blundie, however, who escorted us and was our guide at 
the SELCHP plant, told me and others it had a high market 
value, and when I checked with the steel industry they 
said, 'Oh no, it has a small market value but we would 
prefer to receive the subject matter prior to combustion. 
That has a higher market value'. 
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`Mass burn' means just that: everything is burned, 
including tyres, plastics, gas containers, oxygen canisters, 
et cetera. SELCHP admitted they had no idea what is in 
the waste prior to burning, and if an oxygen bottle goes in 
which did on one occasion its explosion causes huge 
problems within the grate. Interestingly, during that visit a 
control room official at SELCHP told myself and my 
colleague of the Council, the hon. Mr Lowey, that in his 
view all waste should be separated and recycled with only 
the residue going to SELCHP. But he said that not within 
the earshot of his master, Mr Blundie, who had moved on. 
The only item, as I have said, SELCHP has banned is 
plasterboard and PVC. We have stalemate in respect of 
the effects of the micro-particulates. 

The dioxin issue is subject to addressing the issues of 
diesel-generated power stations, coal burning and vehicle 
emissions. There have been no human tests done to 
establish the body burden for dioxin, nor does it look as 
though there is any intention to do any, so we do not know 
what people are carrying. So how can we say that what 
small significant increase will have no health effect? It is 
possible to actually assess body burden by examination of 
the blood, although I will admit it can fluctuate each time 
the blood is tested. 

The Public Health (Amendment) Bill has not received 
its appointed day order. No subordinate legislation has been 
passed under the Public Health Act 1990 to improve the 
department's ability to manage the handling of waste 
generated in the Island. There is no regulatory framework. 
Regulations enacted prior to the contract signing of this 
could be open to legal challenge, I would suggest. As far 
as we are aware, no contract has been made with a UK 
environmental agency to assist in matters of licensing 
control and regulation. No waste management board has 
been established under the DTI, which should be a 
signatory to the contract with the operating company and 
not the regulator, which is the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment. And then we have the 
cost burden, and some members may have heard me this 
morning say £100,000 per family per year. Of course, let 
us hope it is not anywhere near that, but I hope by saying 
that this morning it may focus members' minds on the 
costs for the public. We have no idea of what the costs are 
going to be because the department has not told us, but 
what we can be sure of is that the cost burden will be with 
the people for 25 to 30 years. It presently stands, if all the 
figures stack up, at around £1,000 per household per 
annum. That is based on the figures which were provided 
at the 1998 public inquiry which have been analysed by 
Biffa Waste Management Services, and I understand the 
hon. minister has had all sorts of correspondence from this 
organisation, who is only too willing to assist freely, I 
would add - freely, at no charge - provided that we get our 
options right. 

Mr Downie: Point of order, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member, Douglas West. 

Mr Downie: Under standing order 3.2(iii) the 
documents are being quoted from here which are not in 
circulation. Can I have a clarification on that point, please? 

The President: That the documents are not in 
circulation? 

Mr Delaney: Generally held by members, Mr President. 

Mr Downie: The member is quoting from documents 
and correspondence she has allegedly received from a 
waste management company which try our own waste 
management figures, but they are not in circulation. 

The President: Well, I would just say to the hon. 
member who has the floor at the present time, we have 
now spent three-quarters of an hour on a history lesson; I 
would prefer if you would come a little closer to the motion 
on the agenda paper. 

Mrs Cannell: All right. Thank you, Mr President. I will 
comply with that. Just in order to help the member for 
West Douglas, the hon. minister for the department has all 
of this information if he would care to look at it. 

Can we now turn to the last presentation by the 
department, which was last Friday, on its waste 
management plan? We were informed at the presentation 
on how many occasions - we were asking, really - the plant 
would be shut for maintenance, and we were informed. 
And then we asked, 'But if we are to maximise recycling 
and composting, thereby reducing the overall tonnage that 
would be required to be incinerated, could the plant cope 
with a lesser tonnage?' And the answer was, 'Well, yes, 
probably, but what we would do to ensure that it did is we 
would close it for longer periods of time' and we were 
told by the department's waste management's man, Mr 
Fletcher, that we could close the plant for up to 14 days if 
we had to. Now, I would suggest that such a highly crafted 
piece of machinery here, state-of-the-art, does not like to 
be switched on and off. You get major problems in 
switching a plant like this on and off. 

Mr Downie: That was a dinosaur. 

Mrs Cannell: Also, of course - tweaked dinosaur - there 
is a huge cost, because of course you have to fire it up 
again from cold. 

Interestingly enough, at that presentation they said the 
capacity would be 45,000 tons to 65,000, but today, in order 
to try and bring in all of the concerns expressed, I note 
that the hon. minister said it can cope with less than 40,000. 
Well, of course he would not have been aware of that if it 
had not have been for the questions but I would urge a 
word of caution there. It does not like being stopped and 
started. There is a greater risk of dioxin and furans being 
formed due to the firing up and the cooling down of this 
process, so I would say be very careful with that one. 

What we have is a situation, I believe, where we have 
to question the facts. I could have given you a history, a 
very colourful chequered history, of the incinerator but I 
have not, because I think we are all well aware of that. 
Over this last year we have had numerous newsletters, 
letters, lobby phone calls (Members: Hear, hear.) and 
information given to us about the chequered history of the 
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It is regarded by those in the waste management field today 
as old technology. Biffa said, as hard-nosed businessmen, 
they would not invest in something like this over 25-30 
years, preferring instead to invest in new technology - this 
is an 80-year-old UK waste management company. I think 
they must know a little about these things. 

Let us look at the amendment. The amendment is 
looking for a clear commitment of directive from hon. 
members in the highest court in the land. The amendment 
is giving an opportunity to put in place a mechanism for 
reducing our problems now. It has been proven, and there 
is evidence, that the system works if there is the political 
will to make it happen, if there is the education and 
continuous education of the public. I believe the issue of 
kerbside has been mooted and it is covered in Hansard. 
The hon. minister for this department, 10 years ago, wanted 
to introduce it as a pilot scheme. I do not know what 
happened to that. I was not her during those days and it is 
a great pity that nothing came of it. 

The amendment gives you the opportunity today to 
make this a real issue, to make it happen. I believe that we 
have to do this. Four civic amenity sites in the Isle of Man 
and a green waste composting facility in the south is all 
well and good, but it is not enough. If you are going to 
make it work and if you have serious commitment into 
this, it has to be collected from people's doorsteps and the 
doorsteps of businesses and schools. It has to be 
encouraged. Mandatory enforcement regulations may 
come, and 10 years ago - that was alluded to also. You 
have to provide the service for the people. There are those 
that cannot get out to the civil amenity sites. There are 
those that have difficulty trying to find the bring banks. If 
you are committed, you will encourage what is contained 
within the amendment by supporting it. You will allow it 
to be possible for people to have this service. 

The second most important part of this, apart from 
putting our money where our mouths are instead of just 
talking about it but doing something about it, is that, in 
view of all the threats of litigation in respect of the 
incinerator facility, in view of the fact it has not had detailed 
planning consent yet, and in view of the fact that it is 
proposed to be up and running in three years' time, that 
gives us an ideal opportunity. We have got three years to 
make this work; the other places that I referred to earlier 
did in a very short space of time. 

If for some reason, whatever reason, the minister's 
resolution goes through today but is troubled by delays 
later on when it gets into the legal arena, we will have 
refuse mounting up in the streets. We have got the landfill 
capacity at Wright's Pit East, which has got to close in 
2003, whether it is full or not. That is a fact. The department 
have not informed us what contingency they have in the 
event of that. We will have domestic refuse piling up in 
the streets. If members support this amendment today, 
whether they support part (i) of this or part (ii) or both is 
irrelevant. If you support part (i) we can have a method of 
dealing with this crisis that we are facing and we will not 
have refuse piling up in the streets; we will have a method 
of management which is sustainable. 

Now, we will hear all sorts of things when I take my 
seat, all the old chestnuts will come out and all the old  

herrings will be flagged up - 'we have not got markets for 
recycling', 'we cannot do this,' we cannot do that'. If there 
is a will there is a way. The hon. member for Peel and I 
know that there are markets for these recyclable materials, 
but we have to go out and seek them. We have to go out 
and find them, and they are there to be found. We have 
found one ourselves who is prepared to take the plastic 
milk bottles of four pints and less. There is someone who 
is prepared to take those. That is just one item. What I am 
saying to you is, the markets are there. We have vessels 
that come here laden and vessels which return empty. There 
is a way of getting it off the Island at a small cost, but it is 
swings and roundabouts. You have to weigh up the cost of 
not doing it compared with the cost of doing it and the 
environmental savings, the net effect, and there has to be a 
balance, but I would suggest this is the way we have to go, 
whether the vote goes for or not in favour of the incinerator. 
We are going to have problems because it is not going to 
be an easy path for the department on this one. Let us help 
them. Let us help the department by showing that we are 
behind them in putting into place an all-Island kerbside 
waste collection service designed to maximise separation 
of waste for composting, reuse and recycling, and let it be 
introduced prior to the final commissioning of the 
incinerator facility. That part is important. Members may 
not like the second part, but it is there: 'and further is of 
the opinion that the capacity of the facility' - this is the 
size - 'be reduced to reflect the consequential reduction of 
incinerable waste'. I beg to move, Mr President: 

At paragraph (ii), delete "and" where it occurs 
secondly; and 

after paragraph (iii), insert - 

"(iv) is of the opinion that an all-Island kerb-side 
waste collection service, designed to 
maximise separation of waste for 
composting, re-use and recycling, be 
introduced prior to the final commissioning 
of the Incinerator Facility; and 

(v) 	is of the opinion that the capacity of the 
Facility be reduced to reflect the 
consequential reduction of incinerable 
waste." 

The President: Hon. member for Rushen. 

Mr Rimington: I wish to second the amendment, Mr 
President. Naturally I do need to address some of the 
general issues besides focusing on the amendment, and I 
do apologise to members if I do go on for a little bit. I will 
try and speed up as I go along. 

I think Tynwald has a responsibility to progress policies 
which are cost-effective, have a social consensus and are 
environmentally sustainable, and in my opinion the 
proposed incinerator facility does not meet any of these 
criteria. Although I appreciate that the construction costs 
on the Island are high, much higher than the adjacent isle, 
this cannot account for the exceptionally high cost of this 
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incinerator facility. The recently commissioned plant in 
Dundee, which is unfortunately out of action at the moment 
after its third fire in one year, cost £35 million to handle 
120,000 tons of waste. Even allowing for economies of 
scale and our extra construction costs, that is still 80 or 90 
per cent more expensive, and we do seem to be going down 
the abattoir route of construction. Whereas the UK gate 
fees for incineration are in the region of £30 to £50, our 
gate fees are now looking in the region of £80 to £85 per 
tonne. The figures which DoLGE have used in comparison 
for landfill - and I think the figure is £79 a tonne or 
something close to that - have been deliberately inflated 
to compare well with incineration and they really cannot 
substantiate such a high figure. Interestingly, at the 
Kerrowdhoo public inquiry DoLGE's own consultants to 
that inquiry quoted in 1993 that the fully engineered 
leachate control limed landfill cost was in the region of 
£35 to £40 per tonne. With inflation that it taking you up 
to £43 or £49. DoLGE managed to squeeze it up a little bit 
more. 

I am not suggesting that landfill is our solution, but just 
illustrating how the department makes false comparisons 
to suit its own ends. The cost of £43 million presented is a 
bare minimum; it does not take into account the cost for 
decommissioning and demolition of the plant at the end of 
its life, nor the cost of handling the disposal of the ash 
residues and associated works, nor does it say who is going 
to pay for these extra costs. At a gate fee of over £80, does 
the department expect local authorities and commercial 
users to rush to bring their waste to the incinerator? They 
will take steps to ensure that their wastes are dealt with in 
other ways, thus further increasing the cost per tonne and 
bringing the plant to the point where it is no longer viable 
to operate from an engineering perspective. The concept 
of running on a stop/start basis, as has been explored and 
mooted for by the department, is not really viable and will 
push up costs. 

Although the bunker has the capacity to store 2,500 tons 
of waste, such stored waste brings its own problems. The 
organic element will quickly decompose in the warm, damp 
conditions and become acidic, thus adding high acidity 
vapour through the air pollution control, increasing the 
maintenance cost considerably. 

Irrespective of whether mass burn incineration is a good 
policy or not, our facility is too big and too expensive, and 
it would be a financial millstone on the public for the next 
30 years. 

The second area for concern over the use of public 
money is in our system of waste collection run by the local 
authorities. The Island has, as we are told, 31 waste 
collection vehicles, refuse wagons. The Isle of Wight, with 
a larger population but a slightly different mix of 
population, has 10. Daventry, which hon. members have 
seen, I think has eight. This actually represents a gross 
misuse of public money. Such an inefficient system should 
surely have been rationalised years ago, and it does not 
take much guessing to work out which department of 
government is responsible for safeguarding the public 
money for this service. DoLGE has sat back and done 
nothing about the waste collection service and it is this 
service which is at the root of the Island's current waste  

disposal dilemma, because if you have your bin wagon 
going round taking the black bin, the wheelie bin, sticking 
it in the back, crushing it, at that point you can do nothing 
else sensibly except burn it or stick it in a hole in the ground. 

So that is the issue to address: what you are going to do 
with your waste collection service. If you want to say no, 
we will not touch the local authorities, no, we will not 
rationalise the system, we will let it go on being highly 
inefficient, well, that is fine; carry on with your mass burn 
incinerator, because that effectively is all you can do with 
the waste when you get it to that point. 

We have been told quite clearly by the department and 
others that unless we have this incinerator facility the world 
is going to fall around our ears in 2003 because there is no 
landfill facility after that point. There has to be a landfill 
facility after that point. There has to be, and it is 
acknowledged by the department and has been, you have 
to have a back-up system for if your incinerator, for 
whatever reason, is not working and not working for longer 
than 14 days, and there are always waste streams - and I 
do not mean inert waste streams - that will not head towards 
the incinerator for whatever reason. You do need a landfill 
facility, and that landfill facility does have to be in the 
centre of the Island on the proximity principle and it is 
going to be in somebody's constituency and they are going 
to have to face up to that problem and the people of Douglas 
and Onchan, and people through the centre of the Island, 
are going to have to fact up to that problem; you need 
another landfill facility and you need it by all principles in 
the centre of the Island. 

Now, the problems we have had with landfill and part 
of the rationale for getting this incinerator is because 
landfill has become such a problem in the north of the 
Island, and I agree it has been such a problem, but that 
fault lies squarely with DoLGE. They have known for 
many years how landfills should be treated. Indeed, they 
went to the inquiry in 1993 and accepted that the landfill 
they were proposing which, when they conveniently forgot 
about incineration for that little period, was going to be 
fully lined, leachate controlled. But then, okay, they lost 
that one. 'Let us go back to the Point of Ayre, let us not 
bother about lining it or about leachate control.' No. And 
why not, I ask? And we have a member of DoLGE speaking 
to the Municipal Association's members saying with great 
glee, 'We have tested the water underneath and we cannot 
find any trace of leachate.' And why not? They forgot to 
mention - it was from their own evidence at the 
Kerrowdhoo inquiry - there is a very strong flow of ground 
water through the northern plain, through to the north and 
into the sea. So what we have been doing for many years 
is effectively sending all our leachate, without the 
complications of tankers from the Raggatt and down the 
sewer system into the bay - we just let it go straight out of 
the ground into the marine environment. And yet we will 
stand up on our high principles and complain about 
Sellafield and their discharges and so forth, but we have 
been polluting the Irish Sea with leachate without any 
attempt to control it, for a long time. 

Now, I appreciate the responsibility of elected politicians 
to make decisions which are sometimes unpopular and I 
do not shy away from this. However, the issue of • Incinerator — Expenditure and Financing Arrangements — Public Health Issues — Debate Commenced 



T104 	 TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 18th OCTOBER 2000 

incineration has inflamed many people's passions, and a 
high proportion of the population are dead against it. And 
not only is it like that in general; in a very specific area of 
the population, the farmers, the Farmers Union, are against 
it, rightly or wrongly because of the perceived threat to 
their livelihood. I think that we have a responsibility to 
take those concerns on board and not just ignore that. If 
we introduce a mass burn incinerator, we say goodbye to 
recycling. It will never be acceptable to many people and, 
whether their views are right or wrong, it is always going 
to be a constant battleground. Therefore, we should seek a 
waste disposal system for which consensus is possible, 
which is why we have the amendment in front of you today. 

In noting the report, which is in front of members, I 
would just like to say a very few brief words on that. I 
have listened to Professor Blain at the public inquiry and 
at the recent presentation. I must say I have the utmost 
respect for his integrity. I disagree with his methodology 
of assessing outcomes. His science, or science generally, 
has become dominated by what I call behaviourism, and 
behaviourism is a crude empirical methodology, and it 
derives in both social sciences and in sciences and it is an 
influence which has come from America, which has been, 
as we know, a society dominated by market forces, by 
inputs and outputs. And when you are concentrating purely 
on inputs and outputs - what goes in, what comes out - it is 
what comes out at the other end, it has not died or it is 
going to live for a little bit longer, then that is okay. But 
the methodology which was presented by Dr Howard at 
the inquiry was slightly different, with was more intuitive, 
which was looking at the impact of unknown chemicals 
and dioxins in many respects are unknown and there are 
other chemicals come out of incinerators and in the 
environment generally which are unknown, and he looks 
at those intuitively and projects on what their long-term 
effects should be. Okay, there is no right place in the 
spectrum of the crude empirical or the fully intuitive. Many 
advances in science have come from purely empirical 
works. Many of our great advances and the basis of our 
science has come from intuition, so we are looking 
somewhere along that spectrum. Dr Floyd - I really do not 
want to speak too long about him, but briefly to describe 
him as a scientific spin doctor and I say that, having listened 
to him at the inquiry and, under questioning, he freely 
admitted that he could equally have been there on behalf 
of the opponents, and that is the nature of his business. 
Professor Porteous and Professor Clift, - surprisingly 
enough I probably have a lot more in common with them 
than this issue would look, but in terms of energy and 
energy usage. Professor Porteous is, as we know, very 
partisan, and in favour of incineration individually and is 
also paid by the department, so it was no surprise, his 
presentation in here, which laid great emphasis on 
comparison with diesel emissions and particulates, but I 
did just drop the fact into him that we were probably going 
to drop most of that diesel generation and go for gas, and 
he reacted very quickly; he did not have the grace to say, 
`Oh, well, that changes things.' He snapped back with a 
whole load of rubbish about gas emissions, which, I am 
very pleased to say was contradicted by Professor Blain 
quickly afterwards. 

Perhaps if we could take the issue of energy, you have 
been circulated with some papers on my behalf which are 
these, and if you could first of all look at page 3, which 
relates to the energy and the extract which comes out of 
Professor Porteous's section in here, which is easier for 
you to read at this point, and there you can see quite clearly 
in the two types of usage of incineration, one for electricity 
only, one for district heating and electricity, there is a huge 
difference in the way that the energy is used between the 
two, and if you go just for electricity, which is what stands 
at the moment, then you are putting 59 per cent of your 
energy created through the condenser, i.e. you are not using 
it. And when I mentioned this thing on the radio some 
time back, the hon. minister said, and I quote from the 
newspaper, 'It is a fact of thermodynamics that all 
combustion plants exhaust a large amount of heat. This 
plant, however, will be one of the most efficient examples. 
All waste heat that can be recovered will be utilised to 
generate electricity for the national grid,' i.e. 22 per cent 
is going to the national grid and the other 59 per cent is 
basically going out the window. Now, I accept that there is 
a facility to put district heating onto the proposed plant 
and I accept, having spoken to the architects in Douglas 
Corporation, that the Pulrose development would have the 
ability to take district heating from there, but we must also 
accept that the department has no intention itself of taking 
one from the other, and the hon. minister has said that, 
because it is too expensive and we do not have the money 
in the capital programme and we are looking for private 
finance - 

Mr Gilbey: Private finance - what is wrong with that? 

Mr Rimington: - which is I would think is rather pie in 
the sky, and the last point that I would put at the bottom on 
there, which is the latest European directive on incineration, 
or proposed, which will presumably come into place 
shortly, say that any heat generated by the incineration or 
co-incineration process shall be recovered as far as 
possible, and I would suggest that in this particular example 
it is possibly not very far. 

If we go back to page one, or A, on there we will have 
a further look at the energy production and how the 
department has handled this issue, because through these 
pages I would like to take you through what I would call 
the changing figures and the unreliability of the department 
in the presentation of its case. At the inquiry their own 
consultants, I think their consulting engineers, put the 
waste, the output, at the figures that are given there to give 
you a 3.3 megawatt continuous output on a 90 per cent 
availability basis. Professor Porteous in here has made 
numerous references to the amount of electricity a ton of 
municipal solid waste produces and also he puts it comes 
out about 3.2 megawatts continuous. And yet, in answer 
to my question for written answer in July, the department's 
answer is four - well, they said four point something else 
more - that is 4.76 megawatts when you work it out on 
exactly the same basis. So that is an increase of 44 per 
cent. Where does this magic increase come from? Is it 
supplied by the contractor, or is it made up by the 
department? And when you understand that their figures 
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on electricity production are wrong, then their figures on 
the financing of the plant are also wrong by a few hundred 
thousand - I have made that point lower down - and that is 
on the optimistic output of 60,000 tonnes per annum, but 
if we are operating on the 45,000 per annum range, 
electricity output goes down, costs go up and the cost per 
ton goes up considerably. On the section above, on bottom 
ash, which again, using the standard figure based on 60,000 
tonnes per annum, their consultants in 1998 at the inquiry 
were giving 13,800 tonnes. Professor Porteous in here -
his calculations, the same, 13,800. SELCHP presentation 
- I did read it slightly differently from the hon. member 
for East Douglas that all ash was about 30 per cent of input, 
giving bottom ash approximately 15,000 tonnes. But the 
department minister in July, in answer to Leonard Singer 
said,'6,000 tonnes' Where does he get 6,000 tonnes from? 
Who gave him that wonderful, accurate information? And, 
in their waste management plan, just for consistency, it is 
10,000 tonnes. The figures are drifting all over the place. 

Then we look further above at the waste arisings - and 
this is an area, I am sorry, which I am going to have to 
labour through, but it is important - I spent a long time at 
the public inquiry going through this issue and it was 
myself and another person's questioning of their figures 
that required the department to go back and review their 
waste arisings figures because they were, effectively, 
rubbished at the 1998 inquiry. And they did not actually 
present any reasonably figures there; they just presented 
an overall 57,860 or something like that, and were unable 
to present an analysis of the waste arisings at that point, 
even though they had a weighbridge, even though they 
had operators looking at the quantities of waste coming in 
over that weighbridge. And their weighbridge operators 
were so accurate that we had things like an eight cubic 
yard skip coming from Ramsey which was 100 per cent 
full and it contained 50 per cent of bricks and 50 per cent 
of nothing, and its weight was only 140 kilograms, which 
does not really add up in commercial terms. We had an 
eight cubic yard skip coming from Douglas 100 per cent 
full of household and garden waste and weighing 20 
kilograms, and these were the sorts of basis of which the 
figures to the 1998 inquiry that our wonderful department 
brought forward. So they went back and they employed 
those consultants, R P S Cairns, whose report has not been 
released and the department will not release, but we know 
that the figures they gave for incineration were 41,000 
tonnes, however suspect that might be, and we also know 
that R P S Cairns criticised the integrity of the department's 
figures and ability to get the right feedstock for the 
incinerator, so naturally that report had to be thrown out 
of the window and we get the next set of readings which 
Mr Gilbey has referred to from March or from one year on 
1999/2000, to give us 104,000 tonnes, which are the figures 
first of all which were given to you, hon. members, before 
I arrived in your presence in June, in your slide 
presentation, which is in those first two columns, giving 
you 104,000 tonnes and 56,000 tonnes incinerable. 

Looking closely at those figures we go to September 
and the waste management plan, and the figures there, to 
substantiate that, are on page B, and there are numerous 
changes that have taken place on those yearly figures from 

June to September. Suddenly we have a new category -
industrial pops in with 2,000; the directly delivered 
commercial pops up to 4,000, but that in fact was just a 
simple mistake; the 10,000 tonnes of soil, the 2,000 tonnes 
of hard core disappear from the figures; in comes an 
increase in the civic amenity from 13 to 14'/2 and then in 
come two categories, which I have listed down below, the 
tyres and the paper/card miscellaneous, which are pure 
inventions by the department - absolute inventions and they 
cannot be substantiated, and I contested with them at their 
waste management strategy plan presentation last Friday, 
and they were blathering, I am sorry; they were not able to 
substantiate those figures. Even the mathematics that were 
given to substantiate the tyres, which were way out on UK 
figures, were completely wrong and in fact substantiate 
the quantity of their mistake. But yet we still manage to 
have got that 104,000. We have got that magic figure; we 
have not lost it. Even though you have twisted it around, 
and that is what you have done, and minister, we have 
civic amenities, 13,000 here, 14,500 in September and in 
your reply in July 2000 to Mrs Cannell, this time you say, 
11,000 tonnes of civic amenity waste. Why, oh why, 
minister, do these figures drift all over the page and come 
out as different things? I would say that you actually do 
not really know what you are doing. You have been fishing 
from day one. You decided on the policy years and years 
ago and you have done everything just to go focus, policy 
must go, 16,000 tonnes, all the figures will arrive at the 
right point, looking good in time for the final decision. 
Unfortunately, the final decision keeps on getting delayed 
and so all the figures start drifting around following it 
along. And I think, minister, that you have some serious 
answers to give on the integrity of your responses to this 
Court on those figures, and they are there in black and 
white; they are there irrefutable. You give wrong figures. I 
would like to know why. 

Now, I turn to the last two pages, which is D, and then 
we will have a look at E. Now, I have taken your figures 
such as they are. I have taken your figures in the top of 
that page, the domestic waste, commercial waste, directly 
delivered commercial waste and your new category of 
industrial waste, which is primarily not industrial waste 
but from industrial premises, mostly commercial waste, 
and you have got a figure of 42,000 and, minister, you 
will be pleased to know that that is reasonably accurate 
and it corresponds with the figures I gave to the inspector 
at the public inquiry in 1998, so I will be happy to go 
forward on that. And then I have the waste breakdown, 
given by Professor Porteous in one of the pages in the red 
document which is the standard analysis of waste, and 
applied that to those figures. I have given it a slight tweak 
because you have got this extra commercially industrial 
type waste which would not contain, obviously, so much 
dust and cinders and presumably textiles and so forth, so 
it has had to recognise that. And so that gives you a 
breakdown of the basic components of that waste -
obviously going to be out; I am not pretending those are 
exactly right, but they will not be too far off. 

So that gives you an idea of the type of waste that is 
coming in, and then we look at the civic amenity waste 
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designated for green composting as at present - well, that 
is the present plan so we can take that out of the equation. 
And again, I accept that the remaining figures have to be 
guesswork, and that is weak, because there is not any 
analysis to go by. There was an analysis for the 1998 inquiry 
by DoLGE's consultants, MEL and EAE and so forth, but 
even the consultants were not happy with their results, so 
it would be pointless to try and use theirs, although I have 
looked at theirs and taken that into account. But you have 
a figure there, everything below the 5,100 is heading off 
towards the incinerator on the DoLGE figures, whether it 
is the rubble, soils, inerts. 

If we go over onto the very last page, page E, that gives 
you what I would consider a possible scenario, and it is 
only a possible scenario and it could vary and you could 
tweak it around in all sorts of different ways, but it is a 
scenario where you are not putting all your eggs in one 
basket; you are not tying yourself to a very high capital 
cost mass burn system but you are saying, 'Okay, we have 
a stream of waste, we can do different things with it.' It 
does depend on political will, it does depend on kerbside 
collection. If you do not want to do kerbside collection, do 
not bother, just go back to the stone ages. 

So, you see, you have a high-tech composting unit which 
could accept all the organic kitchen waste, it could accept 
paper, cardboard if it is not contaminated, which would 
have to be shredded, organic textiles and you have probably 
got an element of green waste into it to give it the right 
texture. In recycling and reuse I have put 50 per cent down 
for plastics. People say plastics just cannot be recycled 
but that is not true. I have a constituent who is a graduate 
from the Plastics Institute who is most alarmed at DoLGE's 
recycling leaflets, extremely upset, and he is not a 
revolutionary greenie, he is just an honest businessman 
who has been running plastics recycling factories for 30 
years, and that is absolute nonsense, and indeed he did 
mention that our own contractors, United Waste, have some 
involvement in a plastics recycling facility in the London 
area and it is an up-and-going technology, and to install a 
small plastics recycling plastics factory even on the Isle of 
Man is only looking at tens of thousands of pounds; we 
are not looking at incinerator-type expenditure. Okay, you 
could recycle some of your paper if you have got the market 
or maybe you put it elsewhere. The metals should not go 
through any form of incineration, office paper can be 
recycled, glass should be taken out, it is of no value to the 
incinerator. Putrescibles in that top section are of no value 
to the incinerator; they are negative, they are 50 per cent 
moisture, they are a down on it. And when you do that, 
you can see that you start reducing the figures that need to 
be incinerated, and I have been generous in putting 50 per 
cent of the plastics in. I have been generous with the 
quantities of contaminated paper and cardboard. You have 
got civic amenity wood there, you have construction wood 
if and when the department gets their materials recycling 
facility for construction waste together. If they can make 
sure that no plasterboard is also with that wood, then that 
wood could go into the incinerator. 'Miscellaneous' is an 
open area - I put 30 per cent into the incinerator, and 
obviously your animal waste, clinical waste, oils, 
screenings. 

Looking at a smaller-sized incinerator, looking at a small 
amount of landfill, most of which would be inerts - I would 
not require a high-tech landfill, so you are going to need 
that in a landfill as is widely recognised for construction 
waste and so forth. It is with a bit of a heavy heart that I 
concede that you could have that scenario, but I am trying 
to give you a compromise, something that people could 
go forward with. Okay, some people would never accept 
that principle of incineration and I can understand that and, 
having been to Dante's inferno in London, I can understand 
that, but we have to be realistic. We are not going to turn 
completely away from that principle at this point in time, 
so I am saying, okay, have your incinerator, reduce it in 
size, make that commitment to take out the elements from 
it which are a concern to people, as you can over the years 
as technology changes, as practices change. And I have 
put at the bottom another option for energy from waste, 
and this actually reflects my own personal desires, that I 
am a fan of incineration, I am a fan of bio-mass 
incineration, and like carbon neutral it offsets fossil fuel 
use, it is a good thing to do, so if you could - and I do not 
know because I do not have that knowledge - have a waste 
plant which had two waste streams, one small for your 
full air pollution control system for all the nasties and a 
larger section for your bio-mass so you could take in your 
clean wood, you could take in all your clean paper and so 
forth and you could take in all sorts of other stuff, forestry 
residues, and you could actually grow crops on unused 
land for that very purpose and offset our fossil fuel usage, 
and in fact that part of the plant would not just become a 
nasty little thing we have to have to deal with our waste; it 
would be a positive element in our overall energy and waste 
and environmental strategy. 

Now the figures we know, looking at the future, that 
there is a pressure for more waste arisings from increased 
consumption, by the sounds of this morning from increased 
population, but that pressure will always be there. But there 
is also the downward pressure on waste arisings as well, 
and also the waste arisings that you would need to 
incinerate in not only the technology improving, as it will 
do in terms of recycling and markets changing, oil products 
and the value of oil going upwards, then the whole balance 
of materials usage is going to change. European legislation 
is moving in that direction, end-life responsibility, so that 
companies that put out waste with too many products 
around are not going to be allowed to do so or, if they do 
so, they are gong to have to take responsibility for that 
waste themselves. So the legislative framework within 
which waste arisings comes is going to change, so there is 
a downward pressure and there is an upward pressure, so 
you do need that flexibility within the system, and I would 
hope that the scenario I have given there where I say, okay, 
you do not go for one huge, big machine and very little of 
anything else but you say, 'We can recycle, we can compost 
and we will incinerate,' and that is the scenario I am trying 
to put forward. As I have said quite clearly, it is not my 
ideal one. If I was Minister for DoLGE with a clean slate 
I would have probably come up with something a little 
more sophisticated and better than that, but I do not have 
the luxury of that position. We are at this point today. So I 
am asking you to give consideration, which might not 
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satisfy your focus that you have had for these last few years, 
but it would satisfy the population. They would say, 'Yes, 
you are taking a sensible route, you are trying to recycle 
and you are committing yourself to that. You are trying to 
do things like composting, you are trying to minimise your 
landfill, and you are incinerating because there are elements 
which will always need to be incinerated, but you are not 
just going to throw the whole damned lot into the one big 
machine. You are going to try and make a difference'. 

But the first paragraph on the amendment is a crucial 
one. Dare you indeed, even those who are asleep, try and 
go for changing the local authorities? You are not changing 
their structure, but you are saying to them, 'Your waste 
collection system is redundant. It is grossly inefficient. You 
are wasting the public's money. Let us start again with a 
decent all-Island system' and that is the brave thing to do, 
and if you do not do that you are just going to go back to 
square one and you are frittering everybody's money away. 
Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: The hon. member for Douglas South. 

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President. I will not be 
supporting Mr Gilbey's resolution. It was not long ago, 
Mr President, when Mr Gilbey actually - the boot was on 
the other foot and he was actually opposing an incinerator 
up in his constituency, but I remember the gimmick he 
had at the time, 'Do not underestimate the power of the 
people,' or words to that effect. 

Really speaking, my constituency are most concerned 
in South Douglas, Mr President, also in West Douglas. I 
have had many letters, like many other members, and this 
has been going on, this incinerator, since 1979 when the 
figures then, I think, were £1 .8 million. What concerns us 
about the latest request for this incinerator is the site also, 
which will contaminate the land for the farmers, possibly, 
with emissions in dioxins. Also the height of the chimney 
was a concern, Mr President, which would come up over 
the top of Pulrose Golf Course and the emissions would 
add to the pollution in the Douglas valley. We have got 
enough pollution there with the power station and I am 
pleased to say that the improvements to Douglas power 
station in the foreseeable future will be good for the 
environment in our constituency, but it is a concern that 
this incinerator, if it does go ahead, would pollute the 
Douglas valley. We have already got lots of children up 
there and families actually suffering from asthma, and this 
will add to bronchial problems in the people. 

Incinerators, as members are well aware, are being 
closed down in many areas, as Mrs Cannell said here - I 
must congratulate Mrs Cannell and Mr Rhnington for their 
contributions because I think the technical working they 
have done is outstanding. I think incinerators are 
environmentally wrong, very costly and, as for Mr Gilbey 
mentioning the district heating, that was looked at years 
ago by the Energy Committee of Tynwald, and with the 
extra plant that was needed it was a dead duck they said; it 
would not be worth it. Another thing regarding utilising 
the heat is that you would have to have the put-through of 
rubbish, which on the Island we do not have. We do not 
have the put-through of the rubbish to keep the incinerator  

hot to utilise heat and that is another concern. You have 
also got to have the heat of the incinerator to keep the heat 
very hot so it reduces dioxins, I believe. 

Mr Downie: How about the crematorium? How does 
that work? (Laughter) 

Mr Duggan: That has just been upgraded; that is a 
separate issue, that, for the corporation, Mr Downie. 

But I really think, if you look at the district heating, we 
did say years ago when the National Sports Centre was 
getting built, that they would utilise the heat of the power 
station. They have never done it. It was another red herring. 
This is a red herring of Mr Gilbey's too, saying you could 
utilise the heat. The running costs will be colossal. It will 
be a burden on the ratepayers and taxpayers, and I think it 
will be a folly for the government to go ahead. You have 
only got to look at the meat plant; that was a minor thing 
towards this. 

If you go ahead with this incinerator it is going to be 
the biggest folly the Court has ever made. I personally am 
totally opposed to it and I will not be supporting Mr 
Gilbey's resolution whatsoever. 

The President: Right, now, hon. members, I think we 
have been making haste slowly. It is possibly an appropriate 
time to adjourn for refreshment, and when you come back 
refreshed I expect to make haste a little bit quicker. When 
we come back at five minutes past five the first speaker 
will be the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton. 

The Court adjourned at 4.47 p.m. 

Incinerator - 
Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 

The President: Hon. members, we resume the debate 
and, as I indicated, the first to speak is Mr Houghton, the 
member for North Douglas. 

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. Some 
opponents have suggested that the EU regulations are 
inadequate to protect the environment and the health of 
the population. They cite the following evidence in an 
attempt to support this position: (1) Operators are allowed 
to exceed the limits in the regulations. There are many 
excedences reported by operators in the UK. The 
conclusion is that if there are excedences the plants cannot 
therefore be safe; and (2) the UK Department of the 
Environment, Transport and the Regions has issued a list 
of polluters; incinerator operators are on that list. The 
conclusion drawn from this is that therefore incinerators 
must therefore pollute. 

The foregoing arguments are not valid. Firstly, the 
excedences come to light because the plant operators report 
them to the authorities as part of the regulatory system. 
Why do they do that? The regulatory approach is to set 
standards that are known as extremely hard to meet, but at 
the same time as setting these standards a judgement is • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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made about what would be acceptable scope for excedence. 
The EU regulations allow 60 hours of abnormal operating 
per annum. 

The alternative to this approach might be to set a laxer 
standard which, it is recognised, could be met more readily, 
but let the authorities do spot checks in order to determine 
exactly what is happening at the various plants. The EU 
approach, with its high standards and self-reporting 
excedences, ensures that the regulator is kept fully informed 
at all times. This, of course, is entirely appropriate. When 
an operator reports its excedences it is in effect claiming 
part of the 60 hours to which it is fully entitled. We can be 
reassured by this that the monitoring is working effectively 
and the regulator is fully informed at all times. 

Let us now turn to the list of polluters. This is not, in 
fact, a list of polluters but a list of companies which have 
been fined by the DETR for breaching one of their 
regulations. The department is not seeking to underplay 
the wrong which has been done by such companies, but 
feels it is only right that the true facts about the particular 
cases should be known. The opponents of the incinerator 
report them in such a way as to imply that these incinerators 
are not being operated properly. From this misleading 
position they then go on to claim that these companies are 
doing untold damage to the surrounding environment and 
population. 

It is very important that this misrepresentation of the 
true facts is corrected here today. I will cite just two 
examples. Firstly, and I quote from an opponents letter 
reported in the Examiner, Tysley, Birmingham, was 
identified in the 1999 Environmental Agency league table 
as the second worst polluter in the UK. The operators of 
the Tysley incinerator were entrusted with demolishing the 
old Birmingham incinerator, which is on an adjoining site 
near to the new plant. During that demolition process they 
failed to deal adequately with a small radioactive source 
which was found to be in that plant. It was for this failure 
that they were fined. As such the fine had absolutely 
nothing to do with the standards of operation of the Tysley 
incinerator at all, but that is not the way it was presented. 
The Tysley incinerator is extremely well managed and 
efficiently operated to the highest standards and has been 
visited by this department. 

Secondly, and again I quote from a statement issued by 
those objectors, the Edmonton incinerator in London is 
third in the league of major industrial polluters. It is true 
that the operators of the Edmonton plant were fined, but it 
was for discrepancies in clinical waste transfer notes. 

Mrs Hannan: The same as Sellafield! 

Mr Houghton: Neither of these incidents, although no 
doubt quite serious in their own way, had anything 
whatsoever to do with the performance of the plant they 
were operating, although that is clearly not what the public 
was intended to understand by the way these incidents were 
reported, and of course I will leave all hon. members to 
decide why. 

The recently prevented health report confirms that there 
has been much ill-informed and ill-advised comment 
regarding the terrible dangers (Mrs Crowe: Hear, hear.)that  

will suddenly befall Douglas when this plant comes into 
operation. Some of these comments have been quite 
irresponsible - 

Mrs Hannan: Huh, shame! 

Mr Houghton: Our independent advisers repeated, now 
with the support of the director of public health, that this 
plant will add less than one thousandth to the existing load 
of pollution in the Douglas area an increase from 1,000 to 
less than 1,001. Does it surprise you, then, that in their 
evidence these well respected experts said that it would 
not significantly increase the risk to health? Are we all 
sitting here today in a highly anxious state because of the 
1,000 units of pollution we are already breathing in? Of 
course not. There is not even a justifiable case for a Clean 
Air Act, because air quality is regarded as perfectly 
acceptable at this time. If we are worried about the present 
situation and consider it unacceptable, then as legislators 
we should be taking positive action to reduce the pollutants 
in the atmosphere caused by electricity generation, 
factories, vehicle emissions and of course coal fires. 

Mrs Crowe: Quite right. 

Mr Houghton: We are considering today an all-Island 
facility which will serve us for the next 25 years and beyond 
and which will reduce the movement of waste by road. 
This will not only reduce traffic congestion on our Island 
roads but can be justified on environmental grounds as it 
will avoid the unnecessary use of fossil fuels. Of course it 
will reduce costs which would otherwise have to be borne 
by the public by providing a more effective solution to 
managing our waste problems in the 21st century. 

So far as the plume is concerned, there has been much 
ill-informed comment about it from those who are pursuing 
a different agenda. Some of the letters which have been 
circulating have been misleading, to put it kindly, and this 
has caused unnecessary anxiety and concern for the public, 
who really have nothing to fear. The opponents have set 
out to give the impression that a light plume of water 
vapour, which is likely to be seen in certain atmospheric 
conditions, represents a lowering of standards. It does not. 
They have sought to confuse water vapour, which we can 
see on our breath on a cold morning, with emissions, which 
are something entirely different. Sadly it is now clear that 
if you wish to reduce visibility of the water vapour by 
heating it you will actually be adding to the emission levels. 
Surely that cannot be justified. The water vapour is the 
result of ambiance temperature and humidity - simply 
steam, nothing else. 

The emissions will be very tightly controlled and 
continuously monitored to comply with present and future 
known EU directives. Any release of dioxins and 
particulates will be so small as to be insignificant, to use 
the word of the experts, all well respected in their respective 
fields. We are talking here about one tenth of a nanogram 
per cubic metre per annum. If I tell you that a nanogram is 
one thousand millionth of a gram it will give you some 
idea of just how infinitesimal the amounts actually are. 
They are equivalent to something the size of a grain of 
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simple rice in a full year. The existing level of pollutants 
in the air we breathe is a thousand times higher because of 
electricity generation, coal fires, vehicle emissions, 
bonfires et cetera. In fact, cigarette smoking is many times 
more hazardous to health than a modern incinerator will 
ever be. 

Mrs Crowe: Quite right. 

Mr Houghton: The 1998 Planning Scheme Order sets 
down extremely onerous conditions regarding the control 
of emissions from the energy from waste incinerator. There 
are no plans and there never has been any intention on the 
part of the department to alter these strict standards to which 
the department remains fully committed and with which 
the operator must comply. 

Other modern incinerators are already operating well 
within these standards, which must give us all confidence 
in the proven technology to be used. The department has 
visited these plants and seen for itself just how efficient 
and effective the latest flue gas treatment systems actually 
are. Doctor Peter Floyd, a specialist in risk assessment with 
over 20 years' experience of undertaking studies into a 
wide range of waste management solutions, including 
incineration, has advised that any emissions from the 
energy from waste incinerator will pale into insignificance 
when compared with the existing level of pollutants already 
in the atmosphere from power stations, vehicle exhausts, 
coal fires, bonfires and the like. He states that only a tiny, 
tiny fraction will be added because of the strict regulation 
and monitoring regimes, and of course the well proven 
technology. Professor Blain has indicated that what the 
department is proposing, and I quote, 'Will give first-class 
information and provide a great opportunity to put in place 
a state-of-the-art solution to the Isle of Man's waste 
problems.' Professor Blain and Doctor Floyd have stated 
that mass burn incineration with energy recovery is the 
best environmental option for the Isle of Man and 
preferable to landfill. Hon. members, we simply cannot 
ignore this clear advice. Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: The hon. member for Middle, Mr North. 

Mr North: Mr President, in 1997 I voted in favour of 
incineration because I had been assured that we were going 
to insist on the very highest standards and we would use 
the very latest technology coupled with a planned 
programme of reclaim, reuse and recycle. My decision was 
based on the premise that we had been talking about waste 
disposal for long enough and that there was no practical or 
pragmatic alternative. Basically I believed then that it was 
time to get on with the job and I know several hon. members 
still feel that way now. I do not. 

In 1998 I became aware of the progress that was being 
made in relation to the development of a process that was 
first operated in 1983 in Germany. In 1998 that process 
was being refined and developed to enable it to handle 
domestic waste. The process actually uses a two-stage 
gasification plant, the first stage, at about 500°C and the 
second at over 1,500°C. According to the experts that spoke 
to us on a video conference from Newcastle earlier this  

year, dioxins are gasified at around 1,200°C. Please note, 
hon. members, that a mass burn incinerator reaches, as I 
understand, a maximum temperature of about 800°C. This 
difference is very important and the key to why we should 
be adopting the two-stage gasification process instead of 
mass burn incineration. 

Anyway, in 1998, to their credit, the Department of 
Local Government and the Environment sent two people 
to have a look at this new plant at Aalen in Germany. In 
short, the report back said it was far too early to look at 
this method of waste disposal. That report has 
comprehensively now been questioned; in fact, it has been 
well and truly discredited. Unfortunately, I was not able to 
attend the DoLGE presentation recently at the international 
business school. However, reportedly one of the expert 
consultants, when questioned about gasification and 
pyrolysis at Aalen, quite rightly said that the Aalen plant 
was closed. 'Strange,' I thought, so I contacted Gibros, 
who operate the Aalen plant, and, like a lot of statements 
from our expensive experts, he was factually correct but 
totally misleading. The Aalen plant is on a planned closure 
to install a new special cyclone. This cyclone will reduce 
considerably the maintenance costs of the plant and is 
related to the removal of the impurities in the gases that 
are collected. 

Mr President, why are we paying these experts to supply 
us with information on which we should be able to rely 
when they appear to be so selective with their information? 
Hon. members, throughout last year I continued to follow 
the progress of this two-stage gasification plant at Aalen, 
to such an extent that my colleague, the Minister for 
DoLGE was, I think, starting to refer to me as the salesman 
from Gibros. I was continually being fed conflicting 
information. It was said that the plant had all sorts of 
problems and was not working properly. I was told it was 
far more expensive. I was told it could not handle the 
amount of waste we produce, and so it went on. 

Finally, I decided I wanted to see this plant for myself, 
so earlier this year I combined a scheduled meeting in 
Brussels with a journey by road to Aalen to find out what 
was actually going on. The managing director of Gibros-
PEC, a Dutch company which owns 15 per cent of the 
Aalen plant and supplied the equipment for it, accompanied 
me. I had a full day in Aalen, asking questions about the 
operation. It was most enlightening. I should add at this 
stage that although I went with a positive attitude I did 
also try to verify or disprove certain reports and allegations. 

As a result of my visit, the Chief Minister agreed to 
commission an independent consultant. Before he went to 
Germany I met this consultant, Mr Andrew Street, who 
was a director of a firm called SLR Consulting. I was told 
that he had completed an investigation into waste disposal 
for the island of Anglesey. What I did not know at that 
stage was that he is also responsible for our new waste 
management plan, the waste plan that has been critically 
examined by a lot of people, some of whom have 
telephoned me to complain about it. For instance, one small 
point there is why was the widely used BPEO process - in 
other words, the best practical environmental option - not 
undertaken in the new waste management plan? Mr Street 
duly visited the Aalen plant and gave a presentation to the • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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Council of Ministers, to members of Tynwald and another 
to Braddan Commissioners and Bad Air. I attended two of 
the presentations. To say I was surprised at the evidence 
presented by Mr Street would be an under statement. Again, 
it was what was not explained that worried me. 

The first event, he made a major play of the fact that he 
had not been able to obtain the detailed emission figures. 
He only had a single sheet of figures. Were these totally 
meaningless? I should point out that the German state 
authorities collect all the figures, not Gibros. Nevertheless, 
the figures are available and show that the two-stage 
gasification plant has emissions that are lower than mass 
burn by a very large factor. Hon. members, the emissions 
from the Gibros-PEC plant are vastly superior to the mass 
burn equipment. Not only are there no dioxins because of 
the temperatures reached, there is also no fly ash. There is 
also no need for any landfill, unlike the mass burn 
incinerator that has something like 25 per cent to 30 per 
cent by weight going into the ground. The mass burn 
incinerator is, in my opinion, using technology that we 
should not now be considering. As I have tried to explain 
to my colleague, the Minister for DoLGE, when it comes 
to the specific requirements of the Isle of Man, we are 
going for the second best. I would ask the question of Mr 
Street, our independent consultant, does he have a 
continuous record of the dioxin emissions from any mass 
burn incinerators in the United Kingdom? Are they even 
available? We know from Question Time in Tynwald that 
they are not. 

Mr Street reported on the operational history of the plant. 
He stated quite correctly that the Aalen plant had reached 
a maximum level of 30 tonnes per day over the period 
from March 1999 to the end of 1999 compared to its design 
capacity of 60 tonnes per day. Another question I should 
like to ask is, shouldn't Mr Andrew Street, the independent 
consultant, according to his CV, an expert on providing 
feasibility studies on mass burn, pyrolysis and gasification, 
not have known why the plant was only operating at 50 
per cent of its design capacity? Should he not have assessed 
whether or not it was capable of running at its full design 
capacity? The reason the Aalen plant is only running at 50 
per cent is nothing to do with the plant. Mr Street went on 
to state in his presentation that the longest operational 
period so far without shutdown is eight days. Yet again 
what he failed to say was that the two-stage gasification 
plant can be closed down and restarted relatively easily. 
This is totally different to the mass burn equipment that 
our consultants seem to be so keen on, as we have been 
told our proposed incinerator has a strictly restricted closure 
programme of, I think from memory from the presentation, 
it was four times a year planned closures. Any additional 
closures of any mass burn incinerators incur much higher 
expenditure and maintenance costs. This is not so with 
two-stage gasification. 

At the presentation to the Council of Ministers Mr Street 
remarked that the plant at Aalen was impressive, he said it 
was an impressive piece of engineering, just like a BMW. 
Basically, as I understand it, he was impressed with the 
plant. 

Gibros openly at the time of his visit pointed out to Mr 
Street that they had experienced a problem with the waste  

feed equipment. It was not a major problem in the overall 
scale of the operations and was part of the process 
development of the plant. Then why did Mr Street use the 
alteration of the waste feed as one of the few points he had 
against the gasification process? It was merely a 
mechanical engineering problem that has little or nothing 
to do with whether the technology is any good. In fact I 
understand that the mechanical problem was created by 
the local authority changing their waste management 
strategy. Originally the design was for a separate receiving 
facility with a separation plant and a waste drying plant on 
the existing landfill site. With the change of strategy it 
became necessary to integrate everything in the same 
building; this they have achieved. 

As I have pointed out, the Gibros-PEC gasification plant 
technology is not new. It has been handling hazardous and 
industrial waste satisfactorily for many years. With an 
integrated waste management programme we would be 
able to carry out our policy of recycling as much as possible 
and the PEC plant is a perfect safety net with which we 
could all be comfortable. 

An interesting point was made by Mr Street and I should 
like hon. members to listen carefully again to what he 
claimed was a disadvantage of the gasification plant. He 
said, 'Waste supplied to the plant has been pre-segregated, 
with the putrescible element and the glass, cans and plastics 
largely removed.' In other words he said the plant does 
not handle crude MSW. 

Hon. members, I have always thought that we were 
planning to segregate our waste. I thought we were 
planning to keep crude MSW to a minimum in the Isle of 
Man. That is what we said originally when we had the 
debate here in Tynwald. I have always understood Tynwald 
policy to be to reduce, recycle and reuse, together with 
incineration, and I am sure the minister will confirm this 
to be so. 

The capital cost was given by Mr Street at £18.75 
million. He says the price he was given for a 50,000 tonne 
plant was 85 per cent of the Aalen costs. This he estimated 
at about £98 to £103 per tonne. He says no specific figure 
was given for the proposed Isle of Man plant. Hon. 
members, the figure I was given by the managing director 
of Gibros-PEC when I visited Aalen was estimated at a 
maximum of £25 million at a price of approximately £50 
per tonne. This price of £50 per tonne to government was 
based on Gibros receiving the proceeds of the electricity 
and waste products. 

Hon. members, from where do the different costings 
come? Our independent consultant, Mr Street, is a 
professional, and as I have already mentioned, his company 
carries out feasibility studies for clients on mass burn 
pyrolysis and gasification plants. I find the difference in 
the price per tonne confusing, to say the least. 

Who is right? I am going on the figures I have been 
given by the manufacturers who have recently contracted 
for a new plant near Rotterdam, three plants in Spain et 
cetera, and Toshiba are now building their third plant in 
Tokyo. Surely a short letter to Gibros would have 
confirmed the guide figure that I was given. 

Next on the independent consultant's examination of 
the Gibros-PEC plant was his assessment of its 
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environmental performance. He said the company refused 
to provide a full set of monitoring data and there was 
limited data available relating to its environmental 
performance. Hon. members, the company did not refuse 
to provide the information. As I have already mentioned, 
the state authorities control all the information and for some 
reason they were not available. Gibros do not control the 
figures but they are available. What he failed to mention 
was that the state authorities, I understand, are very satisfied 
with the environmental performance of their Aalen plant. 
They are, as we should be, just ultra-cautious. 

The state authorities have 15 air monitoring stations in 
and around Aalen. They do their checks on the air quality 
and have done for many years. What meaningful 
background checks have we assembled? 

The emissions from the Aalen plant are not in the same 
league as a mass burn incinerator. As we already know, 
there is no fly ash, no dioxins and the temperature, which 
rises to over 1500 degrees, ensures that the worrying 
aspects of the mass burn incinerator are dealt with properly. 
Even the char or glass beads from the PEC plant can be 
sold. Basically there is virtually no need for landfill because 
the plant produces synthetic basalt that is made into bricks. 
The other waste product is pure salt water and that can be 
put into the sea. All the other products can be sold. 

Our independent consultants seemed to want to compare 
the two. In my opinion this is not what he was supposed to 
be doing. The advantages of the two-stage gasification 
process are so vastly superior to those of the mass burn 
equipment that what we wanted to know was whether or 
not the Gibros-PEC process actually worked. Obviously 
it does, but he was not prepared at this stage to recommend 
it to the people of the Isle of Man. However, he did say he 
might change his mind in two years' time. 

Hon. members, within the next 10 years the major source 
of dangerous emissions, the motor vehicle, will have been 
cleaned up. Hopefully with the approval of Tynwald in 
the next two years we will bring natural gas ashore and 
clean up another unwelcome source of pollution. We will 
enable households, I hope, to move to smokeless fuel. This 
will be all within the next 10 years and what we will be 
saddled with for the next 25 years? A mass burn incinerator. 
What an opportunity, what a mistake. 

After the second presentation to members of Tynwald 
Mr Street even told me he was considering recommending 
a Gibros-PEC type pyrolysis gasification plant for a client 
in England. If the technology works, which it has done 
since 1983, for hazardous waste and the recovery of metal 
what is so different with the technology that we should 
not be using it? They can use it in Germany, the 
Netherlands, Spain, Japan and other places, why are we 
so different? 

PROAV in Holland, which processes over two million 
tonnes of refuse per year and has five composting plants 
and is wholly owned by the Dutch Government, was and 
still is prepared to guarantee a Gibros-PEC plant here in 
the Isle of Man. They have all types of incinerators but 
these very experienced operators are prepared to guarantee 
a two-stage gasification plant here in the Isle of Man. 

They have made an offer of which I think we should 
have availed ourselves. Their offer is to collect two lots of  

20 tonnes. Each would contain a similar mixture of 
domestic waste, paper, batteries, commercial waste, 
whatever is thought to be representative. One load would 
be processed in a modern mass burn incinerator and the 
other in a Gibros-PEC gasification plant. In both cases the 
processing as well as the quality of the output and emissions 
can be checked by the Netherlands Energy Research 
Foundation. I would still like to see that test carried out. 

In his summary on the Gibros-PEC plant our 
independent consultant, Mr Street, slanted his judgement 
to such an extent that he used figures that were irrelevant. 
For instance, he said that the operating gate price would 
be up to £125 per tonne and that the plant at Aalen had 
operated at only 19 per cent capacity during the last year. 
Quite correct, but again it is what he did not say that worries 
me. Why was it only 19 per cent and was it relevant 
anyway? It was not. 

So can hon. members explain to me why, as an 
independent consultant, if you knew that the costs you were 
presenting were irrelevant, you would use these figures to 
compare them with what we have here a properly prepared 
and costed alternative? 

It would appear that we are being presented with old 
technology dressed up to supposedly comply with the latest 
standards. We are going to have to fund this technology 
for another 25 years after its proposed completion date in 
2004. And what about complying with the 2005 and then 
the 2010 standards? What is that going to cost us? 

I totally accept the argument that we should get on with 
the job because we have been talking about it for over 20 
years, but have we got on with the job of reducing, reusing 
and recycling our waste? We have in a limited fashion, but 
have we done it enthusiastically in order to ensure that the 
minimum amount has to be burnt? I am afraid we have 
not. 

I believe, hon. members, that we should say no to this 
mass burn incinerator. It is, as I have said, the second-best 
alternative. I believe we should produce a waste 
management plan that takes us confidently well into the 
21st century. Others are already doing it and we should 
not be afraid to delay things in order to get it right. 

When it comes to the mass burn incinerator I have the 
distinct feeling that we have been herded into a position 
that we are going to regret. If we are being led into such a 
position, how can we get out of it? What is the solution so 
that we can make progress? We should commission a 
thorough and proper investigation into the two-stage 
gasification process. Let us look at the costs properly. 

Recently Juniper Consultancy Services completed a 
massive worldwide technology and business review of 
pyrolysis and gasification of waste. They have published 
two large volumes that contain a balanced, lengthy and 
accurate assessment of its potential. The two volumes 
together - and I hope that Tynwald Library might stretch 
to one of these - is £1,300 but extracts from various trade 
publications - 

Mr Delaney: You'd need an incinerator to burn that. 

Mr North: - are available on the internet. Let me quote 
just a few extracts from the reviews. • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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One article is headed 'Advanced Thermal Treatment - 
Pyrolysis and Gasification - a Sunrise Technology'. The 
review states that Juniper forecasts that more than 200 new 
plants will be built between 1999 and 2006. The largest 
application today, it says, is replacing incineration for the 
treatment of MSW. The review details about 60 different 
gasification and pyrolysis processes. 'Applying ATT' - the 
advanced thermal treatment - 'systems... to MSW streams 
will increase in future', the review says, 'mainly because 
these technologies are perceived to represent cleaner, more 
socially acceptable waste management systems than 
conventional incineration with energy recovery.' 

To give a more balanced view, which is what our 
consultants have not done, I should tell you that the review 
also says that some of the companies that promote these 
processes have claimed that incineration is now obsolete 
as a waste treatment method. Juniper comments that such 
talk is inappropriate. 

Hon. members, as well as looking more closely and 
objectively at gasification specifically for the Isle of Man 
let us commit ourselves while we do that to speeding up 
the Tynwald policy of reduce, reuse and recycle, let us 
enable people to separate their waste and get our 
composting plant in operation. I believe the people of the 
Isle of Man are eager to support a major initiative to 
implement the proper disposal of our waste, I really do 
believe that. We should be listening to them and getting 
on with the job but not by spending £43 million-plus on a 
mass burn incinerator that we are stuck with for the next 
25 years. 

I am sorry, but it is a hobby horse, but I am afraid our 
waste has well and truly come home to rot on this one and 
we need to pause for reflection before it is too late. I believe 
we will regret the day we were misled if we go down this 
proposed mass burn route. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr 
Braidwood. 

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. The 
contributions so far this afternoon have been very 
interesting. I think Mr Gilbey was quite correct when he 
said that the member for Middle, Mr North, was a salesman 
for Gibros.  

was the pollutants, the dioxins and the particulates coming 
out of a mass burn incinerator. 

I believe I was elected to follow my conscience based 
on information to hand for the benefit of the community I 
represent. To that end I have thoroughly examined the 
evidence and information in my possession relating to 
incineration and have endeavoured to work at the pros and 
cons in finite detail, including the Biffa sustainable waste 
management policy and the island waste services booklet 
describing their integrated waste management contract with 
the Isle of Wight Council and the new report on the health 
implications of human exposure of dioxins and other toxic 
chemical components, which was commissioned after 
concerns were expressed by the director of public health. 

First of all we have to look at the government's waste 
management strategy which has been endorsed on 
numerous occasions in this hon. Court: recovery, reduce, 
reuse and recycle and eventually incinerate. This strategy 
is similar to the one on the Isle of Wight except the 
methodology is different to arrive at the finished product, 
electricity. 

The Isle of Wight has an impressive composting scheme 
which includes mixing shredded green waste with organic 
kitchen waste and feeding it into a vessel composter which 
takes two weeks to complete its journey. However, this 
compost is then used for the cover of the landfill. 

This process is considered in DoLGE's waste 
management plan for the future but at present is 
establishing a composting site at the southern civic amenity 
site for green waste. But finally we are left with waste 
which has to be disposed of. 

The hon. member for Middle has mentioned pyrolysis, 
he has mentioned the Aalen plant in Germany. He has also 
mentioned that there are other gasification and pyrolysis 
plants which are going to be commissoned in the next few 
years. 

Mr North: Do it right now. 

Mr Braidwood: But the City of Karlsruhe in Germany 
invested in a large waste pyrolysis plant which has never 
worked. 

Mr North: That is the Siemens one. 
Mr North: And I refute that. 

Mr Delaney: He is only an assistant salesman. 

Mr North: Unpaid. 

Dr Mann: The meat plant too. 

Mr Braidwood: I was surprised that two contributors 
today who were completely anti-incineration have now 
changed tack slightly and said, yes, they do not mind 
incineration as long as it is smaller. 

Mrs Christian: Yes. 

Mr Braidwood: Now, the whole point that has been 
raised to me and the concerns that have been expressed 

Mr Downie: And it blew up. 

Mr Braidwood: The Island has to have a tried and tested 
method, which at present is mass burn incineration. 

What are the alternatives? We cannot recycle everything. 
Landfill? You only have to go to the Ayres to see that this 
process is unacceptable. Many of my constituents have 
commented to me that they can remember the tips at 
Kewaigue, Spring Valley, particularly in the summer with 
the stench, the flies, the long tails et cetera. 

Mr Brown: Smoke. 

Mrs Christian: And the burning. 

Mr Downie: And the burning. 
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Mr Brown: Twenty-four hours a day. 

Mr Braidwood: Fears have been expressed about 
dioxins and particles from mass burn incinerators, which 
is a misnomer when talking about modern energy to waste 
plants. In 1994 the Department of Health published a report 
stating that despite insufficient evidence for clear casual 
links it would be prudent to regard dioxins as possible 
human carcinogens. The experts from the Imperial Cancer 
Research Fund and Cancer Research Campaign agree that 
the dioxins were a cause of anxiety because of their high 
toxicity. Professor Blain also concludes dioxins are toxic 
compounds and are probable human carcinogens. The 
carcinogenic mechanism appears to be as a cancer 
promoter. This means that dioxins by themselves do not 
cause cancer in man but facilitate the progress of a cancer 
that has already been initiated by another agent. 

In Seveso in Italy in 1976 an estimated two to three 
kilograms of TCDD, the most toxic of the dioxins - 
tetrachlorodibenzo-P-dioxin and chemicals were accidently 
released. Approximately 193 people developed chloroacne. 
Subsequent health surveillance has not revealed persistent 
adverse effects such as birth defects or changes in mortality. 
Some of those exposed have had blood concentrations of 
TCDD some 3,000 times that in the general population. 

The level of dioxins in the environment has decreased 
from 1970. This reduction is due primarily to a reduction 
in air emissions from municipal and medical waste 
incinerators for both categories. The reductions occurred 
from a combination of improved combustion and emission 
controls. 

Many things are toxic and carcinogenic, depending on 
the exposure and concentration. The air we breathe consists 
of approximately 20 per cent oxygen, 80 per cent nitrogen. 
If we breathed 100 per cent oxygen for any period of time 
we would die because oxygen at that percentage is toxic. 

Gaseous emissions, rightly, are of public concern, but 
dioxins are now almost completely destroyed by high gas 
temperatures and stringent combustion control regimes in 
today's modern energy from waste plants. The energy from 
waste plant envisaged by the Isle of Man Government will 
have continual monitoring of the flue emissions. 

Continuous monitoring of dioxins, which is not required 
by EC regulations, has been required in the Belgian region 
of Flanders since 5th January 2000. In Flanders on some 
plants flue gas is sampled continuously and the sample is 
passed through a dioxin-absorbing filter after 200 to 300 
hours. This is then analysed. Obviously such a system 
provides no useful alert to a problem as the information 
obtained is only historical. Clearly it is continuous 
monitoring in name only. 

Recognising these limitations science therefore uses 
surrogate parameters which means that you measure a 
range of emission parameters and dioxins at the same time. 
If you then continually monitor those emission parameters, 
the dioxins are recognised as varying proportionately. This 
proven and widely accepted combustion fact of life is 
accepted by the Environment Agency. 

We were circulated with letters months ago from 
organisations opposed to the incinerator and its siting at 
Richmmond Hill, and the Friends of the Earth cited the  

case in Belgium of incinerators exceeding the TEQ level 
of 0.1 nanograms per cubic metre of normalised gas, i.e. 
230 times, more through its memory effect. This process, 
according to the Friends of the Earth, was due to the 
catalytic action between compounds lining the chimney 
and filtration equipment and causing the continuous 
emission of dioxins and furans. 

The significance of the memory effect identified in 
Belgium relates to the fact that it has led some to question 
the validity of the surrogate parameter approach. I know 
this has been mentioned before, a few months ago, but the 
experience in Belgium has now shown that this memory 
effect related only to recommissioned odour plants which 
had used wet scrubbing systems and is short term. As such 
the EC regulations are being vindicated. 

Modern energy from waste plants are a hundred times 
cleaner than older units in relation to dioxins. The total 
amount of dioxin and furan emissions from municipal 
waste incineration has fallen from a UK average of 500 
grams a year in 1996 to an estimated 15 grams in the year 
2000. The level of dioxin emissions from incinerators is 
now comparable to those from domestic coal fires. Other 
combustion processes in the UK-coal power stations, cars, 
wood stoves, smelting, crematoria, open fires et cetera -
can contribute up to 22 times that from incinerators. 

The British Medical Association has commented that 
the new generation of efficient incinerators with their 
continuous automatic monitoring should eliminate such 
risks re dioxins and other toxic substances on scientific 
and technical grounds. The high temperatures, adequate 
mixing and retention times achieved and the filtration and 
scrubbing of the effluent prevent the emission of toxic 
substances and micro-organisms. 

The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution 
concluded that from an environmental perspective it is 
preferable that conversion of heterogeneous and unstable 
waste to a stable state takes place under controlled 
conditions rather than over a lengthy period in conditions 
over which it is impracticable to exercise complete control. 
Unsorted municipal waste incineration is the only available 
process which provides such an assurance. 

A report from the UK Institute of Environmental Health 
has found no consistent evidence that people living close 
to waste incinerators suffer more ill health or disease than 
the general population. The study assessed 10 pollutants 
including cadmium, mercury, nickel, dioxins and 
particulates emitted when waste is burned. The study 
concluded that neighbours of waste combustion plants are 
exposed to levels of pollutants which are generally a small 
fraction of background levels, in the case of dioxins in the 
Douglas incineration plant 0.1 per cent of the existing 
ambient air concentrations. The report notes that the tighter 
air pollution laws now in place for municipal solid waste 
incinerators will reduce exposure still further. 

Diesel vehicles are believed to be responsible for two 
thirds of all particulates emitted. Particles emitted from 
diesel generators, trucks and cars are formed by 
condensation and therefore fall in the small size range 
below 2.5 microns including the sub-micron range known 
as micro-particulatates. Particles from waste incineration 
and road vehicles are formed by dispersion and are • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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therefore larger and more easily removed. In addition to 
their smaller size particles from diesel engines are tarry 
organic material and relating toxic. The particles from the 
incinerator will be inorganic and therefore less toxic. 

The smaller particles are able to enter the finest airways 
in the lungs, carrying with them the other irritants. 
Published reports show diesel pollution is killing thousands 
of people each year in the UK. The evidence points to the 
rising particulate levels in the air increasing the risk of ill 
health and premature death for people with heart conditions 
and breathing difficulties. Does this mean we should ban 
all diesel vehicles? 

Mrs Hannan: Yes.  

minimalisation, reuse and recycling. Japan is to increase 
the proportion of municipal waste incinerated to 80 per 
cent and also to increase the recovery of energy from waste 
to combat global warming. They hope to increase the 
amount of electricity generated from 2,000 megawatts in 
2000 to 4,000 megawatts by the year 2010. 

I went to the plant at SELCHP and I also went on to the 
Isle of Wight. Now, my hon. colleague from Douglas East, 
was not impressed with the incinerator at SELCHP I must 
admit I was. 

She mentioned the amount of emissions that had gone 
over the normal controls and quoted 33, 65, 107 I think it 
was. 

Mrs Cannell: Yes. 
A Member: Yes. 

Mr. Braidwood: I do believe we have to put risks into 
context. Cigarette smoking is carcinogenic. Cigarette 
smoking also releases dioxins and is a common source of 
ultra-fine particles. Should we go along as California and 
ban all smoking in public places? 

Mrs Crowe: Yes. 

Mr Brown: In the Members' Room. 

Mrs Hannan: Yes. 

A Member: Even in the street. 

Mr Delaney: I will say yes to that. (Interjection) 

Mr Braidwood: The publication 'Health of Mann' in 
1998 comments on the mortality from lung cancer. This 
report directly reflects smoking habits in the population, 
where the reduction in deaths in males has not been seen 
in females and smoking must be regarded as the major 
contributory factor to the increased incidence of female 
mortality from cancer of the lung. In the UK 50 children 
per day are admitted to hospital with cigarette smoke 
related medical conditions. How much of this could be 
related to inhaling the cigarette smoke of their parents? 

A Member: Most. 

Mrs Christian: Most of them. 

Mr Braidwood: Five thousand new cases of 
melanomas, a form of skin cancer, in the UK from 
sunbathing and sunbed use. Fifteen thousand people die 
in the UK every year from bowel cancer, which is mainly 
diet-related. In comparison the cancer risk from a modern 
energy from waste plant where the individual is chronically 
exposed to dioxins and furans is minimal. 

Jersey is proposing to replace its Bellozanne incinerator 
with a new £60 million energy from waste plant. Guernsey 
is already in the process of building an incinerator. Japan 
has approximately 1900 incinerators which account for 
nearly three quarters of the total municipal waste. Japan, 
like other countries, places priority on waste avoidance, 

Mr Braidwood: There was one last year. Those other 
emissions which went above the actual tolerant rates were 
because of, as she mentioned, plasterboard and with what 
they do now, if it is just plasterboard from a general 
domestic house, there is no problem. If there was a load of 
plasterboard from a building merchant, yes, that could 
affect the emissions, but now that has been stopped. 

Also it was mentioned why has there been no district 
heating scheme? The reason SELCHP converted to electricity 
for the six years was because they had a special subsidy given 
to them which enabled them to pay for the plant. That subsidy 
has now run out. The electricity was 34 megawatts and was 
being supplied to 35,000 homes. They now hope to start a 
pilot scheme for district heating and eventually go to 13,500 
homes. This is what they hope to do. It is not pie-in-the-sky, 
they have already started their pilot schemes. 

The Isle of Wight in actual fact are doing an excellent 
job, but they are one local authority. 

If I might just turn to the amendment slightly, and it has 
been raised by Mr Rimington, we have a lot of local 
authorities. The Department of Local Government and the 
Environment are only the people who receive the waste, 
they do not collect the waste, and therefore the amendment 
is saying to the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment you will have kerbside collections. That 
would have to be agreed with all the local authorities. 

It was also mentioned, and I think it was Mr Duggan, 
that the emissions from the incinerator at Richmond Hill 
will pollute the farmland around. Now, Jersey have had an 
incinerator for about 24 years and there were concerns 
expressed in Jersey, so what they did there was they 
commissioned a survey, commissioned jointly by the 
Planning and Environment and Public Services, and this 
research was from Leeds University, and that report 
concluded that the average level of dioxins in Jersey milk 
and grass is 10 times lower than the maximum 
concentration allowable in the UK, and it was very typical 
of rural sites elsewhere in the UK and that there does not 
seem to be a correlation between the proximity of any farm 
to the Jersey incinerator and the measured dioxin levels. 

It was the concerns of my constituents over the health 
risk of the incinerator that I wanted to look at and as far as 
I am concerned those concerns have been answered. 

If we look at the report commissioned to address the 
concerns of the director of public health, my colleague 
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from Douglas East did read from it and she said, 'It appears 
that if the maximum advantage is taken of the energy from 
waste plant's ability to generate electricity the resulting 
reduction in particulate emissions from diesel-powered 
generation might roughly balance the particulate output 
of the EFW plant.' But the next line also says, 'It is also 
likely that a significant reduction in heavy goods vehicle 
road miles will be achieved by avoiding the need to 
transport all waste to the north of the Island for landfill 
disposal as at present. Overall it is likely that the particulate 
air pollution would be reduced by the commissioning of 
an energy from waste plant.' 

I do not want to go into the summary of Dr MacLean's 
conclusions. It has already been expressed, as far as he is 
concerned, that there would be no significant risk to human 
health arising from the proposed plant. 

The Department of Local Government and the 
Environment has still a lot of work to do: the formation of 
the Waste Management Board, public health monitoring, 
off-site monitoring, the disposal of the flue gas treatment 
residue. Hopefully a case will be made to the UK under a 
duly motivated request on the basis that the Isle of Man do 
not have and cannot reasonably acquire the technical 
capacity and the necessary facilities in order to dispose of 
the waste in an environmentally sound manner. 

One point as well which I did miss when going to 
SELCHP was going to the landfill site. In SELCHP, as it 
is a mass burn incinerator, all the municipal waste is fed 
in. The bottom ash comes out, ferrous metals are removed 
by a magnet. The bottom ash then goes to a landfill site 
and is weathered for four to six weeks. It is then screened, 
it then passes under magnets again to remove any ferrous 
that might have been missed. It then goes through eddy 
currents, which puts an electronic charge on non-ferrous 
metals such as the aluminium and the copper and this is 
removed and then that is sold and that was sold for £20,000 
a month, I think, they got for that material. The bottom 
ash can then be processed, it can be mixed with bitumen 
and can be used in road construction. 

Mrs Cannell: Experimental. 

Mr Braidwood: It has been used for five years and 
there has been no problem at all on any of the leachate 
from that material. 

Mrs Cannell: It is too early to tell. 

Mr Braidwood: The fly ash is removed in container 
wagons. That is taken to one place where they have waste 
acid and it is mixed because the fly ash is alkaline and it 
neutralises the acid. The rest of the fly ash is mixed in a 
slurry, sets like concrete and is taken to a special landfill. 

In the case of the Isle of Wight where they produce a 
pellet, that is burnt. The bottom ash is taken out, the fly 
ash is separated, then they are mixed and put to landfill. 
Although that process, I must admit, is changing in January 
next year. 

When I look at everything I do not believe we should 
hold up the construction of this facility. Government has 
been debating the subject of their waste management  

strategy on and off for years. The procrastination has to 
stop and allow work to commence. In an ideal world, or in 
our case an ideal island, everything would be recycled and 
nobody would be happier than I, but we do not live in an 
ideal world and we need to move ahead with this alternative 
now. 

I would like to finish on a personal note, if I may, Mr 
President. As other hon. members, my children were born 
and brought up here and I hope that in the fullness of time 
my grandchildren and their children will continue to live 
on this truly unique Island, and I would like to say most 
emphatically that I would do nothing, absolutely nothing, 
to jeopardise the health of the people I love and furthermore 
and equally emphatically I would do nothing to put at risk 
the health of any individual living on the Island, this Island 
which I love so dearly. Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: Now, hon. members, under standing 
orders I am required to put it to you as to whether or not 
you wish to continue? 

Members: Agreed. 

The President: It would be my wish, hon. members, 
that we should continue this evening till we finish this 
debate. 

Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear. 

Members: Agreed. 

The President: In that case, hon. members, if you are 
happy with that I will call on the next member to speak 
who will be Mr Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I have come 
at this debate from some different angles. I have tried to 
keep myself slightly apart from the for and against camps 
and tried to form my own opinions, collect my own 
information and tried to do that somewhat independently. 
What I have gathered is all pertinent to the resolution and 
amendments on the paper and consistent with the health 
report that we have laid before us. 

What I have noticed, certainly intertwined and 
inextricably linked with this debate, has been the thing to 
do with pressure groups, letter writing and all the rest of 
it, and I just wanted to put on record very briefly, what is a 
pressure group? It is a group of members of the public 
who have concerns, who come together because they have 
collective concerns and are afraid those concerns are not 
being heard, and I do not think there is anything wrong 
with that and I think that they should put their views when 
they so wish. Just because we use words 'pressure groups', 
it is co-ordinated or the postcode is wrong on a few letters 
it seems to determine that what they are actually saying is 
a load of baloney, it is discredited. Well, I do not believe 
that. I think there are legitimate concerns and if you want 
to talk about pressure groups, then that would include the 
RSPB, which is patronised by HRH and the Wildlife Trust 
which is patronised by the Prince of Wales. So, enough 
said. I think they have their rightful place. • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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Anyway I am glad I have had the opportunity to talk to 
other experts who are not in the paid retainership of DoLGE 
because I have got some different angles to think about 
now and I have discovered other things and better 
alternatives than the one that has been pushed at us today. 
I have some interesting ideas and observations. 

Now then, my feelings on this issue, far from being 
persuaded, are now fully galvanised in my opposition to a 
first-line waste management strategy of mass burn 
incineration. I have additional information for this debate. 

When I listened to the expert who came from the Isle of 
Wight to talk at a public meeting at the Postgraduate 
Medical Centre there were two big issues that he raised 
that I was most interested in, that affect this motion, and 
the figures of DoLGE were questioned in the tonnage per 
population head per year of waste production, and certainly 
the UK average and the Isle of Man average were flagged 
up, in fact I was quite concerned to see that we were almost 
double the UK national average of waste tonnage per head 
per year. Are we really that more waste productive in the 
Isle of Man? I do not think so, I think we are pretty similar 
to any other small community in real terms. 

Certainly the expert also drew out the cost, the fact of 
basing £43 million on a plan on current calculations. It 
assumes that the current waste streams are likely to stay 
the same for the next 25 years. Well, I would say 50 years. 
It is known that waste streams are changing and will change 
in the very near future as more and more products are 
designed to be recyclable, industry is working towards this 
all the time. 

The future waste trends of the Island will undoubtedly 
change, affecting the needs of the Island waste management 
strategy. Waste streams have a very real chance of reducing 
and the contents changing considerably. To my mind that 
is bad management, bad business planning, to organise on 
the present proposed input, with no forward planning taken 
into account. I said it yesterday: failure to plan is planning 
to lose and I think there is nothing truer than that. Why are 
we buying a monster? Why are waste stream quantities 
for the Island larger than anywhere else? 

The Isle of Wight, which some members visited, is much 
larger than the Isle of Man, yet has smaller waste quantities. 
How is that? What kind of business plan is that? Let us 
guess, let us make assumptions, let us not bother about 
anticipating any changes or problems on a project that 
effectively ties the people of this Island down to what I 
feel will be a 50-year contract for a nuclear reactor placed 
at Richmond Hill, a mass burn incinerator that has the 
capacity to deal with a population of twice that of the Island. 
What is all that about? An over-specified, oversized health 
hazard that no-one wants. How is that, minister? 

Then we come to a briefing not so long ago held by 
DoLGE. Some hon. members who attended were 
astonished to learn, after questioning the experts, that some 
waste arising figures were based on assumptions and 
projections. I am not going to go into the full details of all 
that because I think the hon. member for Rushen has 
eloquently illustrated what I would call figures on wheels, 
skating round all over the place. But on my questioning of 
people who did attend that briefing there was a phrase used 
by one of the experts into some of these waste arising 

figures where they could not give definite ideas and the 
phrase 'ball park figure' was used. Now, that has been 
reported to me. 

Now, to me that is not a proper detailed assessment and 
that is what we are being told to vote £43 million on tonight, 
a ball park figure. Even if that is only appertaining to one 
aspect, that does not matter. We are talking about public 
funds here. We are talking about what I consider to be a 
50-year contract for the people of this Island. To me that is 
madness. We all know what happens when government 
gets it wrong and we have had things in the past and we 
have certainly had planning issues and we are now going 
through it with the Ramsey marina. We are never forgiven. 
People always remember the big bloomers and who were 
the lead politicians at the time. The repercussions of gross 
errors still ring out today from various failed projects and 
messes we have gotten ourselves into and being presented 
with a plan based on estimate and ball park figures than 
apparent fact, there is nothing surer, I would not even take 
a bet on it, we will end up in a worse mess with this project. 
The ideas are shaky and the thing is not stacking up quite 
as well as DoLGE would have us believe. 

Do you really expect, minister, responsible politicians, 
elected by the constituents, to make a value judgement on 
£43 million pounds based on inconsistent information and 
information that is now clearly at odds with other opinion, 
carrying irregularities? No-one in their right mind would 
give the green light to that and knowing it would tie us 
down, as I say, for the next 50 years. I would like to see 
what a bank manager would say asking for a loan on an 
inconsistent business plan, based on ball park figures. You 
would be laughed out of the office. 

But that is not the end of it. The picture gets worse the 
more I look into this whole issue. We are being spoon-fed 
that this is a lovely, nice, clean, safe incinerator, the one 
the government is going to buy, so nice it is next to a 
football pitch and residential areas. The residents are in 
clover, we are told. They do not notice it, we are told no-
one knows it is there. There is no problem with the 
residents. It is clean, safe and there is no problem with 
operation, not even with the traffic it generates. Well, I 
have got news for this hon. Court and everyone here. There 
are big problems with the SELCHP incinerator. 

The first one, and very importantly, is what every 
member of this Court saw on a trip round the unit. At one 
end it was filthy with dust. Now, we have heard that 
mentioned before this afternoon and there were 
interjections and denials and all sorts. Well, it either was 
or it was not. Several members have given me reports. I 
did not ask for the observations, I just picked the 
information up in the general conversation in the Members' 
Rooms and I have got no reason to disbelieve them or to 
think that they are telling lies. (Interjections) They have 
got no need to. In fact what they were seeing was probably 
lime dust or, possibly tested, it may even be ash. 

Mrs Hannan: It was where the ash was coming from. 

Mr Henderson: Well, there we are. I do not need to 
say any more. Presumably the lime, if there was lime in it, 
was coming from the semi-dry smoke scrubbing system. 
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Now then, that is safe and healthy to work in, is it, safe 
and healthy for the surrounding areas? 

Mr Downie: It is in the Isle of Wight. 

Mr Henderson: What the heck kind of operation is 
that? Hazardous garbage everywhere? That is what we are 
being asked to buy? Minister, you must be joking. 

Then we get the coloured documents through our 
postboxes every day and one of the best ones is a DoLGE 
document with a nice big incinerator on the front, a great 
big metal unit covered in smuts with a 200-foot chimney 
all covered in soot at the top. Well, as far as I am concerned 
I would not spend £43 million on an item like that and I 
am sure other people would not either. 

Funnily enough, a modern, proper, functioning and 
efficient incineration unit is spotless, both inside and out, 
and the land it is built upon including the surrounding areas. 

Mr Cannell: Like the Ayres. 

Mr Henderson: I will come on to how I know that for 
certain in a minute - 

Mr Downie: It must be Denmark. 

Mr Henderson: - but for certain I do know and just for 
the hon. member for Onchan, I am not advocating landfill. 

Now then, not only that, but in fact the residents of the 
area round the SELCHP incinerator that was visited are 
anything but happy with this supposed cosy arrangement. 
When I talked to my colleagues in Greenpeace I find they 
are not enthused one bit with this incinerator. They have 
to admit it is better than the first generation type, but it is 
still adding a further emission level to the already existing 
background levels and that is the problem. Admittedly, also 
I was given the contact point for the residents association 
who are running a campaign against this unit and, funnily 
enough, have been for some considerable time and have 
regular meetings in relation to it. They are very worried at 
having an incinerator next to them. They do not like it. So 
bang goes the nice, clean, everyone loves an incinerator 
next to them theory. 

So then I have to look at health implications and this is 
the one that nearly lost me completely because there has 
been that many scientific figures and scientific language 
bandied about, it has been incredible. Well, it has got to be 
the best propaganda roadshow of recent times, (Mrs 
Hannan: Hear, hear.) possibly ever. It puts Lord Haw Haw 
to shame. He would not stand a chance against the DoLGE 
PR machinery. 

Mr Brown: He went to the same school! 

Mr Henderson: Even Slobodan Milosevic does not 
come close. I just wonder how much has been spent on all 
this paperwork, briefings and experts and the hon. member 
for West Douglas, Mr Downie, is correct. I did not go to 
the SELCHP unit in London and one of the main reasons 
was I did not see why DoLGE should pay for the entire 
Isle of Man parliament to go to London when they could  

have paid for one person to come over here with a video 
and brief us in the Millennium Room - 

Mr Downie: You would not have believed him, though. 
We do not believe them either. 

Mr Henderson: - or better, we could have had a video 
conferencing, as we did at The Nunnery, which I will go 
on to shortly. 

Mr Brown: We would not have ssen the dust then. 

Mrs Hannan: No. 

Mr Downie: We would not have seen the dust. 

Mr Henderson: We have been brainwashed over the 
past year, right up to this very day as to the total safeness 
of a mass burn incinerator, and I think of them as mini 
nuclear reactors, and that is supposed to have minimal 
impact on the environment. 

But the most incredible thing of all is that we are being 
asked within one of the sections of this motion to approve 
the health implications report, or at least acknowledge its 
existence, which effectively in my opinion is telling the 
public that every politician in the Isle of Man approves the 
report, that is the message that will go out, thereby 
signalling to the public that there will be no significant 
health implications from a mass burn incinerator on the 
basis - and this is the main argument - that the emissions 
from the incinerator will be small in amount, and just 
because car exhaust fumes are dangerous and this 
incinerator will put out as many fumes into the atmosphere 
as cars or the present diesel power station and the fireworks 
argument et cetera, we are supposed to tell everyone out 
there that we are saying it is safe. You are asking us to do 
that, minister, something we hardly know anything about. 
We are being asked to make that decision. Do we think 
there will be health implications or not? Every one of us 
has been asked to go on public record stating incineration 
is relatively safe and will produce no problems. We are 
making ourselves publicly accountable by doing that in 
my opinion, there is nothing surer, and I am sorry, Mr 
President, but the hon. minister is off his rocker. 

Mr Brown: Oh! 

Mr Henderson: If he thinks I am going to go back 
confidently to my constituency, bringing the joyous tidings 
of safe incineration, I cannot and neither can anyone else 
in this hon. place, that is the truth of the matter, and to 
have that wrapped up in this motion, this health report, is 
nothing but sneaky in my opinion and it is cowardly. It is 
forcing people into making a value judgement on 
something even the experts agree has problems. It is safe. 
I do not think so. The best piece of evidence I can present 
to that argument is DoLGE's own evidence itself and their 
own experts. I have no confusion about the health 
implications. I think the hon. member for East Douglas, 
Mrs Cannell, let DoLGE off the hook fairly lightly when 
she said it was in the balance. It is not in the balance because 
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Professor Blain himself stated and made very clear at a 
recent health implications briefing at The Nunnery, via 
video conferencing, which I was there at, to exempt himself 
from any form of liability by stating very clearly there 
was plenty of evidence suggesting the health implications 
to humans of dioxins, but more seriously, the growing 
amount of research material indicating there may well be 
even more serious problems with particulates which will 
be exuded from the 200-foot chimney of this mass burn 
incinerator. 

Now, I am not quoting the professor, but what I am 
saying is that is the general thrust of the information that 
was given to me. Further to that I clarified what he said 
afterwards with my only question which was to ensure 
that what he said was correct, and he did indeed. 

So where on earth are we supposed to go when a man 
of his standing gives out a dire warning such as that before 
he went on and in my opinion twisted and bent facts and 
figures in a spin doctory way in a form of prose that you 
would need a translator to interpret it to you: scientific 
psychobabble. How are lay people ever going to understand 
all that, let alone what is contained within this book? And 
it is a considerable book of facts and figures and scientific 
observations I have never seen the like of. I challenge 
anyone in here to stand up and say they are a fully qualified 
scientist and understand completely what this report says 
because the sad fact is I do not think anyone can, but, 
frighteningly, we are being expected to vote on this not 
understanding properly, and I am not demeaning anyone, 
I just feel sure that the content is so utterly complicated 
and in-depth that it is impossible. We are expected to make 
assumptions that what the paid experts of DoLGE have 
been telling us is completely accurate and there is nothing 
to worry about. They are making assumptions that they 
are correct and I stress that that is all anyone here can hope 
to do, is to make a guess on that. 

Even those hon. members who saw the SELCHP unit 
cannot put their hand on their heart and honestly say to the 
people of this Island that they fully understood the workings 
of the plant, that there is no health risk, that they fully 
understood the science involved and also all the 
complicated processes and then we are supposed to be 
answerable to constituents and the people of this Island 
when we discover we are strapped down for many years 
with serious health implications and finding out we have 
bought the wrong system. It is a joke. 

That is my first health warning. To repeat Professor 
Blain's own health warning in his opening statements of 
that briefing, there are health implications; that is what he 
said. 

My second and most serious health warning is this and 
at this point I would ask hon. members to pay particular 
attention to the information which I have managed to 
obtain. The UK Department of Health's own economic 
appraisal of health effects of air pollution unit has worked 
out a formula which calculates numbers of deaths due to 
air pollution and specific pollutants. Applied to the 
contentious Edmonton incinerator, which we heard the hon. 
member Mr Braidwood mention earlier in North London, 
it would mean that this particular incinerator would account 
for 15 deaths per year due to specific pollutant output of 
that unit. 

Mr Quine: Rubbish. 

Mr Henderson: They printed it. The hon. member for 
Ayre says it is rubbish. It is out on the net already. Now, 
given that it is an older unit than the one DoLGE are 
intending to buy, which they fully admit will have 
emissions, there is no getting round that even with the car 
cigarette/coal fire arguments. That is why it has got to have 
smoke cleaners and a 200-foot chimney. It does put out 
dioxins even if they are minute, but it is what they can 
cause and particulates and a whole host of other things. 
This so-called state-of-the-art unit has the potential - and 
these are DoLGE's own figures in the red book-of 
producing up to 5.3 tonnes a year of gas particulate 
emissions. That is 365 days a year, all year every year, and 
I reckon we will be having one for 50 years, never mind 
25 years. That is 250 tonnes of deadly fumes spread into 
the atmosphere to settle in an invisible blanket onto our 
homes and children. 

So how many deaths is that going to cause or how many 
health-related problems will that be? Five per year, six, 
seven, eight. It may not cause as many as old-style 
incinerators, but who in here is going to take the risk? Who 
is going to approve millions of pounds worth of taxpayer's 
money based on an inconsistent business plan for what 
Greenpeace put out yesterday as cancer factories? Who is 
going to take that back to their constituency? 

One more thought on health implications. I need to make 
all hon. members aware of what the UK environment 
minister, Michael Meacher, said on 14th April 1999: 'The 
emissions from incinerator processes are extremely toxic. 
Some of the emissions are carcinogenic. We know 
scientifically that there is no safe threshold below which 
we can allow such emissions. We must use every 
reasonable instrument to eliminate them altogether.' Now, 
that was stated at a House of Lords inquiry. A UK minister 
has gone on public record expressing deep concerns with 
regard to health implications of incinerator emissions. That 
is serious, very serious, but I want it on record here in our 
parliament that I made all hon. members aware of some 
facts from the UK Health Department and from the UK 
environment minister because when we get down the road 
of mass burn incineration and find it is the biggest mistake 
we ever made no-one can say that they did not realise. 
You cannot get a clearer or more plain warning than that 
and, by golly, if that day comes the people of this Island 
will hold the responsible politicians to account well and 
truly, I am sure. 

Now, let us see who is willing, who has got the bottle to 
go down that road on public record as voting for this 
monstrosity and all the implications that are stacking up 
against it. Let us see who is putting that in next year's 
manifesto because even if it means one life per year, that 
is gross negligence of public duties. 

Dr MacLean's statement at the end of the health 
implications report - I have only got one thing to say to 
that. This expert started off on principles and rightly voiced 
his concerns, a man of integrity who became a man of 
reform with the bigger picture and now we have a man of 
straw bending with the wind, changing his mind. 

Taking for granted what we are being told is accurate, 
how do we know for certain? The reality is we do not. We 
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are making a value judgement based on information being 
spoon-fed to us and assuming it is completely accurate 
and then we vote with certainty, do we? How many of the 
Island's people will we be consigning to health problems 
here today? I just do not like to think about it in all honesty. 

Anyway let us move up to a lighter note, Denmark. That 
is a nice little place and it is one I went to recently and that 
is where I got my incinerator indoctrination package on 
my own, on my own volition. And I was quite impressed 
with the plant I visited because everyone in here thinks, 
`Oh, I've just been to an incinerator.' I went to a refuse 
management plant, which is something completely 
different. 

As a first line in waste management it has the reduce 
recycle, and reuse theory in full practice. That is what 
happens first. At the very end of all the cycles there is an 
incinerator, yes, and I am not naive enough to believe that 
we can get by without an incinerator. Unfortunately that is 
true. We do have clinical waste, there are animal by-
products and other items that will need to be burnt. But in 
time I feel that the two-stage gasification process that the 
hon. member for Middle spoke about will be on stream 
and we will not be needing incinerators, so why invest in 
50 years worth of technology that is going to be out of 
date shortly? I do not know. 

Anyway the point is that I was shown around this unit 
by a highly qualified person and we went through the 
recycling unit and all the rest of it and this particular 
employee is solely employed to teach the community about 
reuse, reduce and recycle. They go to all the businesses, 
they go to all the councils, they go to everyone that 
produces waste, they go to the schools, they have road 
shows in the plant itself and around the area. That is the 
commitment you need to drive something to make it work. 
A half-hearted attempt is set to fail. You are either in or 
you are out with recycling and trying to reduce your waste 
streams, that is for sure, it will not work with a half-hearted 
approach. A fully committed approach produces 60 per 
cent of all refuse brought to the unit is recycled. Now, that 
is quite an achievement really. Only 30 per cent of it 
actually goes through the incineration unit itself. 

But also it was very interesting because the whole place 
was spotless, inside, outside, the grounds, the surrounding 
area, and it was one of their philosophies to show the 
community a quality example of how to do the job right 
and to get them to follow suit and example. 

But also they had chemical treatment on site, they had 
oil treatment. The garden composting was the best one 
yet: it was free. Everyone turns up, dumps their rubbish, it 
is composted and they can come back and pick up a free 
load of ready-to-use garden compost or bigger loads if you 
have got an allotment, all working great. 

Recycling? Excellent: glass bottles galore and all sorts 
of other things. But one of the best things there - and it 
shows again the commitment and if we are prepared to do 
it it can work - is that everything was stripped down, spare 
parts department, clothing shop, all laid out and the 
residents of the area could come and if they needed a spare 
electrical part for the washing machine such as the dial 
they could come and get one, or a door for a washing 
machine, minimal price, clothing no problem. People hard  

up could come and get all the bits and pieces they wanted: 
an excellent idea. There was a queue going into that place 
and not just folk who were hard up either. Folk for spare 
parts for any amount of things were turning up. Also it 
was for a community of 90,000 people which I thought it 
was quite appropriate to look at, the point being, and I 
know I am pushing my luck really, that it can be done, that 
is the point. 

As for all this waffle we have heard today about the 
first-line mass burn incinerator is the only way forward 
for the Isle of Man, how come this plant I visited can sell 
its fly ash to Norway? That is a good one, the thing 
everyone jumps about and the folk in Greenpeace get upset 
about. If there is a will there is a way, and the Norwegians 
have found a way of encasing that fly ash with another 
substance which renders it more or less inert. They have 
got a great thing going there. Now, if you can knock out a 
contract like that, then I would like to see DoLGE produce 
a report where they have spent a year having a trawl around 
England and Europe seeing what they can knock out, not 
this, 'Oh, we can't do it because we've got to send a boat 
across the Irish Sea and the dioxins out of the funnel will 
be far more than what we're recycling.' We are coming 
from the culture of 'Oh, we can't do it.' Why can't we turn 
that upside down and come from the culture of 'Let's see 
if we can do it'? Where have our sense of vision and our 
sense of lateral thinking gone? Why do we have to be so 
concrete all the time and fix rigidly down the rails? That is 
absolutely potty. We are here as the Island's decision-
makers and we are voted here not just on what we believe 
to be right, we are voted here to listen to the folk outside 
who are formulating their opinions too. We are not here in 
spite of them and there are some good ideas. But I sincerely 
hope people do not feel railroaded. That is madness. We 
are put here to be innovative, to have different ideas, to 
come up with good solutions, and there are some great 
solutions that have been hammered out in this hon. place 
before now and I do not see why we cannot do it again. 

Mr North: Quite right. 

Mr Henderson: If there is a will, there is a way. Just 
on a finishing note - 

Mrs Crowe: What is the solution? 

Mr Henderson: The solution, for the hon. member of 
Rushen's opinion, I have just spelt it out: let us go down 
the road of recycle, reuse, reduce and have a small 
incineration system as a back-up. If they can get rid of 60 
per cent of their waste through recycling and so on, then I 
think we need to have a try at that. We owe it to ourselves. 

I have been canvassed by hundreds of people over the 
past six months, in and out of my constituency, all against 
mass burn incineration, all worried about the health impact, 
and I think they are rightly so. But I have never been 
approached once, not once in all my time here, by anyone 
actually wanting an incinerator. I think the silent majority 
may put up with it, but if there was a way of reducing risks 
even further, I think if you offered them that option they 
would tell you quite firmly they would be inclined to that • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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option rather than just the most obvious one that comes 
along. Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr 
Downie. 

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I really must 
congratulate the last speaker, Mr Henderson, on what he 
was saying because basically what he has been advocating 
today is exactly what the government's - 

A Member: Policy is. 

Mr Downie: - waste hierarchy is, reduce, reuse, recycle 
(Mrs Hannan interjecting) and in fact some years ago I 
know that the department did extensive research in the 
Scandinavian countries and that is the way their local 
authorities work and I still think that that is the route that 
we can go down if we make the right decision this evening. 

Interesting about his sizing. He strikes me as being a 
man who knows exactly what he wants to do, he goes into 
the supermarket every day and he buys two turkeys for the 
weekend, a big one and a little one, and when the little one 
is burnt he knows the big one is cooked. (Laughter) so I 
do not quite understand his thinking, that if incineration is 
so bad a small one is acceptable but a big one is going to 
cause all sorts of problems when they both work to the 
exact same emission criteria and standards. 

But I think we all must agree, no matter what has been 
said in the debates today, notbody has got up on their hind 
legs and said they are totally opposed to the principle of 
incineration and I would even consider pyrolysis, although 
it is untried and has no track record as a form of incineration 
because at the end of the day it operates to the same EU 
directives and standards as incineration, so there is no 
difference whatsoever. The criteria are laid down and 
pyrolysis and normal incineration must meet those 
standards. 

I am just going to try and swing the debate if I can 
because we have talked about recycling and all very 
important issues and all things that are included, but nobody 
has talked about the problematic waste in the Isle of Man. 
Let me just remind hon. members that we have 2,500 BSE 
cull cows to dispose of on an annual basis, all high-risk 
bovine specified material, 2,000 cull calves, the heads and 
waste from 70,000 sheep and lambs, waste from 100,000 
pigs, the waste from 6,500 beef cattle including the heads, 
450 casualty, that is, fallen animals that cannot go into the 
food chain, and incidentally, we have got another little 
problem because at the end of this year we are going to be 
informed when the ban is coming in from the EU which 
prevents the burial on the farm. 

So they are all nice items to have lying around the Isle 
of Man and I am just going to explain to you now what we 
currently do with all these animals and animal waste. We 
have also got the blood to deal with, which brings other 
complications and really the best way to get rid of blood is 
to dewater it and to dry it and to burn it. Currently all these 
animals are rendered down at Litt's. We all know Litt's, it 
is that facility just outside Douglas, it is in the parish of 
Braddan, that nobody in here likes to talk about because 

that always stimulates just as controversial a debate as an 
incinerator does. 

Mr Brown: More. 

Mr Downie: But saying that, the plant is there, it costs 
millions of pounds to run and if we think we have got 
problems getting people to shuck scallops or to do 
agricultural work, you have got another thing coming when 
you start to talk about people working for an animal by-
products plant somewhere like Litt's or indeed, as I dare 
to say, any form of recycling, because it is all right having 
all this theory, it is when you have to recruit people to do 
the work that you have got a different problem on your 
hands. 

Anyway, all these animals which are referred to, which 
amount to thousands of tonnes, are currently rendered down 
at Litt's and then they are prepared really for burial in the 
landfill. What a complete and utter waste of money and 
resources. 

Now, occasionally we are fortunate enough to be able 
to send some of this animal by-product on to UK rendering 
plants, but these are closing down on a regular basis in the 
UK and in fact I would predict that in 2001 there will not 
be any animal by-product plants in the UK and they will 
be totally obsolete. The majority of animal waste in the 
United Kingdom and within the EU is being incinerated. 

We have also got a problem with the disposal of whey 
and other waste materials which are associated with the 
processing of 40 million litres of dairy produce. It is a 
problem that the agricultural industry has in the Island, 
and I sincerely hope that although there may be objections 
and concern about incineration and the government's waste 
hierarchy, in the adjacent island the industry and the 
agricultural community itself have to pay for the disposal 
of these materials. They are very fortunate here because 
government has decided to include the disposal of all these 
animals and the waste in with government's waste 
management strategy. So that is another important aspect 
that we have got to look at. 

Clinical waste - nobody has mentioned that yet in the 
debate. High-risk waste from hospitals, incontinence pads 
from nursing homes, definitely not safe to compost or 
recycle, and as for anybody who wants to bring in a really 
worthwhile waste directive to cut down the number of items 
of waste for disposal, I want to see the first person who 
gets up on his hind legs in here and decides to outlaw terry, 
towelling nappies because an average child goes through 
somewhere between five and 10 disposable nappies a day, 
and we have somewhere between I would say 5,000 and 
7,000 children at any one time with disposable nappies on 
them. You want to see them at the landfill. They are plastic- 
coated so that nothing gets out and we see all the adverts 
on the table of the child turning tipsy-turvy, but they do 
not rot down in the landfill, it takes them years to go, and 
you are not going to tell me you are going to recycle those 
and eke them back in your home-grown compost. 

A Member: We are not. 

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely. 
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Mr Downie: I am sure you are not. The only way to 
dispose of those is to incinerate them; that is the proper 
way. 

We have also got waste from veterinary practices to 
talk about. We do have a particular problem dealing with 
waste and also other problematic waste and chemicals 
which can be quite easily and safely disposed of through a 
modem incinerator plant. 

So if we get nothing else on the Island, if we decide not 
to include our municipal solid waste in the equation, at 
least we have got to have a proper facility to deal with our 
animal and our clinical waste. We cannot export this stuff, 
we have got to get the decision made and get the appropriate 
piece of equipment on the Island. Now, doesn't it make 
sense to try and integrate the process by having a system 
that deals with animal waste, clinical waste, fallen animals, 
municipal solid waste and whatever else we can get to 
turn that valuable, high calorific energy into electricity and 
eventually into district heating? Simple. 

There was discussion earlier on about compost and we 
heard from a previous speaker, my hon. colleague Mr 
Braidwood from East Douglas, that in the Isle of Wight 
they have a big composting regime there where they make 
this compost and then it is used as a cover material for 
landfill, and I have nothing against doorstop collections 
and source separation and all the rest of it, but it is 
something that you have to bring in gradually, you cannot 
say, 'We're going to start this tomorrow', because that is 
the way you get major problems. 

The Isle of Wight, for instance, exports its animal and 
clinical waste and even for big sites on the island like 
Parkhurst, the major prison there, there is a contractor who 
takes all the waste and that is processed in Southampton 
where I am told the bulk of it is actually incinerated in 
their new plant. 

Pyrolysis - the hon. member for Middle talked about 
pyrolysis - but I regret to inform him again that pyrolysis 
cannot presently burn animal waste - 

Mr North: Sorry, it does. 

Mr Downie: - and other forms of waste need expensive 
pre-treatment, dewatering and drying, and the average size 
of waste to go into a pyrolysis plant is about an inch and a 
half cubed, any bigger than that and it will not go into the 
plant, and as I said earlier - 

Mr North: Correction: it is half a metre now. 

Mr Downie: Well, the information I got was from the 
people you put me in touch with and I only got it this 
morning, so somebody is telling porky pies. 

Mr North: Go and have a look at a plant that works. 

Mr Downie: Well, the same EU conditions and criteria 
apply as to an incinerator and they both work to the same 
standards. 

The technology he refers to is proven but for the 
extraction of metal, metal recovery, they do use them to 
melt down computers and software and extract the lead  

and zinc as part of a smelting process, but to meet the 
criteria that were laid down for the Isle of Man they sadly 
have no medium to long-term track record with regard to 
municipal solid waste and when I spoke to Mr Jones of 
Biffa about emerging technology at the presentation I 
attended with the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs 
Cannell, he advised that they were better left alone until 
they were tried and tested and in fact he advised me that 
his company were actually putting money in because they 
saw advantages in dealing with certain types of waste, but 
not necessarily an Isle of Man situation. 

I am aware that there is concern from the agricultural 
community about incineration, but when one looks at 
Denmark, Sweden, Holland, France, Switzerland, Austria, 
the Channel Islands with 23 years of incineration, the 
figures show no evidence of pollution in Jersey despite 
having no gas flue treatment in place for this entire period, 
so they have got a clean bill of health, their Jersey Royals 
are selling like hot cakes, their Jersey milk is doing 
exceptionally well and their flour industry continues to go 
down the same road. 

I fully support reduce, reuse, recycle. I totally agree 
with my colleague from Rushen that we should have one 
big waste collection authority and I honestly think that if 
we were to operate like that, that company could manage 
the waste, they could recycle, government could come 
along with various incentives to encourage certain matters 
to be recycled, and looking at what the minister is trying 
to do with United Waste, I do not think we are very far 
from that particular situation and I think if the bigger local 
authorities could set themselves up as the waste 
management board and have some input with the running 
of the plant, that would follow very much the Scandinavian 
model that Mr Henderson was talking about early on and 
then there would be some support from government, and I 
still think that this is possible provided we support the 
motion that is before us today. 

Now, if any of us are tempted to support the hon. 
member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannel] 's amendment, 
without the co-operation or consultation with the various 
local authorities who collect the waste and without any 
thought of the costings and how much this new recycling 
centre would cost, there is no doubt about it, we have 
nowhere available at the moment to recycle, and if some 
of you have been watching the news recently, the floods 
in the UK, you have actually seen bales of paper floating 
down rivers from recycling sites because at the moment 
there is so much paper on the market in the UK there 
currently is nowhere for these recycled products to go. 

We have a good track record on aluminium, on scrap, 
on bottles, on clothes and we are doing a lot more recycling 
now on our demolition sites. There are very few big 
buildings which come down now without a crusher being 
on the site to crush all the material and take it away, so 
there is less and less going onto the landfill and I think this 
is all positive and I think and I am absolutely certain that 
if we get the decision made today to get on with this plant, 
DoLGE has had enough messages from this Court that we 
want to see this hierarchy, this reduce, reuse, recover, 
recycle in place working with the integrated incinerator. 

I do not accept this nonsense about mass burn because 
everywhere I have been there have been incinerators. Take • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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SELCHP for instance. You may call it mass burn, but before 
the actual material gets to the incinerator itself it has been 
through recycling centres in five different London 
boroughs and it is in their interest to take as much out of it 
as they can for onward recycling because they are paying 
a tonnage at the gate and it is just not in their interest to 
push everything through. All right there are cans and other 
things which go through which have contaminated food 
and dog and cat meat and all that sort of thing in them, but 
at least when they are burnt they are in a sterile form and 
they can go on for further recycling at scrap metal plants. 

Now, the second part of Mrs Cannell's amendment, a 
reduction in the size of the proposed facility, in my opinion 
should not even be contemplated. Even DoLGE's figures, 
which have been questioned in the debate thus far, make a 
lot more sense than the unknown option suggested by Mrs 
Cannell. So I would rather go with the devil I do know 
and support DoLGE than go completely into the unknown 
and finish up with a site that we have not got a clue about. 
At least DoLGE will provide a good argument that they 
can deal with the waste for the next two or three years. 

My concern is not that we have made it too big, in fact 
the opposite, that we perhaps have made it too small 
because I see little evidence of a reduction in waste arisings 
and in fact if you read the journals and listen to the experts 
we are producing more and more waste all the time. 

A good role model to look at, hon. members, is Shetland. 
Shetland built a new incinerator 18 months ago, they had 
a problem with a fire initially which was the result of an 
arson attack. They burn 26,000 tonnes a year, they take all 
of the waste from Orkney and all of the waste out in the 
oilfields. They provide district heating, which is operated 
through a private company, through a firm called ABB, 
who are leaders in this sort of technology and they are 
looking forward to lovely warm homes this winter and a 
nice, new, clean environment that everybody can enjoy. I 
could not ask for anything more than that for my own 
people. 

In my own heart I am satisfied that this incinerator will 
meet the health requirements and as far as I am concerned 
we need to get the decision made and get on before we 
have a major problem. Landfill is unacceptable. We are 
just leaving a time bomb ticking away for generations, for 
hundreds of years to come. We are far better burning it 
under proper controlled conditions where we know exactly 
what is coming off it. We can clean the exhaust gases and 
we can, using technology, provide a very, very safe 
environment for this to happen. Thank you. 

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear. 

The President: I know, hon. members, last evening at 
this time I suggested we should get finished for 7.45 and 
failed miserably. At the moment I only have two further 
members who have indicated they wish to speak on this 
particular subject but I imagine that I might be wrong on 
that before the evening is out. But can I suggest that maybe 
we have had enough comparisons with other places already 
during the debate and can we just try to restrict ourselves 
by keeping half an eye on the clock. I call on the hon. 
member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe. 

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I really was not 
going to speak but problematic waste brought me to my 
feet and I must say I agreed with everything the hon. 
member for West Douglas, Mr Downie, said. We have a 
choice. We can build a state-of-the-art energy from waste 
facility, recycling our rubbish into electricity, and I cannot 
dispute the kilowatts that we are going to produce, but we 
will produce electricity from our waste. Or we can continue 
as now, and as now the refuse lorries from Port Erin trundle 
282 miles per week spewing out dioxins to distribute 
rubbish into a pit. It is a nonsense. We talk about dioxins. 
The diesel engines are giving out more dioxins than any 
energy from waste facility will ever do. 

The Minister for Trade and Industry spoke about 
pyrolysis and gasification. Certainly we have heard about 
these systems. Certainly I have spoken to the consultants 
and they have said, yes, this is perhaps a way that may be 
used, but it is not suitable for the Island's waste. The mix 
is not suitable. It has to be separated. The minister smiles. 
You have to admit the waste has to be separated and it will 
not deal with wet waste. That is a fact. It will not deal with 
our clinical waste. It will not deal with our fallen animals. 

Mr North: It will deal with all those. 

Mrs Crowe: No, it will not. 

Mr North: I must have seen a mirage then. 

Mrs Crowe: Right. 

Mr Downie: Not for the first time. (Laughter) 

Mr Houghton: These jollies are getting to you. 
(Laughter) 

Mrs Crowe: I do not get to visit afar. 
We in this court have had ample opportunity to listen to 

the experts, to visit facilities and certainly SELCHP was 
not a dirty, filthy, dusty plant. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) 
In fact you could have eaten your meal off the floor in the 
corridors of that main unit. It was spotlessly clean. There 
may well have been a little dust in the working area but it 
was certainly not the impression that has been given. 

Mr Corkill: Better than our canteen anyway. 

Mrs Crowe: We have been told that the dioxins are 
going to kill us, the particulates are going to kill us. We 
then heard from the experts. The millennium fireworks 
exhibition along the Thames spewed out more dioxins and 
particulates into the air than our incinerator will emit in a 
century. 

Mr Lowey: I am not going to be around for a century. 
(Mr Brown interjecting) 

Mrs Crowe: Well, maybe not. (Laughter) If that is the 
case, Mr Lowey, you are in tourism. You should be banning 
the steam trains. (Interjections) 
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Mrs Crowe: I have been on Port Erin High Street when 
those steam trains have covered everyone in sight with 
smut and filth and dioxins. (Mr Downie interjecting) 

Mr North: Wonderful: it makes the leeks grow 
beautifully. 

Mrs Crowe: And also, Tourism, firework displays 
around the Island - perhaps you should reconsider the 
firework displays. 

Mr Lowey: Millennium. 

Mrs Crowe: TT firework display. Perhaps you should 
be considering how many dioxins you are putting into the 
atmosphere. 

Now, we now know that the energy from waste facility, 
and not as Mr Downie referred to it at one time, the mass 
burn incinerator, which Manx Radio continually refer to 
this facility as, is never mentioned as a recycling facility, 
which indeed it is, and many experts have told us that the 
best form of recycling household waste is to gain electricity 
from it. We are told about mass burn. One thinks things 
are thrown in the fire and up the chimney it goes. The 
system that cleanses the gases, that removes the 
particulates, the filtration systems, really I do not think, 
have been clearly explained, I am afraid, to the people on 
the Island. There has been a great deal of misinformation 
given out. 

We were told that no new incinerators were going to be 
built. I have heard that. There are going to be no more 
incinerators in England. I personally asked at SELCHP 
how many incinerators were going to be built in Great 
Britain. Now, the gentleman that I was speaking to could 
not give me that fact but what he could tell me was that in 
the southern area of Britain, which he knows well and is 
where the SELCHP facility is, there are going to be 15 
new incinerators, 15 new incinerators just in the southern 
section of Great Britain. So we hear these facts, they are 
bandied around. I am afraid the truth has been obscured. 

We hear about composting and I am going to be 
delighted to see the composting system working in the 
southern amenity Site, and the hon. member for North 
Douglas mentioned people going for spare parts. That 
continually happens at the southern amenity Site. 

Mr Henderson: Not a proper a facility and shop. 

Mrs Crowe: Well, it may not be a shop but it is a rather 
nice shed. 

Mr Brown: We have Jurby Junk anyway! (Laughter) 

Mr Lowey: It is a bazaar. 

Mr Henderson: That is what we are spending £43 
million on. 

Mrs Crowe: We have not quite got plate glass windows 
but we may well be getting there when we have our 
upgraded facility. (Interjection) Yes, exactly. But what did  

we learn in the Isle of Wight? All the composted material 
was going to landfill. Now, I am delighted to hear that the 
composted material from our southern site will be going 
to regenerate what was the old landfill site alongside the 
tip, and we all know the talk. What is the solution? We 
have holes in the earth filled with putrid rubbish and people 
say that it is not better to burn that and generate electricity 
or generate heat from water, a district heating system, 
which is why I would have suggested the ideal situation 
for the incinerator would have been next to the hospital. 
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) 

Mr Downie: I agree with that. 

Mrs Crowe: However. We have heard detailed 
comments about waste arisings. I do not know how anyone 
in the real world could possibly think that our rubbish levels 
would go down. Furniture used to be for life. You bought 
a bedroom suite when you were married, it was there when 
you died. Nowadays we have fitted bedroom furniture, 
fitted kitchens, furniture in the lounge. Oh, we do not like 
that, Teak is out, we are on to pine: rip it out, get rid of it. 
It was unheard of in our day. 

Mr Henderson: Our? 

Mrs Crowe: Sorry. We live in a disposable age. People 
are not going to go back to this business of - 

Mr Brown: Like life. 

Mrs Crowe: Yeah. I mean, it is a nonsense. Hospitals -
we have now got disposable operating theatre instruments, 
disposable gowns, and quite right, disposable sheets, 
disposable everything else. 

Mr Corkill: Patients. 

Mrs Crowe: Disposable patients, maybe. (Laughter) 

Mr Houghton: Disposable ministers. 

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, no matter what is said in 
this debate those with their entrenched views will not be 
swayed. 

Mrs Hannan: Either way. 

Mr Henderson: Either way. 

A Member: That's it. 

Mr Quine: No, I am open-minded, Hazel. (Laughter) 

Mr Brown: Can we have a vote on that? (Interjections) 

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, I could go on and on but I 
just have one small example and that small example is 
called Amelia Charlotte. Now, Amelia Charlotte, this 
delightful little new bornbaby I was cuddling on Sunday, 
has to use disposable nappies. So I thought, I wonder in 
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this day and age, because 24 terry nappies did me for a 
family, in this disposable age how many nappies do they 
go through? It certainly seemed an awful lot in the little 
time she was with me, but still. 

Mr Brown: She was scared. (Laughter) 

Mrs Crowe: I only do that to grown men, Tony. 
(Laughter) So I rang the nappy association. 

Mr Lowey: Who else? (Laughter) 

Mr Houghton: Are they a single-issue group too are 
they? 

The President: Hon. members, come on. 

Mrs Crowe: Yes, they are. 

The President: Come on! 

Mrs Crowe: But it is staggering, Mr President, that a 
baby actually goes through 5,000 disposable nappies. Now, 
the mathematicians in this Court can just work it without a 
thousand-plus babies on the Island. 

Mr Downie: There are about 7,000 nappies. 

Mrs Crowe: Well, you may well be right. That is a 
figure I have not checked. I only know about the 5,000 per 
one child. Five million to be rid of, Mr President. I rest my 
case. We have to get on. 

Mr Downie: A nappy incinerator. 

Mrs Crowe: It is a nonsense. 

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr 
Radcliffe. 

Mr Radcliffe: Thank you, Mr President. I will not talk 
about nappies and the like, but we have had a lot of talk this 
afternoon about all sorts of things to do with incineration 
and the objectives are fairly vociferous. But it is not hard to 
see that those who are objecting so vociferously and long 
about incineration do not live anywhere near the landfill site 
in Bride. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) There is no doubt 
about that. I am quite sure that if those who are objecting so 
strongly had such a site anywhere near them they would be 
just as vociferous in their demands for an incinerator. I am 
quite sure about that. Any landfill site is never pretty but the 
one we have in Bride is indescribable, it is dreadful, there is 
no doubt about it, and I understand these last few days since 
the heavy rain the wagons cannot even get in the bloomin' 
site. 

Mrs Crowe: No, they are tractored out. 

Mr Radcliffe: It is just chaos out there. 

Mr Karran: And you want to run an incinerator! 

Mr Radcliffe: There are papers and other litter 
everywhere along that road. 

When I was informed that the candlelight procession 
was going to be in Douglas I thought, well, what a pity, 
that it is going to be in Douglas because if they had been 
walking along the Cranstal Road they could have been 
burning some of the bloomin' paper as they went. 
(Laughter) And there is plenty of it, flying off of the 
wagons, flying out of the tip. It is all there. 

No mention or little mention has been made of the 
pollution created by the vehicles which trail down there 
every few minutes. As they go, particularly up the hill 
again, they are pumping out all sorts of pollutants. You 
just follow one in a car for a mile, which is what it takes 
from the tip up to the top of the hill, and you are well nigh 
poisoned; every pollutant that is there is coming out of 
that vehicle. 

You may question that vehicles are arriving there in 
such numbers but there are 31 refuse wagons, plus the vast 
number of skip wagons, all converging on Bride and 
creating not only pollutant hazards but terrific traffic 
problems as well. The Department of Transport has spent 
a lot of money trying to organise the traffic situation there 
but they are still failing because there are hold-ups of all 
sorts down that particular road. There are big problems 
down there and, as I say, the biggest of them is the bloomin' 
tip at the end of it. 

A solution is required and today we have had so many 
facts and figures thrown at us against total incineration 
that I think we are being led away from the whole crux of 
the problem which is doing away with this landfill tip. We 
are being led away really from the basic which is an 
incinerator for this Island, yes or no? And that is the 
question that has to be resolved. 

You have to wonder at times, with the objectors and in 
those that are so vociferous, is it the site that is exciting 
people or is it the incinerator? And I think it is the site that 
is getting people more excited than the actual incinerator. 
If the proposal were to site an incinerator, say, on the Ayres 
again, I am quite sure there would not be the same outcry 
as we have had over this last period. So, as I say again, the 
question in my mind is is it really incineration or the site 
that is bothering people? Is it the well known NIMBY 
syndrome at work? 

For the past 15 or so years this hon. Court has dodged 
the issue and today I feel is time to face up to it and instead 
of talking, and we have had four hours - plus of talk this 
afternoon again on incineration, really we have talked too 
long. It is decision time. and I urge this Court to reach a 
decision here this evening. We are, after all, supposed to 
be decision-makers, not prevaricators, and we should put 
an end to this long-drawn-out saga and get the thing on 
the road. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft. 

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. It has evolved 
during the course of the day that the main consideration is 
not whether we have an incinerator or not, and even that 
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has gone from both sides, as I would see it, but whether 
the size is right and whether we have recycled enough and 
gone through the hierarchy. 

Having listened to all the information made available 
to me, I have to conclude that the risks to the health of the 
population have been fully investigated and ruled to be 
negligible. The latest technologies and emissions now 
required by the European Community can not be compared 
with those of yesteryear. At the end of the day we are duty 
bound to accept the best possible advice from those who 
are tasked to do the investigations on our behalf. We cannot 
ignore it. 

The decision as to the size of the incinerator has taken 
into account the existing and future population with regard 
to clinical, domestic and other different wastes and tonnage 
in our present situation. If I could refer to the figures that 
have been presented from Mr Rimington MHK from 
Rushen, I do not see in here any future population estimates 
or tonnage. I might have missed that. Are there any in here? 

Mr Rimington: Upwards and downwards. 

Mr Waft: Oh, upwards and downwards. It is obviously 
not in here. 

Mr Rimington: Population up, waste down. 

Mr Waft: Right, okay. They stated that other strategies 
would be necessary in order for the incinerator to operate 
at the intended level. I put this to the department and they 
said that that was all taken into consideration as being 
included in the decision as to the size of the incinerator. 
So the hierarchy was included in their waste management 
plan which was all a necessary adjunct to the operation of 
the incinerator. So that seems to have been taken into 
consideration. 

There have been arguments as to the existing 
measurement of the present figures, but I do not feel that 
the arguments so far that have been forwarded to us have 
been sufficient enough to abandon the whole process. 

There can be no doubt that a with concentrated effort 
by the department to investigate a composting system to 
provide for land cover and eventually new technologies 
we will be able to reduce substantially the amount of gross 
municipal waste inherent in the department's figures. I 
think they would agree with that. The recycling of builders' 
waste and positive efforts to separate domestic waste will 
all help in the recycling process. I think we are all agreed 
on that. 

We cannot completely ignore our geographical position. 
It cannot be dismissed lightly, as some would have us do. 
Whether we like it or not, as we are a nation in our own 
right we have to comply with the Basle convention and as 
such the transport of waste. We can discuss the situation 
with them from time to time but at the moment we have to 
deal with the situation as it is. With the four hours of sea 
transport of waste which we can export, the little bits that 
we can export, it is a very expensive process. 

I would like to thank the department and indeed I must 
thank the member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, who 
worked so hard on her case and I must congratulate her on  

her effort, and I would like to thank all the people who 
have presented facts and figures to us. We have got statistics 
coming out of our ears, (Mrs Christian: Hear, hear.) 
although I have heard that they skate around from time to 
time, but municipal waste, like any other kind of waste, is 
a moveable feast, they do change from time to time, a 
moveable feast for the seagulls, I might say, at the 
moment - 

Mrs Christian: Kerbside collection. 

Mr Waft: - but it is a problem to get exact figures. 
The trip to the SELCHP plant was very worthwhile, as 

was the trip to the Isle of Wight. The Isle of Wight has 
gone down a certain route of waste disposal that is best for 
them, especially taking into consideration they are only 
25 minutes away from the United Kingdom. Their 
presentation was excellent and the public relations of the 
company were hospitality itself. They laid it on the line 
exactly what they were doing and I am sure we can learn a 
lot from the situation in the Isle of Wight and the way they 
operate. But we have to progress what is best for this island. 

I was concerned, as were some of the other members, 
to find that they mixed their fly ash with the bottom ash 
for land disposal and I think that certainly was not very 
helpful to the situation. 

It is my view that the department must know that they 
have a long way to go with bringing in their hierarchy of 
waste disposal but I would think that by the time the 
incinerator comes on stream they will have made 
substantial progress with its implementation. 

One waste disposal route is not the way forward and I 
think we would acknowledge that. However, we must begin 
the programmes to implement the strategies, and the sooner 
we commence those strategies the better. 

I was particularly impressed with the visit to the 
composting plant at the Isle of Wight. They seem to have 
produced an excellent end product. The plant, I understand, 
cost £1'/2 million but the end result was very impressive 
and they had no problem, apparently, in disposing and, 
apart from the land cover which they were using it for, 
they decided they had an end user for the product as well 
at the end of the day. 

If I can just refer to my past life, I was a commissioner 
for 20 years and as works chairman we know the problems 
of waste disposal. We had a small landfill disposal site in 
Onchan many, many years ago which operated reasonably 
well, I might say, as the other towns and villages around 
the Island all had a small disposal site around their situation. 
Then it was decided by central government that we could 
not have that. We have to get it all into one big pile and 
now we have a big disposal problem. But what I would 
say is that most of those small landfill sites that the little 
authorities had, there are houses on them now, there are 
estates on them. However, we must not look back. 

Our vehicles, the vehicles that we had when we had to 
move to the large disposal site, took most of the day to get 
there and back again and the sites became bigger and bigger 
and they became enormous and on a wet day the vehicles 
had to be dragged out of the mud, as has been said, with 
tractors just based there for doing that job. They returned • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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back to the garage in a filthy, dirty condition, often with 
broken springs, and I know the minister at the time used to 
have arguments with us as to who was to pay for the 
springs. You might think that might be rather paltry, but 
when you think these vehicles cost a hundred thousand-
plus a time, broken springs are very costly. 

The Raggatt site was a slight improvement. It was 
supposed to be state-of-the-art for the time, and they did 
have a cleaning facility for the vehicles, when it worked. 
But I understand they are still taking leachate from that 
site to the present day. 

Mr Delaney: Still paying for it. 

Mr Waft: The landfill site at the Ayres, as has been 
said, was a constant and is a constant source of complaint 
from residents who have to endure the constant stream of 
heavy refuse vehicles going past their homes and the litter 
which needs to be attended to on a regular basis. 

The village of Bride - I am sure they have had enough 
of this and it has got to come to an end. We have promised 
them an end to this time and time again and I think the 
small children and the school on that route deserve to have 
these vehicles directed somewhere else, these constant 
diesel vehicles which are passing through that village. It 
has got to come to an end. 

I am more than well aware of the dangers of a landfill 
site. A large municipal landfill site, I might say, is a very 
dangerous place to be. We will of course have to have a 
landfill site in the future but not to the extent of having the 
size that we have now of a municipal landfill site. 

The cost of the incinerator has been raised and how 
that will be met in the future has still not been resolved, 
and there have been concerns as to the cost, how that will 
be applied at the gate. How much is it going to cost the 
local authorities? We do not really know and this is an 
issue that needs to be addressed sooner rather than later. 
However, we have not had a landfill tax but I am sure that 
the costs will have to be borne by those who use the future 
services anyway and whether it is landfill or incineration 
we are going to have to pay. The problem perhaps might 
be what cost is Treasury going to bear in the future and 
what will be borne by the rates? 

The department has been charged with waste disposal 
and that is the difference to those who have been against 
incineration. They have taken the best possible advice, 
which we have all had to pay for, and acted upon it. 

It is my opinion, and I think the opinion of the Onchan 
Commissioners that incineration is a part of the 
department's waste disposal programme and they are in 
favour of it. Thank you, Mr President. I will be voting for 
the resolution. 

The President: I call upon the hon. member for Malew 
and Santon, Chief Minister, Mr Gelling. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I am brought to my feet 
purely and simply by the remarks of the hon. member for 
Middle and the Minister for Industry, who I believe has 
been extremely unfair (Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.) to Mr 
Street who was the gentleman, agreed by Council, that  

should independently actually go and have another look 
at this particular plant. And I think the statement that was 
made that annoyed me was, 'It wasn't what he told us, it 
was what he didn't tell us', and I think where I want to put 
the record straight is this. Yes, Mr Street did tell us that 
only 30 tonnes per day were going through the plant, but 
the hon. member did not then say, why? - He said it was 
not because of operational reasons. It is because the 
machine is still under test and the government will not 
allow it to operate over 50 per cent of its capacity, because 
they are testing the machine. 

Now, I think that it is unfair to in fact say that Mr Street 
was misleading us because after the Council of Ministers 
had heard his evidence as to what he had seen, why it was 
being monitored, how could you expect a professional to 
put down a recommendation to a government when the 
figures were not available to him confirmed? If they were 
figures being produced by the operators, that is one thing, 
but a professional, before they could recommend to a 
government, I would suggest would have to have these 
figures confirmed. If the machine is still under test I say it 
is a bit unfair to say that Mr Street therefore was not being 
fair in coming forward with that information. 

The other thing I would like just again to comment on 
is that it was made quite clear to us and I think he was very 
straight with us when he said, 'Probably with more 
refinement and some more testing, in future years if you 
were asking me the same question I could very well be 
suggesting that is what you should be doing', and that is 
what he said, which I thought was very, very fair because, 
as has already been touched on, this plant does destroy 
waste, at the moment very specialised waste, but it has to 
go through on a separate line. In other words you could 
not mix any of those lines together as yet. It will destroy 
computers if that is the way it is set up to do, it will destroy 
animals if that is the way it is set up. But that is what he 
was saying to us, and my information came after speaking 
to the chief executive of Anglesey and he was quite straight 
with me that he had advised them not go for an incinerator, 
he had actually advised them to go down a different path 
altogether because again Anglesey is the same as the Isle 
of Wight, it is part of the mainland UK and they can 
transport it over the bridge into Wales and get rid of it, and 
that was the advice to them. 

So basically I just wanted to put on record, as Mr Street 
cannot answer for what was being said about him, I just 
believe that he did give us good advice and basically that,  
was the decision of the Council of Ministers when we 
decided it is not the way we should go. So I just wanted 
for a few moments just to make that point straight, sir. 

The President: The hon. member for Castletown, Mr 
Brown. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. One of the 
important issues we should keep foremost in our mind is 
that the Isle of Man is not part of the United Kingdom and 
because of that it presents problems to us in how we deal 
with the refuse that we generate on the Isle of Man and the 
reason is because of the trans-boundary restrictions that 
are there, partly described by the Chief Minister where an 
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island like the Isle of Wight or Anglesey in fact is part of 
the UK and has no problem at all getting into their country, 
as against us trying to get into another country to dispose 
of waste, and we have that experience of the vulnerability 
of that in terms of dealing with the animal waste, which 
was described by the minister and the hon. member for 
West Douglas, Mr Downie. 

I can remember when I was a member of the Castletown 
Town Commissioners the only thing we had to worry about 
was filling a bin wagon and taking that rubbish to a tip and 
that was all we had to worry about, nothing else, and at 
that time very little thought was given by us as to how we 
dealt with our refuse and I suspect that is still the case 
with all the local authorities throughout the Island, and 
the hon. member for Council, Mr Waft, reminisced about 
the regional tips which I know many do tend to refer back 
to, but I think people tend to forget just how bad they were 
and it is not long ago when I was a child and we used to 
play on the Ballahott tip. It was great fun. We used to do 
all sorts of things there which were really pretty lethal -
playing in cars that were hanging over on an angle, 
climbing in and out of the windows and heaven knows 
what else - but the thing that always sticks in my mind 
about Ballahot is that it used to be on fire most of its life - 

Mrs Crowe: Yes. 

Mr Brown: - and we used to have smoke bellowing 
out over the countryside day in day out - 

Mr Delaney: The fire brigade every day. 

Mr Brown: - and the fire brigade used to have a pump 
from the next-door quarry with a pipe coming across the 
road and just left the hose into the tip running 24 hours a 
day trying to put the fire out - 

Mr Downie: What about the leachate? 

Mr Brown: - and then they were successful and a week 
later the fire started again and so it went on time after time, 
and the only reason I mention that is because really today 
it is time we moved on, it is time we made the decision 
one way or the other to go forward. 

I think the one thing I have been pleased about the debate 
today, because I have been involved here in Tynwald Court 
now since 1981 and I have been fortunate, I suppose, that 
I spent the first five years on the Local Government Board 
as it was and we looked at incineration and we looked at 
other ways of disposing of our refuse and in fact I brought 
a minority report as a member of that board to Tynwald to 
fight for an incinerator and then I had a break, but it did 
not go too far away, and then I became Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment and I had to try and 
deal with the situation again, and the one thing I found out 
whatever we do is that we cannot please everybody about 
how we dispose of our waste. Now, the one thing that is 
important is, and I have been pleased, as I say, today, the 
importance I believe members are giving to the debate 
because if you listen to what has been said from the minister 
to the main opposition led by Mrs Cannell is the serious 

consideration everybody is giving that has been put out 
here today about the whole subject. 

The one thing we all know, and we all know this, is that 
we cannot rely only on incineration, we cannot rely only 
on landfill. That is why, as was quoted by the hon. member 
for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, when I was minister in 
1990, after I had been there nearly a year, I came to Tynwald 
Court and I said there is not one solution to this problem, 
there are a number of solutions, and I came back in 1994 
and we reaffirmed that and I can remember saying - in fact 
I looked up in Hansard, so that is how I can remember - to 
hon. members, 'I do not apologise for coming back because 
we need to be sure that Tynwald still wants to have that 
policy', and the policy we developed, because we knew 
we could not rely on only one way of dealing with our 
refuse, and I am a big supporter of recycling and reuse and 
I believe my time in the department demonstrated that quite 
clearly because at that time we set up the Port St Mary 
site, we were setting up the one at St John's and also the 
recycling system that went out, started by Mr Delaney who 
was the minister who started the recycling issues first, and 
we actually developed the policy of an integrated waste 
management plan, which is still our policy, which involved 
reduction, reuse and recovery, recycling, incineration with 
energy recovery and landfill, and the argument is about 
the scale and I have to say I believe that we as government 
and to some degree as Tynwald have let people down 
because we have not been as active in recycling and reuse 
as we should have been. We have not been as active as 
people want, and there are still very mixed views in our 
population about this. There are some people who are very 
keen to recycle and reuse and there are other people who 
do not want to know, and we have seen the different 
systems. I have been to German, I have been to Bornholm, 
I have been to other places, I have been to the UK who I 
believe have been the worst demonstration over the years 
of how to deal with this issue and we tried to pull away 
from that by following the Bornholm style and the German 
style by doing more. We did do kerbside collection. We 
did that as an experiment. It was very successful. We did 
do composting, which was not as successful because when 
you do composting, if you are going to do it properly, there 
is actually quite a large capital investment because it is no 
use trying to do it out in the open air, and therefore these 
things were tried early on to see could we do it, how 
effectively could we do it and what were the problems of 
trying to deal with it. So I do not think there is a lack of 
will to actually put all these components together to make 
it work. 

The problem is, and I think it was the hon. member of 
the Council, Mr Waft, who said, it is about the size of the 
incinerator, is the size right? Well, the problem we have is 
we have never been able to properly measure accurately 
the amount of waste we deal with. The only way you can 
do that is actually to weigh it as it goes into the refuse 
wagon and there are ways of doing that. There are ways of 
dealing with it in terms of calculating what is dumped at 
the tip. We know so much goes through, but what we do 
not know is accurately, and it fluctuates because it is 
determined by the boom, whether the Island is doing well, 
and as Mrs Crowe, the hon. member for Rushen, said, as • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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people can afford to spend more money, they dispose of 
more and if that suddenly reversed, yes, there might be a 
problem, but the one thing that has come out in the 
information we have had is that by going for a 60,000-
tonne incinerator we know that we have at least twice that 
amount of refuse, albeit some of it that could not be burnt, 
quite a lot of it, and we know that we can recycle effectively 
and if that commitment is there and as we build up, maybe 
as we get further down the road after the life of the 
incinerator is coming to its end, because really we are 
talking of some years away when this will all happen, 
maybe we will be better at how we dispose of some of our 
waste, maybe the world will not be so wasteful in its 
packaging, maybe the world will not be so wasteful in how 
it disposes of the products that we do use, but those are 
things to some degree outside our direct influence because 
we are part of and we buy products that are manufactured 
by bigger countries than us and are manufactured in a way 
to make them sellable. 

So we all know those problems. What we are saying is 
how do we deal with it? I do not have a problem in saying 
we need to have these different components there. We need 
to be more proactive. I have no problem in that in our 
recycling and reuse and I do believe we have not been as 
proactive as we should have been. So we need to be more 
than that. 

One of the things that have come out of the discussions 
that have gone on and the points of view that have been 
made is that we have been accused as Members of the 
House of Keys and members of Tynwald of not listening 
to people. I made this point yesterday. We might listen to 
people and we consider their views and I believe we do 
listen to people. We consider their views. I do not have 
any problem with people lobbying us. That is the basis of 
politics. If people have a view they need to get their 
message through to us, but it does not mean because we 
do not necessarily agree with their point of view that we 
have not listened to it. It might be that in our judgement, 
representing our areas, that we actually have taken all those 
bits into account and we believe that the best way forward 
for the Isle of Man is to do this. 

Now, I know I have constituents who are vehemently 
opposed to incineration, vehemently, and I respect their 
views because they have strong views why they do not 
want it. I have tried to explain why I believe, and this has 
been my view for quite some time, that incineration and 
the components that we have in our strategy are the right 
way forward for the Isle of Man because of all the other 
factors that influence us. It has already been said we have 
other wastes that we need to use an incinerator for. So if 
you are going to have an incinerator, then you look to say 
what type of incinerator do you have and what is the most 
effective way to deal with the waste that is generated on 
the Isle of Man? And I believe the policy we have is the 
right way and a component of that is an incinerator. 

The other thing is that we in the Isle of Man, and the 
population, I believe, are keen to do as much as we can to 
try and reduce the impact on our environment. It has been 
said by having the incinerator that we will cause more 
problems. Well, yes, the incinerator will provide some 
pollution and it has been argued and we have heard figures 

go round here today, but by having this new incinerator 
we will be able to close the hospital incinerator. That will 
be an improvement. We will reduce the amount of traffic 
movements by diesel wagons all over the Island. That will 
have an impact and David Bellamy made that point. If 
you are going to have an incinerator, and he was not 
opposed to it, when he talked about Stoney Mountain he 
said, 'For goodness' sake, put it where your main 
population is so you reduce the amount of travel for your 
vehicles'. So that is going to have an impact. 

The cost does concern us all, I do not think there is any 
doubt about that because at the end of the day we know 
the people we represent in some way are going to have to 
pay for this. It will either be through taxation or through a 
service charge or whatever you want to call it. My 
understanding is that we have made a decision that the 
capital cost will be borne by government and the 
operational cost, the day-to-day running, or some of it or 
whatever, and I think that is still being determined, will be 
paid for by the person who pollutes. 

Now, the polluter pays is also an integral part of a waste 
management strategy and you have only got to look at 
local authorities who do not pay, who do not care as long 
as they fill the bin wagon because it does not matter to 
them. They just want to get rid of the refuse. We have 
wheelie bins, big wheelie bins. As soon as you go onto big 
wheelie bins up goes the amount of refuse you deal with. 
Everywhere where a local authority on the Isle of Man has 
implemented a policy of wheelie bins the amount of refuse 
has increased considerably because the public say, 'Wow, 
this is big. Everything goes in it', whereas when they have 
got small bins, 'Oh, the bin's getting full. I'd better burn 
some of this' or 'I'd better recycle some of this' or 'I'll 
take the bottles down to the bank where I can recycle them', 
but when they have got this big wheelie bin in their garden 
`Oh, I'll take it all in there, it'll all go in there' because it 
is easy to fill and it lasts the whole week without doing 
anything else. 

So there are many, many things that influence the policy 
of how we deal with our waste. I think the most important 
thing is whatever we do we can only judge the decision 
today based on the best information before us. 

The one thing we know is that the EC have high 
regulations to control incineration discharges, to use the 
term. We have agreed to adopt those standards. I believe 
they have to be controlled by legislation so that there are 
serious offences for any operator who does not comply 
with our requirements. I have no qualms at all with that. 
That has been a view of mine for many, many years and I 
believe a combination of that will control it. 

The other point I would make, because some members 
have been making the point about the dangers of 
incineration, well, first we are not talking about dealing 
with chemical wastes on the Isle of Man, which is where 
you find there are problems in places in Europe, but the 
other thing is that if incinerators were that dangerous my 
view is that the EU would not have regulations to control 
them, they would say they should be banned, and they do 
not say that, they say you can do it and they have spent 
many years researching this in the '90s to get the standards 
as high as possible to safeguard the public. • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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Just one bit I would like to just refer to which is in the 
report before us, which is the one from the department, 
`Report to Tynwald on the Health Implications of Human 
Exposure to Dioxins and Other Toxic Chemical 
Components', which also includes the particular concerns 
expressed by the director of public health, the hon. member 
for East Douglas read out quite a number of the summary 
that he had there, but the one thing I did not hear read out 
- and it is not a criticism because you all use whatever you 
believe - but I do believe it needs to be said and that was in 
his summary, his first paragraph, and in that he says, and 
this is a professional, and contrary to what we have heard 
being said publicly by some people through Manx Radio 
and others that he has been leaned on, he has been 
pressured, he has been this, he is a professional and he 
might be leaned on or he might not be. I do not believe he 
will be leaned on because he is a professional in his own 
right and he has his own standards to comply with and 
therefore he has looked at this and he has put forward his 
report and what he says in that is 'I am satisfied that the 
proposed plant can operate reliably within stringent EC 
emission limits, that emissions will be at very low levels, 
and make very small contributions to the much higher 
preexisting levels in the environment. Provided all emission 
limits are complied with, there would not, in my opinion, 
be any significant risk to human health arising from the 
proposed plant', and that is not taking into account the 
reduction in the movement of heavy wagons across the 
Island and it is not taking into account the closure of the 
hospital incinerator which will come about and of course 
the benefits of other things that will be improved because 
we have an incinerator. 

With all those points being made I can only say that if 
there was anything at all that had been brought to my 
attention so that I felt, 'Wow, this is a real problem', taking 
the point the hon. member for East Douglas said about we 
live here, our families are here, I would have no hesitation 
saying, 'I ain't gonna support this.' 

I believe this is the only way the Isle of Man can 
effectively manage an integrated waste management 
strategy. It is part of it, it is expensive, but by heck it is 
better than just continuing to dump in the ground and not 
follow through that strategy. 

The President: The hon. member for Ayre. 

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. On this occasion 
I say I will be short and I will, sir, but there are one or two 
matters I must cover, first of all, the contribution from the 
hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington. If it were not so 
late at night and I were not so charitable I would take him 
to task for suggesting that officers of the department or 
professionals would deliberately falsify figures. The 
suggestion inherent in that is that this department has 
sought to mislead this hon. Court, but I will return to that 
on another occasion. 

If I could first of all deal with this question of the amount 
of waste, a great deal has been said by the hon. member 
about very little in relation to these figures and perhaps it 
would help if I was to run through the position in regard to 
the quantification of this material. 

I think those of us who have been around this hon. Court 
for some time will realise that the position in relation to 
landfill is that we have been working from short-term 
planning to short-term planning to short-term planning. 
So in relation to Ballacallow, which we were using prior 
to 1999, we have had four different planning approvals, 
all very short term and it was only when we got to the 
latter stages of that that we had a weighbridge facility and 
that was only used on a selective basis for certain types of 
loads. When we moved into Ballacallow, then on I think it 
was 7th March there was a weighbridge put in for Wright's 
Pit East and so from that time we have had the facility for 
to accurately weigh the materials. 

Now, as far as the figures which we used in the planning 
inquiry, the outline approval, not detailed approval, those 
figures were put together on a basis of sampling, on a basis 
of some partial period studies and we had them validated 
as best we could. They were not weighbridge figures, we 
never suggested they were weighbridge figures, indeed the 
hon. member himself has said that they were questioned 
at the planning inquiry and not surprisingly so. 

Now, when we of course got on to Wright's Pit East 
and had the weighbridge functioning from 1st April 1999, 
to 30th September 1999 which was a six-month period, 
on weighbridge figures, a computerised weighbridge basis, 
over that six-month period by doubling the figures we got 
to 104,000 and that included, as you have referred to, some 
soil involved in that. Then from 1st April 1999 through to 
31st March 2000 again it was in the order of 104,000 tonnes 
and that did not include soil for the simple reason, as was 
explained to you the other day, we had moved from using 
soil to contain the movement of waste and had moved to 
the adoption of a Hessian cover, and then to take a further 
period, just to establish what I believe is beyond any 
question, the accuracy of these figures, from 13th October 
1999 to 12th October 2000 we had the figures, again 
moving up roughly in the order of 10,000 tonnes, we had 
110,000 tonnes. So you can see that the amount of waste 
is moving up and up and up and that is not unexpected. I 
would expect that to be the case, as other members have 
said here today. So the suggestion that somehow this is an 
oversized facility I think is absolute rubbish, and I am 
stealing Mr Gilbey's pun there. 

Now, even if we take your figure of 27,000 tonnes, when 
you have taken out all these other materials and you allow 
over the life of this incinerator, this energy from waste 
plant, for the projected increases, you are over 40,000 
tonnes and you are starting off with a 27,000-tonne plant. 
That does not make sense. 

Just one or two other things if I may touch upon them. 
We still seem to have the idea that we are dealing with an 
outdated technology in terms of incineration and this 
pyrolysis or gasification should be taken on board. This 
has been dealt with and discussed here on a number of 
occasions and the fact is very simple. We live here on an 
island. We do not have the luxury of being able to export 
our waste and therefore we have to have a facility, a plant, 
which has a high reliability factor and we have looked at 
pyrolysis, we have looked at gasification. They have been 
looked at on more than one occasion and even the Biffa 
man made the point that they were not suited to the Isle of 
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Man. So I do not think we are talking about a serious 
proposition there. It is just another diversionary tactic to 
try to delay further the progression of this scheme. 

Mrs Cannell: Rubbish! And you did not meet the man 
from Biffa. 

Mr Quine: Yes, 104,000 tonnes. 
Now, again Mr Henderson drew attention to the fact 

that we have much more waste than the Isle of Wight has, 
for example. I do not find that surprising either because of 
course they are not subject to the constraints on exporting 
waste and they do export waste. So it is quite a different 
scenario so I am not surprised that there should be a 
difference, but if you take their domestic waste on a per 
capita basis, then they are broadly the same as ourselves. 

So the issue, I believe, of the amount of waste and the 
size of the incinerator vis-à-vis that waste I think is clearly 
established, they match up and I do not think there is any 
issue inherent in that at all. 

Cost has been raised. We have been quite clear in our 
presentations as to cost. That information is beyond dispute. 
We have given that to you. We have given you breakdowns 
of that. We are talking, as indeed has been said today, of a 
tonnage of £81 a tonne and that is less than what was 
forecast when we brought this to this hon. Court about 
three years ago, and if we had the luxury, or not the luxury, 
if we had the capability of going to landfill I would ask 
hon. members to bear in mind - which we do not but if we 
had - you are going to have to look, taking out your 
pyrolysis, taking out your gasification, for six landfill sites 
engineered to a very high standard, although it would not 
be acceptable and you are going to have to do that at a 
very high cost and to the size of Wright's Pit East. Now, 
firstly, where are you going to find those sites and, secondly, 
what benefit is there cost-wise? There is none. We are in 
the same order of costs. 

The question of power. The fact that this energy from 
waste plant has been geared to generate electricity and there 
is going to be no take-off of heat has been raised and again 
that has been explained in the briefings very clearly. It has 
been pointed out that the plant is being designed to take 
on board the production of heat and the use of heat and 
indeed it has been explained as to some of the locations 
where that heat could be used, but that is for another day, 
for a different reason and that is that this hon. Court will 
have to take on board whether they are prepared to involve 
themselves in the millions of pounds' expenditure or 
whether that expenditure in terms of national interest could 
be better placed to provide environmental enhancement in 
another form elsewhere or to do something else in the 
public interest. 

Mr President, they are the only points that I wish to 
make, sir. I offer really no comment on the amendments. I 
am sure the minister will deal with them. But as far as I 
can see I do not see how either part of these amendments, 
either (iv) or (v), really can go along with the first three 
parts of the motion. 

The President: The hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan. 

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. Leading up to 
this debate I think there have been some very strange events 
because we were to vote on this particular item in June 
and then we had this hiccough, it could not be brought 
forward because of the US environmental report and also 
comments by the medical officer of health. Now, the 
comments in the report that has been carried out for that I 
consider to be inconclusive. They are comments that have 
been made, you could say, to fit the bill. 

The director of public health stated, 'Knowledge of the 
issue of particulates is developing, and there are indications 
that small but significant health effects are associated with 
particulate air pollution.' That is a statement which he then 
goes on to clarify by saying that should this come in, there 
would be less pollution because of the generation of 
electricity'. But it is a very expensive way to develop 
electricity - £43 million. 

He also states in this particular document, that is dated 
21st September 2000, quite clearly, 'A comprehensive 
waste management policy has been developed, which 
includes provision for recycling and composting.' Now, I 
do not know where that has come from because this 
document, yes, mentions a number of issues but it does 
not specifically mention any wholesale composting or 
recycling. So is he satisfied with a policy that was not even 
produced at that time? We received this document on Friday 
of last week. Was he satisfied with the contents? He does 
not say. But this is the first time that there has been this 
comprehensive management policy. 

The provision for recycling is recycling banks as in 
Shoprite, as in public house car parks, but that is playing 
at recycling. Composting from civil amenity sites is also 
playing at composting. No matter what, incineration and 
landfill will continue. Recycling from kerbside collection 
is the only way forward if we are going to recycle and if 
we are going to recycle properly. 

We need to keep valuable resources out of the waste 
stream and these are also resources that the incinerator 
does not want. The incinerator does not want glass. The 
incinerator does not want batteries. Cans, aluminium cans, 
green waste, garden waste and wet kitchen waste. It is too 
wet, it even says so in this document. There need to be 
efficient and other ways of dealing with these particular 
issues. 

Every tonne of glass recycled saves on one tonne of 
raw material such as sand and limestone. I know the 
department has said they will use it for other means and 
that is fine, but if we are looking at it from an overall point 
of view of the global situation, because of global warming 
and all the rest of it, it will mean less quarrying if we reuse 
the glass, it will also mean less pollution, energy savings 
and less global warming. 

Producing new aluminium cans from used cans saves 
up to 95 per cent of energy needed to produce cans from 
the raw materials. 

Mr Downie: We do that now. 

Mrs Hannan: The member for Douglas West says we 
do that now. We do not do that now. We do a little bit of 
recycling where people who are keen on recycling take it 
to these banks, that is all, nothing else. 
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When I raised this at our briefing the other day with, I 
do not know if I dare mention the name, Mr Street of SLR, 
because it seems that if you mention him you are 
straightaway jumped down the throat of as some of my 
colleagues have been, but Mr Street and Mr Fletcher agreed 
with me unreservedly that kerbside collection was 
necessary in the course of the waste management strategy, 
but it does not appear in this document, written by Mr 
Street, SLR, for the Department of Local Government. 

Paper - someone today said there is no market for paper 
and probably not because we use so little recycled paper. 
We could demand paper products that are recycled, that 
this is recycled, that that is recycled paper so it is used 
again. We do not insist on that and therefore if we are not 
playing our part in the overall waste management, how 
can we expect someone else to take our waste or our 
resources and deal with them in a very positive way? We 
could use recycled paper for all sorts of things, notebooks, 
right down to serviettes and loo paper, we all know where 
that goes to, and we could be positive about it by saying, 
`This is our policy, we are going to develop this in support 
of our waste strategy.' I have not seen anything of that 
over the 12 years that we have had the policy before us. 

I accept that if we do recycle there is a cost to shipping, 
but as has already been said this afternoon, boats are leaving 
here every day with containers that are empty, coming in 
full, going out empty and I am sure that if there was an 
area which we knew where these were going to or we could 
commandeer the full vehicle once we had got a full load, 
then it would cost very little to do that. 

I am concerned when comments are made, as in the 
documents, that the polluter pays and I would like to know 
which polluter is going to pay? Is it going to be me at the 
end when I have to pick something up that is wrapped five 
times or is it the shop if I leave my packaging with the 
shop, as they do in Germany, or is it the manufacturer we 
are going to tax and say, 'It's going to cost us and therefore 
you must pay for your part as well.' That has not been 
made clear. 

Now, if it is going to be the ratepayer, then has the 
ratepayer been consulted? I do not think it has. I do not 
think the ratepayer has been told that it will cost them so 
much more because we have brought this particular scheme 
into being. As I say, without the adjournment in June we 
would have never had this waste management plan. We 
would not have known the situation and a vote would have 
been taken without the majority of people in this Court 
knowing what the waste management plan was all about 
and there are still question marks over it. We have had a 
policy for the last 10, 12 years that we should minimise. 
What has been done to do that? We have heard the Minister 
for Agriculture saying instead of minimising we are 
producing more and more and more. 

Mr Downie: Everybody is, not just us. 

Mrs Hannan: And we have heard the member for 
Rushen talking about disposable nappies. What has been 
done about that? This particular document says in a very 
loose way that we should reuse plastic bags, we should 
ask for less wrapping and all the rest of it, which some of 
us do already. 

The information is extremely sketchy and yet we are 
expected here today to vote on this and I am so concerned 
that even with this information it is so sketchy and yet in 
June people were prepared to vote for it. 

I would like to know the cost of running this particular 
area, not because I am going to support it, but I would like 
it made available, the cost per tonne and the type of waste 
that we are entering into any agreement on, the type of 
waste. Are there penalties for wet waste? Is it 20 per cent? 
Is it 35 per cent? Is it 50 per cent wet waste that they are 
prepared to accept and for anything above that is it going 
to form a penalty? 

Government's policy over these years has been good 
and the member for Castletown, when he was Minister for 
Local Government and the Environment, made sure that 
some of these policies work. Recycling and composting 
and these particular issues were developed. 

In this document also we talk about the strategic plan 
for waste. The strategic plan for waste, if anybody has 
noticed, is the department's policy for waste first and 
government and Tynwald's policy for waste second. So I 
am confused there about which is the strategy for the 
future? Which is government's policy? 

Now, this planning that we are looking at now of 
supporting is for 25 years. No-one knows 25 years on where 
we are going to be. Twenty-five years ago would people 
have said that we were going to be here? Only yesterday 
the Minister for the Treasury said, or maybe it was this 
morning, that he could not predict more than the medium 
term when he came to tax strategy and yet we are putting 
ourselves in this particular incinerator for 25 years without 
asking any questions about it. 

The minister also today said did I want landfill at 
Ballalough. Well, he did not want a landfill at Ballalough. 
His people and my people did not want a landfill at 
Ballalough. His people did not want an incinerator at 
Stoney Mountain so now Douglas has got it next to 
Richmond Hill, but he was the one that was there shouting, 
`Power to the people, power to the people, power to the 
people', and yet if people dare raise their voice on this 
particular issue, what are they? They are vocal minorities 
(Mrs Cannell and Mr Henderson: Hear, hear.) and I do 
not mind aligning myself with vocal minorities, I do not 
mind. My life has been one of a vocal minority. 

Dioxins are produced in incineration and releases are 
small if properly managed, but dioxins are produced and 
that is what the director of public health said. He also said 
particulates were being produced and they are a hazardous 
waste. They are also deemed by some of the experts of the 
Department of Local Government to be potentially 
cancerous to humans. 

I would just like also to make it quite clear that we were 
invited to visit SELCHP and we also visited the bottom 
ash and landfill and it is not safe to say that all the glass 
and all the metal is taken out of the bottom ash before it is 
made into and mixed with this bituminous material so that 
it can be used on roads. It has to be buried deep in the road 
because the glass and the metal could come to the surface 
and they made it quite clear there that it would have to be 
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base material for the roads. I mention that because it is not 
as straightforward as just putting it through a load of sieves 
and then using it. 

Now, the minister gave a life of waste and he talked 
about so many years for this material and that material. I 
wonder if, when he is winding up, he could explain the 
life of a dioxin. How long does a dioxin remain in the 
environment? It would be interesting to have that figure 
from him. 

Mr Downie: They have been here since time 
immemorial. 

Mrs Hannan: The Minister for Agriculture this 
morning said that Jersey did not have a problem with their 
incinerator. However, I am assured that Jersey does have a 
health problem with their incinerator and it would be 
interesting to know where he got that information from 
and who actually did the work for the Jersey people on 
this incinerator as to where he could get this information 
from. 

Now, we are getting into waste for 25 years and someone 
else has mentioned possibly 50 years with United Waste 
and its parent company which I believe is SITA. SITA 
certainly has a chequered career and I would want to know 
what sort of relationship the Isle of Man will have with 
this particular company and I think that should be spelt 
out for us this afternoon. 

Mrs Cannell made it quite clear that in the document 
there is commercial information which is not available to 
us, but I believe the agreement that the department is going 
to enter into with United Waste should be made quite clear, 
and this has not been done and yet we are prepared or at 
least members in this hon. Court would seem to be prepared 
to enter into this sort of agreement. What are the penalties 
if waste is not delivered to the incinerator? Are there 
penalties or does the incinerator just accept a little or a lot 
of what we produce? 

Dr Mann: Mr President, under standing order 3.16. 

The President: The hon. member for Peel still has the 
floor. 

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. 

The President: I will pick you up when she has finished. 

Mrs Hannan: This policy of waste minimisation has 
been ongoing for 12 years and yet government has not 
seen to bring this forward with any sort of urgency until 
this time. Now, you could say that is because we are short 
of landfill, but it is without the full information that should 
be before us. 

I would say that landfill is not preferable to incineration 
and incineration is not preferable to landfill. They are both 
dangerous in different ways, but with incineration you need 
both. You need to burn and you need landfill. Burning 
produces dioxins and a 0.1 nanogram output from a 
chimney is a 0.1 nanogram, but there are other dioxins 
which are preserved in the ash and they have to be dealt 
with and they are hazardous waste. 

If the government had followed the policy, their policy, 
of minimisation and working together with the public and 
recycling and really being positive instead of at the last 
minute producing a waste management plan and leaflets 
produced to households, then I do not think we would be 
in the place the government is now putting us in and I 
believe there should be another look at waste management 
completely and I would hope that members will vote 
against it today to allow the government to look again at 
this particular issue. 

The President: Now, then, hon. member. 

Dr Mann: Mr President, under standing order 316, I 
think we have exhausted all the arguments and I think it is 
time this motion was put. 

The President: Now, hon. members, the hon. member 
is suggesting that we take action under 316 of your standing 
orders which reads: `(1) When any motion is put before 
Tynwald, a motion may be made "That the motion be now 
`put' ", no amendment or debate being allowed. (2) Unless 
it appears to the President that such motion is an abuse of 
the rules of Tynwald or an infringement of the rights of 
the minority, it shall be put forthwith. (3) If such motion is 
decided in the affirmative by a quorum of each Branch, 
the President shall call upon the mover of the original 
motion to reply, after which the motion shall be put.' Now 
then, hon. members, under (2) where it says, 'it appears to 
the President that such a motion is an abuse', I do not 
consider it an abuse. I think we have had a lengthy debate. 
I have four still to talk on my list here in front of me. 
Nevertheless I think that now, as the hon. member has 
moved it, I will put to the Court that the motion be now 
put. Will those in favour that the motion be now put please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Houghton, Bell and 
Cannell - 5 

Against - Messrs Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker, Mrs 
Crowe, Messrs Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, 
Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, 
Mrs Hannan, Messrs Karran, Corkill, Gelling and 
the Speaker - 16 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion fails in the 
House of Keys, 5 votes in favour, 16 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Mr Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and 
Mr Delaney - 5 

Against: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey and Crowe - 3 

The President: Hon. members, there are 5 for in the 
Legislative Council, there are 3 against, the branches are 
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in disagreement: the motion is lost. We continue with the 
debate and I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr 
Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, it is nice to know that one 
has not been silenced before one has even opened one's 
mouth. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) (Interjections) It 
is a new trick by this hon. Court. 

I feel the issue is that admittedly it is very difficult when 
both sides have made their positions quite clear, and it is 
quite good that we have seen the increase as far as the 
numbers that are against incineration from the days when 
there were very few of us in this hon. Court, but I do feel, 
even allowing for that, and we all know that the vote will 
be either 8 against or 7 against this motion before us today, 
that it is unfair on both sides, the fact that we seem to be 
able to not try to get each side working together to try and 
take the best out of each side. 

I no more believe, like some of the proponents against 
the incinerator, that other hon. members would put any 
child, any person at risk of cancer or anything else just 
because they support it, intentionally, and I do think that is 
abusive and I think that is wrong as far as this Court is 
concerned, because I believe that I have said many things 
about my hon. colleagues, but I do think in those sorts of 
cases it needs to be clarified that I am sure that people 
would not do that. But I do feel on the other side that we 
have the situation where the DLGE and their supporters 
have almost turned incineration into the latest sect, whilst 
we have on the other side the situation with the likes of 
Greenpeace trying to make it out to be some sort of 
Antichrist. 

I do get somewhat concerned when I hear the likes of 
the hon. member for Rushen talking about how they are 
going to do another 15 plants for incineration, when I see 
in an article that Stephen Byers, the UK Trade and Industry 
Secretary, has published a green energy programme, 
banning rubbish-burning power stations as they have been 
proven to be a health hazard. Now, this article was not in 
the GreenPeace News, it was not in The Morning Star, but 
it was in The Times, a place where I am sure many of my 
colleagues would often read, and I think these sorts of 
issues need to be addressed and whilst we accept that we 
have lost the vote today, we hope that you, minister, who 
are there to guard both the public's health and its wealth, 
will keep a watching brief on this situation before we are 
tied up with some horrendous contract where we end up 
with 25 years of having to pour money down the drain or 
burn money, which I am afraid I think you will find is the 
case, and I do not want to sound bigoted as far as this is 
concerned, but I feel that this issue needs to be kept flexible 
as far as that is concerned. 

I believe it is all right the different camps coming up 
with the different aspects as far as this is concerned. We 
had the hon. member for Castletown about his days when 
he was a youngster playing on tips. Well, there might have 
been mustard gas bombs there maybe in those days, but 
there would not be much plastic or PVC or things like that 
that have been proven to be a lot more of a health problem 
than there would be in those days as far as burning ordinary 
paper was concerned, and I think the problem we have in  

this hon. Court is the different sides have made their 
position clear and they are going to, whatever happens, 
and I understand today that even if we had won it, I would 
be very feared that we would have ended up with some 
sort of refuse crisis made to happen, because some of the 
facts as far as our capabilities of tipping are not consistent 
with the truth as far as I am concerned if the political will 
was there and I think that needs to be outlined. 

But what I would like from the minister, who more likely 
reads The Times more often than I do, is why is there this 
situation as far as the one of the UK minister's is 
concerned? Why is it that we are going to spend an absolute 
fortune on an incinerator that is not going to burn at the 
right temperatures, when we had 40-odd countries that are 
banning incinerators? Canada, New Zealand, Switzerland, 
the USA are now even on the list, they have decided as far 
as the federal parliament, and Australia, I believe, are on 
the list as well, and I do hope the hon. minister does tell 
us, because he has a responsibility for the environment 
and I feel he needs to, whilst I would never say that he 
would want to put anybody's public health at risk any more 
than I would. 

I would also ask because we have a court case coming 
up in the very near future which could delay this thing by 
years and think that the A-G should tell us what is the 
position as far as this court case is concerned? What I do 
not want, is if we lose this vote today and it gets into a 
court case, a crisis engineered because vanity is more 
important than sanity and we end up with a situation where 
we will prove we were right at the expense of everybody 
else, and I would wonder whether it is possible to get a 
ruling from the A-G of the possibility of that before I carry 
on. How long could we be waiting for a ruling if such a 
case comes about as far as this is concerned? 

The President: Hon. member, the Attorney-General 
will answer your query. 

The Attorney-General: Well, thank you, Mr President. 
I cannot really answer the query directly. The only 
intimation I have had of any claim whatsoever - 

Mr Delaney: The same as us. 

The Attorney-General: - is a report on Manx Radio 
yesterday. Certainly no formal intimation of a claim has 
been made to my chambers or indeed, as far as I am aware, 
to the United Kingdom Government because of course, as 
I understand it, the claim is to be pursuant to the European 
Convention on Human Rights and the party to the 
convention would be the United Kingdom and, as I say, 
Mr President, no claim has been intimated to me or, so far 
as I am aware, to the United Kingdom. 

However, by way of possibly helping hon. members, it 
seems from the Manx Radio report that the claim is in 
respect of alleged breaches of article 6 and 13 of the 
convention and, in summary, article 6 relates to the right 
to a fair trial and if I may just summarise that article it is 
on the determination of his civil rights and obligations: 
. . . everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within 
a reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal 
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established by law. Judgment shall be pronounced 
publicly'. Article 13 concerns the right to an effective 
remedy and, again in summary, 'Everyone whose rights 
and freedoms as set forth in this Convention are violated 
shall have an effective remedy before a national authority 
notwithstanding that the violation has been committed by 
persons acting in an official capacity.' Those are the two 
articles in respect of which it is alleged that the compulsory 
purchase order offends. 

Now, again, as I understand it and I am speculating, the 
claim would be that by dealing with the compulsory 
purchase order in the way that this hon. Court has done 
the civil rights of the owner of the property have been 
breached. 

Now, of course our legislation is contained within the 
Acquisition of Land Act 1984, which has been amended 
recently, and it is my understanding that Mr Michael Whipp 
or his company, Carnane Farms Limited, has been afforded 
a very fair and public hearing pursuant to the procedures 
set out in that Act. As I understand it, Mr Whipp appeared 
before the bar of this Court and made submissions. 

Of course the Act requires that before a compulsory 
purchase order is made by the department - and of course 
the department does, in common with other departments, 
have a power of compulsory purchase - that order must be 
confirmed by resolution of Tynwald and notice in writing 
of the hearing before the Bar must be given to each person 
who is interested in the land and notice of the hearing must 
be given in to local newspapers. 

So just pausing there, if we look and examine whether 
there has been a fair and public hearing before an 
independent and impartial tribunal, and again it is always 
dangerous to speculate on a speculative claim, it seems to 
me that there has been a public hearing and I would doubt 
very much that you would deny that this is an independent 
and impartial tribunal. It is quite clear from the speeches 
which have been made this afternoon and this evening that 
the department is far from being in the pocket of this hon. 
Court and it seems to me that on the face of it the hearing 
is fair. 

As I say, it is most difficult and dangerous to speculate 
but that would be my, as it were, off-the-cuff reaction to 
what I have heard on the radio. 

There is also of course a matter which came to my 
attention yesterday which I think is relevant. As I 
understand it from the radio report, the advocate acting 
for Mr Whipp or his company was not prepared to comment 
on the timing of the application to the Court but it seems 
to me that the timing is of significance given the timing of 
this debate in Tynwald. It is also of signficance to me that 
there is correspondence which indicates that, far from Mr 
Whipp alleging that the compulsory purchase order 
offended his human rights, he has in fact adopted the 
procedure because he has made submissions as to who the 
arbitrator should be to assess the compensation. That, in 
my provisional view, is not the act of someone who alleges 
that his human rights have been offended, rather it is the 
act of someone who wants to have the compensation fixed 
pursuant to the legislation. There is also some suggestion 
that a lease should be granted to the department by Mr 
Whipp or his company - again not the actions of someone 

who alleges with any sincerity that his human rights have 
been offended. 

I should also say that it is relevant that the jurisprudence 
of the European Court would indicate that the taking of 
property is justified if it is in the public interest. This is not 
confiscation, though, it is a compulsory purchase coupled 
with the payment of prompt and adequate compensation. 

So, as I say, given that it is most difficult and dangerous 
to speculate and it would be arrogant in the extreme for 
me to say there is no danger of any litigation it strikes me 
that there is a fair chance, I put it no more than that, that 
the claim would not succeed. 

In so far as a timetable is concerned, of course the courts 
in Strasbourg are notorious for delay. It is one of the reasons 
of course that the Human Rights Bill is being considered 
by the branches of Tynwald: to prevent the delay in having 
human rights cases adjudicated. But I would imagine we 
are talking about years rather than months. 

I hope that is of assistance, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member for Onchan. 

Mr Karran: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. The point that I 
do hope is taken up is that if there is any delay as far as 
this is concerned the minister, the hon. member for 
Glenfaba, will not allow a situation where the reduction 
and the recycling issues will stop. That is the important 
thing I am worried about. I know as the member for Health 
I wanted to do things with the waste from the hospitals. I 
expressed concerns, when we had the BSE situation, about 
burying animals on farms. We did come up with 
alternatives but there is an old saying that there are none 
so blind that won't look. 

I just feel this debate has done nothing as far as I am 
concerned and maybe criticism can be put at me because I 
have always been anti-incineration, but I was actually 
impressed going to London and I thank the minister for 
doing that. I am still gravely concerned but my fears are 
lessened. My only concern is that I feel we are picking on 
outdated technology. I think we are signing up for 
something that will be a financial loss, a financial hole 
that we will pay dearly for and the ratepayers will pay 
dearly for. 

I do not think anything any of us will say will change 
our positions as far as this is concerned but I do hope that 
the hon. minister does give us an assurance that he will 
make sure that if he gets this through the Court he will 
look at doing something about recycling and reduction if 
he does end up finding that his incinerator cannot go ahead, 
because I do not want a situation of public health issues 
having to be brought to this Court because you lot have 
engineered a situation where we end up with no tips 
because there is no political will and the whole agenda is 
gerrymandered as far as incineration. I think it is a sad day 
for future generations that incineration is going to be, but 
I think that history will prove that the minority were right 
and the majority in this hon. Court were wrong. 

The President: Hon. member for Garff, Mr Rodan. 

Mr Rodan: Thank you, Mr President. A predictably 
long debate, some would say long-winded with on the one 
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hand some of the most impressively well-researched 
argument I have heard on the subject, albeit from those 
who have in the course of the presentation conceded the 
principle of incineration, but I have to say also some of 
the most stupifyingly superficial argument I have heard. 
We have had scare tactics with predicted numbers of deaths 
being stated, we have had misleading arguments and of 
course we have heard from a couple of members about the 
dust, this mysterious white dust at SELCHP which I myself 
witnessed lying on the floor of the room where the bottom 
ash was being stored in bunkers, and of course the clear 
misleading implication is that this has somehow burst forth 
from the flue itself and from the scrubbers and contains 
toxic fly ash lying around the place. Of course it is no 
such thing. It consisted of the actual lime, the inert lime 
that was in the process of being transported and used in 
the plant. It did not contain fly ash - 

Mrs Hannan: Of course it did. 

Mr Rodan: - lying around or toxic materials. 

Mrs Hannan: Of course it did. 

Mr Rodan: We have had maligning of professionals 
during the course of this debate and I think we should, 
those of us who are not, and I think that goes for all of us, 
scientifically or technically qualified, just think very, very 
carefully when we take issue with professionals who are 
highly qualified, professors in their subject and qualified 
at postgraduate level, if we are going to argue with them -
I am sorry, Mr President. 

The President: You have the floor, sir. 

Mr Rodan: Do I have the floor? Thank you, Mr 
President. If we are going to argue with professionals on 
their own ground let us be very, very careful if we are 
arguing about a science. 

Where we are safer is arguing on the politics and I 
myself have no difficulty in voting for this motion. It was 
in my election manifesto to have incineration with energy 
recovery and I am quite content to be lobbied, as everyone 
else in this hon. Court has, by members of the public who 
think differently. That is no problem whatsoever and we 
have had condensed versions of these documents made 
available to us, but if I may just just very briefly quote 
from a real letter from a constituent that I received two 
days ago who was making comment on this insert in the 
Courier he says, 'It urges me to send a tear-off slip which 
would attempt to mandate you to vote against the relevant 
motion in the House of Keys. The more I considered the 
document, the more it disturbed me. The tear-off slip is 
wonderfully one-sided: no provision is made for any 
disagreement with the line put forward.' And then on the 
technical arguments he says, in his opinion, 'The pamphlet 
takes a very superficial and, in my view, naive view of the 
underlying technical issues. If one wants to reduce the 
matter to a tabloid level the need to cease landfill is 
overwhelming: a trip to the Point of Ayre where the tonnes 
of windblown rubbish, vermin and diesel smoke belching  

vehicles speak for themselves. Contrast this with a centrally 
placed installation which generates energy and converts 
dangerous materials to safe and usable ash and slag. The 
other product is the effluent gas. Even the pamphlet points 
out that this will only be a problem if the plant is not 
operated properly. If this principle were to be properly 
applied to the Isle of Man we would close down the Island's 
electrical power stations, every diesel vehicle and forbid 
the sale and use of household coal. In summary I feel that 
the yellow card is an improper attempt to influence me 
and I do not like it. Please do not vote against the motion 
on my behalf.' 

Mr Karran: E Quine. (Laughter) 

Mr Rodan: He is not a constituent, thank God. 
(Laughter) 

Mr President, like many other members of this Court, 
also in my manifesto was a commitment to greater 
recycling and in my view not nearly enough has been done 
by the department or, importantly, has been seen to be done. 
The waste management plan of the department indeed has 
only been produced in the last two weeks. 

Now, as a former member of the department I take my 
fair share of political responsibility for any dragging of 
feet or any dissatisfaction or disquiet felt by the public on 
the issue of not progressing fast enough with recycling. I 
well remember in 1996 when the issue was adopted by the 
department, because I was quite keen on it, as it happens, 
was the recycling of dry-cell household batteries on the 
basis that the heavy metals and the cadmium were indeed 
toxic substances to go to landfill or any incineration and 
possibly ending up in bottom ash. Now, I would ask - I 
know this is happening - but where are the bins? I could 
not tell you where the bins are where you can take these 
things. In my opinion that policy, quite rightly, should have 
been strongly followed through by every retail outlet and 
shop on the Island that sells batteries to have a container 
where the public can return their used batteries. 

Now, this to my mind would be a well-understood 
element in the necessary culture change that we require of 
the public to take recycling seriously themselves and for 
them to see that government is taking recycling seriously. 
These dry-cell batteries are small, easily handled and it 
would become a matter of routine, every time a 
householder, a consumer, bought one, to return the old ones 
to that retailer, and I commend that action to the Department 
of Local Government as a way of stepping up recycling. 

Now, I do not believe that the amendment which 
requires kerbside collection to maximise separation of 
waste for composting, reuse and recycling to be in place 
before implementation of the incinerator is realistic. It is 
not realistic. When I was in the department and made the 
enquiry about why the department was not doing more 
towards recycling I was told at the time that really we had 
to get the backstop in place first before the department 
could then concentrate efforts on recycling, in other words 
deal with the unsatisfactory landfill backstop and get the 
incineration in place and then we could concentrate our 
efforts on these other things, and of course early in her 
contribution Mrs Cannell made reference to this precise • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 



T136 	 TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 18th OCTOBER 2000 

thing, that in her opinion the department should be 
attending to the front end of the process with the recycling 
taking place first. Well, I see it as just two ways of tackling 
the same problem and achieving the same result. 

I will not go into the Isle of Wight as other members 
have, but it is very noteworthy there that the kerbside 
collection is taking place and 20,000 out of 60,000 
households have successfully taken part, very impressive 
for only being at it for two years, and their recycling of 
kitchen waste, as other members have correctly pointed 
out, albeit through a very impressive, clean, enclosed 
composting system, produces a recycled product which is 
used for landfill cover. 

Now, the key thing is that the Isle of Wight, with their 
very impressive figure of 41 per cent recycling, includes 
that landfill cover in the total. They include not just the 
glass and the aluminium that we are doing but also the 
energy recovery from these fuel pellets that are largely 
composed of what is left, the paper and the plastics, and 
others have said that when that is burnt and has generated 
power it goes into landfill. 

So just finally, I believe that the debate has demonstrated 
that in many areas the principle has already been conceded. 
The question of the safety I think has been satisfied now 
and I think those who previously believed it was the main 
concern will also concede that it has been largely satisfied 
and what we are down now talking about is a question of 
size, and this is where it is important to note that the reason 
many countries in Europe - and Mr Karran has talked about 
40 countries in the world who are no longer doing 
incineration. It is not because incinerators have just become 
discredited, it is because to deal with the anticipated growth 
and waste they are stepping up the recycling programmes 
to accommodate future waste arisings, and I am satisfied 
from my enquiries that that is the principle that is being 
applied here when we are talking about a 45,000 to 60,000-
tonne incinerator. To have that in place will take care of 
today's arisings and allow for growth and recycling in the 
future to take care of additional growth and waste. Thank 
you, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Delaney. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President. A cold October 
wet night just outside of Peel the rain is coming sideways. 
Not even the Dalby spook is out. Three shadowy spooks 
seem to be going across just outside of Peel, making 
towards the river, up to their knees in mud, after the 
witching hour. The younger of the three, looking down to 
the river, listens to the young fat one and he was handsome, 
and the young fat one says, 'My god, we've killed all the 
fish.' Thousands of little silvery bodies are looking up at 
him and the young chappie says, 'Are we sure they're 
dead?' And the answer came back from the young fat one, 
`Either that or they're swimming on their backs.' And the 
situation was after years and years of expertise, Mr Gilbey 
who was the member responsible, the little fat one who 
was really responsible and the officer had no control over 
the problems that landfill caused. If the history of the 
department was want to be known and somebody had the 
time and the inclination to do it and looked at the amount  

of tonnage that went into The Raggatt Tip and the real 
cost per tonne, because even today they are still paying 
for it, getting the leachate out of it, it would horrify you, 
literally horrify you. But we of course are moving on from 
there. 

I as the minister was convinced when I was given the 
job by the then Chief Minister that the only answer to a 
little island community of getting rid of and making the 
best use of the land was high-density baling because I 
understood that and had seen it in operation, I thought, in 
engineering terms and I was not unconvinced and went to, 
as I have said before in this Court, incineration till I went 
to witness what happened when one of those bales broke 
down. There was paper for virtually the width of the Isle 
of Man blowing and the seagulls were having a field day. 
That was not the answer. All you were doing was reducing, 
hopefully at great expense, the amount of area needed in 
which to put the refuse. That was not the answer. 

It certainly is not the answer getting the highest 
technology of landfill sites, as I have just shown to you. 
That is not the answer. There is not a person in this Island, 
I believe, in this Court, anywhere on this Island who wants 
an incinerator. The fact of it is in the practical world if you 
do not have one you are going to carry on with the problems 
no matter what happens with recycling because there is 
going to be always something you cannot recycle and has 
to be burnt. 

Now, all the experts you want and you pay for will all 
give you the answer that you require, but they will not 
cure the problem, in a small community in the middle of 
the Irish Sea, of refuse. Of that I am certain. You have got 
to take the best ability with your politicians and your 
experts in-house, look at what is going on and take the 
best option open to you and unfortunately, and it is 
unfortunate, that is incineration, the latest technology 
incineration. 

My sorrow here today, and I was not going to speak on 
this, I just came in to vote because I promised Mr Gilbey, 
as a past minister and somebody who started the cycle in 
real terms going and got it passed here for £14 million, the 
latest techology still being used in Scandinavia, to have to 
be here today when it is £45 million, the houses and the 
problems of this Island I could have built and solved with 
that extra £30 million, is dreadful and it is shameful, but I 
am asked to vote here because I am here now. I am voting 
for it because I ain't got any option. For the future of this 
Island you ain't got an option. You would love to have 
one. There is not a member of this Court or this community 
who would not be against incineration and I do not blame 
them, I do not blame the people who are against it. They 
have put good arguments forward, the arguments I would 
be putting forward if I had not honestly seen the 
consequence of not going to what is available which is 
incineration. 

You ain't gonna change anyone's mind no matter what 
statistics you come up with. 

This Court made me for 21 years a member of the 
University of Lancaster and the only thing I learnt from 
the thousands of professors I met was that an ounce of 
common sense is better than all the degrees because at the 
end of the day the university still finished over a hundred 
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million pounds in debt because they could not run the 
university finances properly and they were teaching people 
how to run businesses. And that is a fact, that is a matter of 
record. So all the experts you are going to get, they ain't 
gonna solve your problem: only you can with the best 
advice. 

The minister has got a job to do, I am here to vote for 
him because I think he has brought the best option open to 
us. 

I am sorry for those who want to see us doing all sorts 
of things, but no practical solution is there ready available 
for us to do anything and we have a duty to the people 
here now as well as the future. 

Members talk about what is coming out of chimneys. 
Nobody knows better than me: I have had to climb enough 
of them in my life. But the fact of it is that what was coming 
out of chimneys when I was a lad and had to climb them 
for a living as a steeplejack is not what is coming out today 
because the cleaning systems have improved so 
tremendously with the scrubbing and the precipitators and 
all these things that you have not got the mass problem 
that you had when even things they have turned now into 
art decor places such as Battersea power station, which I 
had the privilege to climb, or not a privilege in November, 
I can tell you: it is a damn cold place to be. It is not that 
same problem. Time has moved on. It has moved on and 
we have got to move with it. (Mr Downie: Hear, hear.) If 
we do not move on we are leaving the problem for the 
next generation of politicians to pick up, for the next 
generation of people to be stood here standing up giving 
arguments for. The technology will get better, I have no 
doubt, but the answer will still be the same as far as we are 
concerned. Get the answer working now for the Isle of 
Man while we have got the money available. 

If we are going to be condemned at all it is that we have 
waited all these years and £30 million later to do it. That is 
the condemnation we have got. Are we going to leave that 
same problem for another 13 years to that House of Keys 
and that Tynwald assembly with another £50 million to 
£100 million, put your own figure on it? And the answer is 
no and they will not thank us for doing that. 

The minorities have got their points. As I said yesterday, 
I came along yesterday to hear them and would have told 
them if they had been bothered to ask me exactly why I 
feel and why I am going to vote for it. I am sorry, I have 
got to vote for it, but vote for it I must, and today I believe 
that Tynwald is taking the only step available to it if they 
vote in the majority for this resolution, and they can be 
condemned in the future, as Mr Karran said, about, well, 
in the future the minority will be right. I may not be there 
in the future and he may not be to hear it. We do not know 
that. But I am sure what the solution is today and that is an 
incinerator with the highest qualities available in the site 
which is going near to the main population, and what I 
only hope is that the user pays theory does not take it too 
far and it is not another excuse used to get more tax from 
the people. That is the one thing that does worry me a little 
bit but that is for future politicians to make sure it does not 
happen. 

Mr President, let us vote and get on with it.  

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey. 

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. As the longest 
serving member here this is the second biggest financial 
commitment that I am going to give for the Manx people 
and therefore I do think it was a little bit remiss of my 
colleagues to try and get the debate stopped no matter what 
the hour. (A Member and Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.) and 
I am glad the Court decided the way it did, so here we go. 

Forty three and a half million pounds. My colleague on 
the Council said it was £45 million. It may have gone up 
in 24 hours, another million and a half. 

Mr Delaney: It has. 

Mr Lowey: But the biggest worry for me is the tie-up 
for 25 years. (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) Now, you really 
are tying yourselves to long-term commitment with that. 
(Interjection) Well, my hon. friend from Ayre says that is 
what we want, but I suggest do we want that? And I think 
it is reasonable and fair to question that 25-year 
commitment, I really do. That is one of the things, the 
amount of money. I can remember my hon. friend from 
Ayre when the member for Onchan, Mr Karran, dared to 
suggest that the incinerator would cost £40 million. He 
was jumped on from a great height and if you want the 
facts and figures, go and have a look at the old records and 
the papers; it is not all that old. Of course he was wrong: 
he was too conservative, it will cost more than £40 million. 
That is the reality and in the space of a few years it changes. 
What will it be like in 25 years? 

Now, to some of my colleagues let me say straightaway 
I do not doubt the veracity and honesty of the officers of 
the department, I really do not. I think the new officers 
that we have got I find first-class, able, they talk, they are 
able to relate, I think you have got a good team there. But 
if I may say so, the Department of Local Government have 
actually, in my view, forced me to oppose this resolution 
by their persistent actions of non-compliance. They have 
not complied with all the promises that have been made 
over the years, and Mr Brown mentioned Ballahot. We 
have done a good job refurbishing that, by the way, I think. 
Most people will not even know where Ballahot is now: 
the sheep are grazing. But having said that, Ballahot, 
Billown, Santon, Oatland, the bottom of the Richmond 
Hill, The Raggatt - it is endless and every time we have 
been told by very learned people this will last for 25 years, 
this will do us for 40 years. It does not last us for five 
minutes, we have broken the machinery and we go back 
and do it. It is a repeated catalogue of disasters wherever 
we have gone. That is fact. Now we are told, 'Trust us, 
boys', because we have got a load of professors telling us 
that we are going to shove it up the chimney and the big 
difference between the new technology and the old 
technology, as was said by Mr Radciffe, if you go to Bride 
and you see the litter flying around the countryside you 
can see what comes out of that chimney. You cannot see. 
(Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) 

Now I have tried to be reassured. 

Mr Brown: You cannot see electricity either. 
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Mr Lowey: Well, I know you cannot see electricity. 
Let me come to the point and the department, in fairness 
to us, has tried to reassure us that all the safeguards that 
need to be put in place will be put in place. I have no doubt 
they will try their very level best and they will come up to 
European standards. But we were down at SELCHP last 
week and they turned round and told us, almost with pride, 
that they were allowed to put - and forgive me, I have not 
got the memory of the hon. member for East Douglas, Mr 
Braidwood, to come up with anagrams and all the rest of it 
- but they said they were allowed to put that much into the 
atmosphere and there had been a directive from the 
environmental minister that they had cut that by nine tenths. 
As from whenever it will be reduced to one tenth of what 
they have been allowed. Now, if they have had to reduce 
it, what are they reducing it for if there is no problem? It 
was the same story. We were reassured by the experts that 
nuclear power was perfectly okay, (Mr Henderson: Hear, 
hear.) was perfectly all right and no problems and what do 
we find? We find cover-up, we find deceit, we find . . . I 
am not making this up. This is the reality. 

Mr Duggan: The meat plant was another. (Interjection) 

Mr Lowey: Now, I have to say £43'/2 million and 25 
years are bad enough. I have got to be reassured that if we 
are going to do that, is there an alternative? Is the size 
right? And I have to say to you I believe that the size is too 
big and I agree with the hon. member for Peel. I think we 
have played at it. We have played at recycling. Look, I am 
as guilty as anybody that I do not play my part either, but 
we have played at it and I think it is government. I do 
think we have to put an emphasis on it, a re-emphasis, and 
educate all of us to recycle more and put it through. 

One thing is for certain. If this Court passes this 
resolution tonight I will guarantee you there will be a 
signature on a piece of paper tomorrow morning 
committing this government to the expenditure and the 
timescale. That much is absolutely sure. Tomorrow 
morning they will be signing it. 

Mr Gilbey: It is not true. 

Mr Lowey: Well, you say, 'It's not true', sir. I hope 
you are right and I am wrong. I am saying to you that the 
government will be committed and we will be told that it 
is 60,000 tonnes of rubbish to go through that incinerator. 
Sixty thousand tonnes will go through that incinerator 
because it will be the optimum. That is what will go 
through. 

I found the trip to SELCHP - and here too I would like 
to pay tribute to my hosts who paid for me to go down to 
SELCHP - interesting. They did try to sell the thing but 
then if you are naive enough to go down there an innocent, 
you will come back an innocent, not an innocent, you will 
be converted. I have been too long around to know when I 
am being sold something. But having said that they were 
courteous and the building was impressive and it was 
inside, but I have to tell you it was called by some members 
the inferno from hell and Dante's inferno' and all the rest. 
It was only going at 50 per cent of its capacity. There was  

only one stream running through, so it would have been 
worse if we had been down. 

Now, the suggestion that it never breaks down - I believe 
when we were talking to the men who operated the 
machines, not the front man, he was honest, he was telling 
us. 'What is the downside, Joe?' The downside of this is it 
should be . . . What is the word I am looking for? 

Mrs Cannell: Separated. 

Mr Lowey: Separated, that is the word. Separated 
before it went there. Now, the suggestion has been said 
that it was already separated. They claimed it was not 
separated. It should have been separated at the beginning 
and not at the end, and when they were talking about 
plasterboard, if it was separated, as has already been 
suggested, then why was it that lumps of plasterboard were 
able to get in? And that accounted for a lot of the 
breakdowns that they had. They explained the technical 
reasons why it could deal with little bits but not reasonably 
big half-size sheets. So they have got a system now devised 
where it is watched when it is put into the hopper. 

But having said all of that, I found it interesting and to 
a degree it was better than I thought, and to settle the dust 
argument once and for all, I do not know whether it was 
lime but it was not certainly Billown lime because it was 
too grey for Billown lime (Several Members: Hear, hear.) 
but there was a little hint of ash in it and I am not an analyst. 

But coming back really to the options before the Court, 
I would like to say that you have got to have an incinerator 
for clinical waste and for the farm waste, I have no qualms 
about that, so it is a question of degree and size, and I am 
saying to the minister, although I am not going to be voting 
for it, you have got to show more commitment to recycling 
and you have got to show it now, sooner rather than later, 
not down the road or two or three years' time, you have 
got to do it now. Please do not sign the Isle of Man up for 
25 years to an old system because I think you will live to 
regret it. 

Again, I seem to be singling my good friend Mr Quine 
out. He castigated the hon. member for Rushen for casting 
doubt on the figures supplied by his officers. All I can say 
is, well, Mr Houghton his colleague in the department 
earlier in the debate castigated the protesters for 
`misleading letters and half-truths' - 

Mr Houghton: And rightly so. 

Mr Lowey: - and it is the heat of the argument. Do not 
be too hard on the new member for Rushen, that is what I 
am saying. 

Mr Rimington: I can take it. 

Mr Lowey: But the reality is there is not a single 
solution to this problem and on that much I do agree with 
the hon. member for Castletown, but I do believe the quality 
of our recycling has been, is deficient and I do not see any 
emphasis being put on here and if we give the go-ahead 
today to this, f431/2 million, 25 years, are you prepared to 
sign up for that? You should not be and I do not think the 
people of the Isle of Man will thank you for it. 
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Again, as I have said before, the medical officer of health 
did not reassure me, I have to say, with the proviso and the 
adjectives he used. This is not doubting his sincerity, but 
when he puts in the word there is no 'significant' risk to 
health, that means to me as a layman that there is some 
element of risk. It may not be significant to him, but I 
would suggest maybe in a year's time a paper will come 
out and he will say, `Ah, but at the time it wasn't significant 
but now I know better', and this is not a scare. He is using 
words that give them let-outs and I do not believe that is 
good enough and I am not reassured. That is why I will be 
voting against. I will be supporting the amendment but I 
will be voting again the main resolution. 

The President: The hon. member for Douglas West, 
Mr Shimmin. 

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. Firstly, may I 
thank you for the tolerance that you have shown me in the 
last two days and apologise to yourself and the Court for 
my absence. I have been listening to the debate today 
downstairs and, as expected, it has covered an awful lot of 
ground. I do not intend to go over that ground. 

I speak really in fairness to the minister, as I am one of 
the few people, if not the only person, who has actually 
changed the vote as to how they were originally going to 
vote from the first time in 1997 when I voted in favour of 
incineration. 

I would like to agree with the hon. member of the 
Council, Mr Delaney, when he says in all honesty that 
people within this room, if they had a choice, nobody would 
want to have an incinerator and all those people who are 
voting for it today, and I am sure the vote will carry, believe 
that it is the only viable solution at the moment and 
therefore those people in good faith make that decision. 

I do question the other part of Mr Delaney's speech 
where he talks about 20 years ago and the £30 million 
extra that it is now costing us. Heaven forbid that 20 years 
ago we had gone down this road of incineration, with all 
the associated problems which even the supporters of 
incineration have criticised during the debate today. 

We have had all the information. You come down to 
make a decision and many of the members who have been 
here a long time made that decision long ago and they are 
not for changing. You can balance up any set of experts 
and consultants and you can choose to read and believe 
that which suits your argument. In the end it comes down 
to a belief, an instinct, a gut feeling or the persuasion of 
those people you surround yourselves with. My instinct 
tells me that this is wrong. I know that the alternatives are 
so limited because we have now got to the 12th hour and 
beyond, but I do not believe that in 10 years' time those 
people still sitting in this Court will not feel that this was a 
mistake. Because of that I have to vote against it. 

I understand all the arguments in favour but at this stage 
in all conscience I believe that this is a mistake. I believe 
the mistake was probably taken in good faith some years 
ago when previous politicians procrastinated for good 
reasons at the time. There were not solutions to the landfill 
problem, there was not a quick enough start on the recycling 
programmes. The waste arisings figures that we have now  

are the ones we deal with today. It is no good looking back 
to the failures of previous Courts. 

The people today will vote in good faith for what they 
believe is the solution for today. I cannot share that at the 
moment, I will vote against, but I do understand the 
arguments on both sides, and the amount of work that has 
gone in I do believe does great credit to both the department 
and the opponents today in order to have actually put long 
cases in order to justify their beliefs and I believe that after 
today hopefully we as a Court will move forward and onto 
other issues. Today is the last attempt. I think we all know 
where we vote. Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: Right, now, hon. members, I have 
exhausted my list and I call on the hon. member for 
Glenfaba to reply to the debate. 

Several Members: Hear, hear. 

Mr Delaney: Resign! Resign! (Laughter) 

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear! 

Mr Gilbey: Well, Mr President. It is a great dichotomy 
as to whether to answer at great length or not to but I would 
therefore ask those whose remarks I do not comment on 
fully to excuse me in the interests of brevity for the Court 
and I want to make it quite clear that that is not out of any 
disrespect or lack of interest for what they have said. 

We started with the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs 
Cannell, who says that research has shown the desirability 
of having different methods of waste disposal and I am 
bound to say I think we are showing that we are going for 
a great many different methods, the lot set out in our policy 
document which are quite clearly listed. 

Now, she said one third of refuse becomes bottom ash. 
That is quite true by weight but by volume bottom ash 
actually only represents a tenth or 10 per cent and it is 
volume which, when you are putting it in a landfill site, is 
actually much more important than the weight. 

We then come on to the assertion that the director of 
public health was assisted by scientists of the department. 
They were not scientists of the department at all, they were 
independent experts, and he did not just consult the experts 
proposed by the department but he went to see some on 
his own volition, which was completely right, and virtually 
no-one from the department, certainly at political level, 
spoke to him in the whole intervening three months. 

Now, what really matters is his final finding which is 
that there is no significant risk to health. However you 
argue with the report you cannot get away from the fact 
that he has changed his mind and that is what he said. 

Now, regarding the contract, all hon. members had an 
opportunity to discuss this in the fullest detail in June. The 
contract in fact has been pored over continually by a whole 
team of officers, not only officers from the Department of 
Local Government, but senior officers from the Treasury. 
There has also been continuing advice from consultants 
on energy from waste management and from a lawyer in 
the UK who specialises in these matters. 

Now, when the plant reverts to the government it has to 
be in perfect working order under the contract. There is 
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absolutely no question of them handing over a clapped-
out plant that will not work. That is very clearly set out in 
the contract and there is nothing surprising in that because 
the plant can be kept modernised the whole time and that 
will be the duty of the operators. 

Now, the United Waste representative, as I understand 
it, never referred to energy from waste plants in a 
derogatory way as dinosaurs and I can say that with 
conviction because we had an officer of the department 
there taking careful notes of the proceedings and he has 
reported back to us. 

Mrs Cannell: He was not privy to the discussion. 

Mr Gilbey: It is again interesting that Lewisham Local 
Authority did not wish to carry out a health survey until 
now. SELCHP can hardly be blamed because the local 
authority does not want to carry out a safety check earlier. 
It surely I think is a sign of their confidence in the plant. 
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) 

Again I really must respond to the argument that all 
incinerators are old plants. Incinerators are still being built 
and will continue to be built all over Europe. There is one 
at the moment, far bigger than ours, being built at Kirklees 
in the north of England. (Mrs Cannell interjecting) Now, I 
am afraid I cannot accept the hon. member for East 
Douglas' amendment - 

Mrs Cannell: Surprise, surprise! 

Mr Gilbey: - for not only reasons that have been said 
by other hon. members in this debate. I would have been 
able to accept it if it had said that what she proposes should 
be considered, but it says it should be introduced. 

Mrs Cannell: You have had 10 years to consider it. 
Good heavens! 

Mr Gilbey: Now, you cannot say you are going to 
introduce something until you have looked into all the pros 
and cons and you have considered the costing of it. In 
particular, there are various things that should be taken 
into account. As other hon. members have pointed out, 
this operation is actually undertaken by our local 
authorities, not by central government, and whatever we 
feel, we should have to talk to them, consult them, persuade 
them. I know in some cases they have just bought new 
refuse vehicles and there might be a strong movement 
against it by them. Furthermore we are not a fascist 
dictatorship. It is all right to say we will have these 
collections of different things but are we going to have 
refuse police who go round and fine people if they do not 
comply? You have to think of all these things. A further 
point - before we had it we would need a materials recycling 
unit to be set up. 

So I cannot agree with the first part of her amendment 
and regarding the second part, no-one could expect me to 
agree because those who support the incinerator have 
explained themselves and accept that it is the right size. 
We are convinced that it is the right size and I am glad that 
various speakers in this debate have rightly paid tribute to  

the integrity and honour of our officers who certainly would 
not enter into any deception of this hon. Court and the 
same can be said of our professional advisers. 

But I would like to assure the hon. member and all hon. 
members that the department is totally and utterly 
committed to the total policy of minimalisation, re-use, 
recycling and composting, and I would have thought that 
this would be fully proven by not only our numerous press 
releases on these subjects but our leaflets, our exhibitions 
and above all our positive actions. 

We now come to the hon. member for Rushen, Mr 
Rimington. He wants centralised waste collection. Now, I 
can agree with him that this is an attractive idea. However, 
I have just pointed out the difficulties of bringing it into 
effect, particularly the fact we could not possibly commit 
ourselves to do so in a short period. 

Now, he talked about the problems of landfills in the 
past, and other hon. members are well aware of these and 
have also detailed them. 

He then says a high proportion of the population are 
against the incinerator. There certainly are some people 
who are against it. There are some people who are against 
everything a government does. You can never please all 
the people all the time. 

Mrs Cannell: Unless they live in Glenfaba. 

Mr Gilbey: But I would submit that there are less people 
against it than there were - 

Mr Duggan: He has changed his tune. 

Mr Gilbey: I will come on to your point in a few 
minutes. There are less people against it than there were 
against landfill. Have we seen a thousand people outside 
here? I remember when my hon. friend Mr Brown was 
coming to Peel - I think it was he as minister - to talk 
about having a land tip at Ballalough outside Peel. It was a 
horrible evening, rather like the one the hon. member of 
the Council, Mr Delaney, referred to, and there were a 
thousand people there, not just a few hundred, not just 
under 100: a thousand people. Now, we have seen nothing 
like that recently. 

Going on regarding district heating, we quite accept that 
is a better use of energy. The reasons why government 
would not consider it at the moment have been clearly 
explained but I have also said that I have already talked to 
a private enterprise firm who could be interested in being 
amongst private enterprise firms who might put in a 
quotation to provide it on a private enterprise basis, which 
would surely be the best of all results. 

Now, regarding waste figures, it is only a pity that the 
hon. member did not come much earlier to discuss these 
with our officers because we want to be constructive, but 
really and truly to just produce a mass of figures during 
this debate is not a way to get them agreed by anyone, but 
I think my hon. colleague Mr Quine has very clearly 
explained the situation in simple language, and I would 
emphasise that all the political members of the department 
and all the officers concerned are convinced that the size 
of incinerator that we are planning for is the right one to 
meet the present and the future needs of this Island. 
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I now come to the hon. member for South Douglas, Mr 
Duggan. He referred to SMOG. Yes, indeed I took the lead 
in SMOG with my constituents, but we were never, never, 
against incineration. We always said we believed in 
incineration but we rightly said you do not put an 
incinerator away from the source of the waste on the side 
of a hill, (Mr Duggan interjecting) you put it near the 
population, and we were supported in this by no lesser 
person than Professor Bellamy who said to a thousand 
people in the Villa Marina that the Isle of Man should have 
an incinerator as the best way of dealing with its waste 
and should be proud of having an incinerator. 

Now, I would like to thank the department member Mr 
Houghton for explaining the position of excedences and 
the minimal risk from incinerators. 

Regarding the hon. member for Middle's contribution, 
Mr North, I think the Chief Minister more than adequately 
dealt with this, for which I would like to thank the hon. 
Chief Minister. 

We then come on to the hon. member for South Douglas, 
Mr Braidwood. 

Mr Braidwood: Douglas East. 

Mr Gilbey: Douglas East, sorry. I would like to thank 
him for his very valuable contribution. 

Regarding the contribution from Mr Henderson, I think 
that Mr Downie in fact fully answered most of his points. 
All I would say is that as a person who was in the health 
service I find it amazing that he will not accept the views 
of medical experts but he challenges us to understand the 
report. Now, I fully accept the conclusions from it and I 
presume that he usually accepted the conclusions from the 
specialists in the hospitals in which he worked - 

Mr Henderson: Many arguments, minister. 

Mr Gilbey: - but I am glad at the end he admits the 
need for an incinerator, if only for animal remains and 
medical waste. 

I am very glad to hear what he found in Denmark, that 
he found an officer who was going to market reuse, 
recycling, et cetera. If, as I am sure he has, he read our 
leaflets he will see that we are proposing just that and will 
be following the Danish pattern. 

Regarding reuse we already are encouraging this. Many 
times I have referred to the tremendous reuse operation at 
the St John's civic amenity site which I have pointed out 
is very equivalent to an Asian bazaar, with people coming 
down several times a day to leave things and other people 
come in equal number to pick them up, but the difference 
between us and perhaps some other places is that whereas 
in the UK there is a charge for picking up these things, in 
the Isle of Man it is completely free. 

Now, I would like to thank the hon. Minister for 
Agriculture, Mr Downie, for answering Mr Henderson, as 
I have said, and pointing out that no-one is against burning 
refuse either from pyrolysis or energy from waste. It is 
interesting everyone here seems to agree you can burn it 
in one way or another. 

He confirmed that DoLGE is determined to extend the 
minimise, reuse, recycle and compost policies of this  

government and he supported the very valid reasons for 
rejecting the amendments. 

I would like to thank the hon. member for Rushen, Mrs 
Crowe, for her very valuable support and her very 
common-sense approach to this matter. (Mr Houghton: 
Hear, hear.) 

I would also like to thank the hon. member of the 
Council, Mr Radcliffe, for his most appropriate support, 
pointing out the appalling problems that landfill causes 
and as usual he has shown his profound common sense on 
this. 

As the hon. member of the Council, Mr Waft, says, the 
risk to health is negligible, and I am glad he accepts that 
the size of the incinerator as proposed by the department 
takes into account the total waste hierarchy. 

I would like to thank the hon. member for Castletown 
for his contribution. Like him I am grateful for the various 
contributions and I think he is right in saying if you actually 
analyse what has been said carefully, not much divides the 
various points of view, the arguments are more about scale 
of an operation than anything else, and I certainly agree 
with him that we should aim and we do indeed aim to 
recycle more and more. 

I would very much like to thank the department member 
in charge of waste disposal, Mr Quine, for so effectively 
dealing with the amount and designation of waste arisings. 
Having been in the department for some four years, no 
politician knows more about the waste arisings than he 
and he is quite right to emphasise that the officers and 
consultants working on waste arisings are professional 
people of integrity who certainly do not wish or intend to 
falsify the figures, and again I would stress what he said, 
that the whole department, politically and professionally, 
accepts that the recycling of waste is correct. 

Mrs Hannan said that she could not accept Dr 
MacLean's findings. Now, I am very sorry about this 
because I really think what he has said here is perfectly 
clear. He says, and I will read it, 'I am satisfied that the 
proposed plant can operate reliably within stringent EC 
emission limits, that emissions will be at very low levels, 
and make very small contributions to the much higher 
preexisting levels in the environment. Provided all emission 
limits are complied with, there would not, in my opinion, 
be any significant risk to human health arising from the 
proposed plant.' I really do not know what anyone could 
write that is clearer than that. 

I know that the hon. member wants more composting 
and recycling and I am only sorry that she will not accept 
that the department shares her wishes in this respect and I 
can assure her that the waste management plan would have 
been produced by now if we had had approval to the 
incinerator in June. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) 

Now, I do not know how in truth she can say the 
information is sketchy. We have had numerous meetings 
at which people could ask all the questions they wanted. 

Mrs Cannell: We did not get the answers. We have 
offered hon. members the opportunity to talk one to one 
with political members or with officers and in fairness to 
the hon. member Mr Henderson he took up this invitation 
and met with Mr Blain and I to do just that, and other 
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members could have done the same and still are welcome 
to do so. We have nothing to hide. We are more than happy 
to answer all and every question. 

The sad fact is that if this resolution fails, the department 
will probably need to urgently seek a large landfill site for 
municipal waste. 

Now, there has been a slur on UWL's financial standing 
and this has been checked by the Treasury and is found to 
be completely and utterly unjustified and I can see that the 
Treasury minister is nodding assent to that. 

I now turn to the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, 
and I can say that I totally agree with him that we should 
all try to work together and have a consensus and that is 
why I am quite ready to undertake that the department will 
fully investigate and report on all methods of 
minimalisation, reuse, recycling and composting and report 
to this hon. Court. We are entirely happy and pleased to do 
so. Indeed, there is no reason why we should not be because 
we are investigating all these matters at the present time. 

Now, regarding Mr Meacher's remarks, I think that he 
was actually saying that there would not be financial 
support for incineration because it was so well established, 
but the fact is that the department of which he is a member 
is in agreement with more incinerators being built in the 
adjacent isles, as is the Environment Agency which is in 
charge of controlling the operation of incinerators. 

Now, the learned Attorney-General has explained the 
legal position regarding the statement in the press and on 
the radio and I believe that what he has said is totally in 
accord with the view of the advocate who has been advising 
the department. 

I am very glad that Mr Karran's fears have been reduced 
by his visit to SELCHP I do not, however, think, like he 
does, that an incinerator will be proved to have been the 
wrong choice. 

I would like to thank the hon. member for Garff, Mr 
Rodan, for his explanation - 

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, a point of order, please, 
sir. The minister has failed to address the concerns raised 
at the initial onset of this debate. 

The President: No point of order. 

Mrs Cannell: In terms of regulatory framework, 
legislation - 

The President: With respect, the minister has the floor 
to reply and can reply to the debate as he so wishes. 

Mr Gilbey: I would like to thank the hon. member for 
Garff, again despite that interruption, for his explanation 
of what he saw at SELCHP. It is also interesting to hear 
the very sensible letter from one of his constituents. Like 
many of us, indeed I say all of us, he wants both recycling 
and incineration, and as he says, most people who are 
prepared to be fair and unbiased could now accept that 
there is no significant health risk. 

I am most grateful to the hon. member of the Council, 
Mr Delaney, for his support and for explaining some of 
the long history of the Island's waste disposal. I can hardly  

say policies but attempted policies. As he says, we have 
no option but to have an incinerator. There is no other 
practical solution, that is the fact of the case and as he 
says, we have waited too long. Some of us can remember 
that the waiting is nearly 20 years, and I can assure him 
that we will certainly not take the user pays policy too far. 

I now turn to the hon. member of the Council, Mr 
Lowey. Now, the tie-up for 25 years in paying for a plant 
to be built now for a fixed price is, if anyone believes that 
inflation is going to continue, a far better economic move 
than to pay for five landfill sites, which is the alternative, 
over a period of 25 years. But I do hope he will think again 
if his reason for voting against is past mismanagement and 
broken promises by the department. 

Now, I am no more going to defend the indefensible 
here than I have on the radio or to the press or to members 
of the public. The fact is that, sadly, serious mistakes have 
been made, promises have not been kept. We cannot get 
away from that. But I am not blaming any individuals; 
these things can and do happen. But I would hope that the 
hon. member would accept in fairness that we now have 
new political members in the department. We have new 
officers in the department. We have new consultants. 

I am glad that he was impressed by SELCHP. Regarding 
the separation of builders' waste, it seems that they had 
unsorted builders' waste going in, which is certainly not a 
thing we intend to have because we intend to have a 
materials recycling facility, hopefully run by the private 
sector, which will sort out builders' waste and only that 
suitable for the incinerator would go to it. 

I am sad that he thinks, like many others, that we do not 
believe in recycling. I do not know what I have got to do 
to persuade people that we are recycling. 

Mrs Hannan: Recycle! (Laughter) 

Mr Gilbey: We are recycling. 

Mrs Cannell: The key is kerbside, minister, kerbside. 

Mr Gilbey: Well, there are other ways besides kerbside 
and we may well do kerbside. 

Mrs Cannell: The most efficient method. 

Mr Gilbey: Well, put it this way, it is very easy to sit 
here and say it is the most efficient method, but we are in 
the Isle of Man. 

The President: Hon. members, I have been very lenient 
today. (A Member: Hear, hear.) It is now 20 minutes to 
10 and I will not have interruptions which do not go through 
the chair any longer. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

The President: Resume it. 

Mr Gilbey: Thank you very much. I hope to conclude 
in a moment, Mr President. 

Turning to the hon. member for West Douglas, Mr 
Shimmin, he is right to say that many of us think 

Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 



TYNWALD COURT, WEDNESDAY, 18th OCTOBER 2000 	 T143 

incineration is the only viable route, for the reasons that 
have been explained in the debate, and I would say to him 
that I believe if we had built Mr Delaney's £14 million 
incinerator we could have had it modernised for the cost 
of, say, another £14 million or £16 million and we would 
then have today had an incinerator operational at a total 
cost of about £30 million. 

There is just one final point I would like to make because 
I think this is something that should please hon. members 
and that is that we have almost got ready for signing an 
agreement with the UK Environment Agency who will 
advise the department on the monitoring of the operation 
of the incinerator and they are the people who monitor the 
operations of all the incinerators in the adjacent isles. They 
insist on the highest standards and they would provide an 
enormous expertise to advise our own environmental health 
chief inspector. 

I think I have now covered all the points and I hope that 
hon. members will vote in favour of this resolution, I hope 
they will think of what the alternatives are if they do not, 
and I hope they would accept the firm promise of the 
department to look most carefully at all possible means of 
minimalisation, reuse, recycling and composting. I beg to 
move. 

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear. 

The President: Now, hon. members, in line with the 
decision taken earlier this afternoon in relation to the 
division of item 11, we will now vote on the position in 
relation to each of the paragraphs (i), (ii), (iii) and then 
(iv) and (v). So we will vote separately on each of the 
paragraphs as we take them through. Those in favour of 
paragraph (i) please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 

Mr Brown: Excuse me, Mr President. May I just clarify 
something, sir. Usually an amendment is put first. Will 
this not create a difficulty of having to go back. 

The President: No, I do not think so, sir. I think we 
took the decision, and I think I made it plain at the time, 
that what we would do is take them in order: (i), (ii), (iii), 
(iv), (v). That was the division which I asked for at the 
time and I am reluctant to turn back on it. Had it been an 
amendment and we were voting on the amendment I think 
we would have done it, but the Court took the decision 
that it would vote separately. Had it been an amendment 
to the motion, well then the amendment would have been 
taken. Continue with the division, please. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Sir Miles Walker, 
Mrs Crowe, Messrs Brown, Houghton, Braidwood, 
Downie, Bell, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and 
the Speaker - 14 

Against: Messrs North, Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, 
Mrs Cannell, Mr Shimmin, Mrs Hannan and 
Mr Karran - 8 

The Speaker: Mr President, part (i) of the motion 
carries in the House of Keys, 14 votes in favour and 8 
votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Mr Radcliffe, 
Mrs Christian, Messrs Delaney and Crowe - 7 

Against: Mr Lowey - 1 

The President: Seven votes in the Council for and 1 
vote against, therefore item (i) carries. 

Now, hon. members, I put to the Court (ii) of item 11 
on your order paper. Those in favour please say aye; 
against, no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Sir Miles Walker, 
Mrs Crowe, Messrs Brown, Houghton, Braidwood, 
Downie, Bell, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and 
the Speaker - 14 

Against: Messrs North, Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, 
Mrs Cannell, Mr Shimmin, Mrs Hannan and 
Mr Karran - 8 

The Speaker: Mr President, section (ii) of the motion 
carries in the House of Keys, 14 votes in favour and 8 
votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Mr Radcliffe, 
Mrs Christian, Messrs Delaney and Crowe - 7 

Against: Mr Lowey -1 

The President: Again with 7 for and 1 against in the 
Council, section (ii) of motion 11 carries. We turn then to 
(iii). Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The noes 
have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Sir Miles Walker, 
Mrs Crowe, Messrs Brown, Houghton, Braidwood, 
Downie, Bell, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and 
the Speaker - 14 

Against: Messrs North, Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, 
Mrs Cannell, Mr Shimmin, Mrs Hannan and 
Mr Karran - 8 

The Speaker: Mr President, in section (iii) of the motion 
the House of Keys voted 14 votes in favour and 8 votes 
against. • Incinerator — Debate Concluded — Motion Carried 
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In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Mr Radcliffe, 
Mrs Christian, Messrs Delaney and Crowe - 7 

Against: Mr Lowey - 1 

The President: Again, with the 7-1 vote in the Council 
(iii) also passes. 

Now, hon. members, printed on your white sheet and 
circulated in the name of Mrs Cannell we come to (iv). 
Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The noes have 
it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs North, Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, 
Mrs Cannell, Mr Shimmin, Mrs Hannan and 
Mr Karran - 8 

Against: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Sir Miles Walker, 
Mrs Crowe, Messrs Brown, Houghton, Braidwood, 
Downie, Bell, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and 
the Speaker - 14 

The Speaker: Mr President, in the House of Keys for 
section (iv) of the motion, 8 votes in favour, 14 votes 
against. 

In the Council - 

For: Mr Lowey - 1 

Against: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, 
Mr Radcliffe, Mrs Christian, Messrs Delaney 
and Crowe - 7 

The President: With 7 votes cast against and 1 vote 
cast for in the Council, section (iv) fails to carry. We turn 
then to (v). Those in favour please say aye; against, no. 
The noes have it. The noes have it. 

Hon. members, that draws to a conclusion, I think, the 
debate on item 11 and in this instance I would just simply 
say thank you very much for the co-operation this 
afternoon. I appreciate it is late. You have another full day, 
probably, tomorrow. Can I also say thank you to those who 
have sat through the debate in the gallery for the good 
order and humour in which they have kept through the 
debate. (Members: Hear, hear.) 

Hon. members, we will recommence at 10.30 in the 
morning. 

The Court adjourned at 9.49 p.m. 
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comfortable with and be proud of (Mr Houghton: Hear, 
hear.) and I think this Court should be congratulated on 
the support and action it has taken in the light of local 
opposition. But that is behind us; we have got to work 
with people, and I want again in public to say to the Douglas 
Corporation, just because we are refurbishing and 
rebuilding and doing, it is your Villa Marina just as much 
and I would hope that the Council would use it in that 
light as a civic amenity. It is there for them to use as well 
as the people of Douglas to use and the Isle of Man. Thank 
you, hon. members, I beg to move. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is printed 
at 13 on your order paper. Those in favour please say aye; 
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Revenue Accounts 1999-2000 — 
Excess Expenditure Approved 

The President: We turn then to item 14 and I call on 
the Minister for Transport, hon. member for Castletown, 
Mr Brown. 

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move: 

That Tynwald authorises the Treasury in respect of 
the year ended 31st March 2000 to apply from general 
revenue the sum of £310,663 in payment of excess 
expenditure and shortfall of receipts in respect of the 
Department of Transport. 

The motion before hon. members is in respect of general 
revenue, payments in excess of expenditure and a shortfall 
in receipts to the sum of £310,663. A memorandum has 
been circulated to members to explain the reasons for the 
overexpenditure which area number of items, and I beg to 
move the motion standing in my name. 

The President: Hon. member for Peel. 

Mrs Hannan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks. 

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

Mr Karran: Before giving concurrence, could the hon. 
minister tell us: out of this £136,000 does this include 
overtime? Can we have some sort of breakdown as far as 
that is concerned? Is it £136,000 purely on equipment or 
is it partly to do with overtime. 

The second point that I would like to ask about is, what 
is an SBO plant? Is this dealing within the plant or is this 
something that is what we have been expressing concern 
about about these animals being destroyed on the farms 
themselves? 

And the third thing is, with seeing this on the agenda, 
on the meat plant obviously I know there is still litigation 
and the sub judice law will be... . I will be hit over the head 
over, but can we have some idea when the actual scandal 
of the meat plant is going to be resolved? Can he give  

some time period? Is this the last bill we are going to have 
on legal fees and professional fees for the meat plant if the 
hon. minister can tell this hon. Court the time period or is 
this just another £70,000-odd down in a hole in order for 
the meat plant? I think we need to know. And does this 
include the mountaineering costs for the cattle to be able 
to climb into the building in the first place (Laughter) if it 
is possible? I would be interested to know. So that is what 
I would like to know before approving this today. I think 
we need to know, as the bastions of the taxpayer, where 
this new meat plant is going. Is this the end of £72,000 or 
is there going to be a lot more? 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr 
Downie. 

Mr Downie: Just to be helpful to the previous member 
and not to take away anything from the Minister of 
Transport, I think I referred yesterday to the problematic 
wastes which now hopefully the energy from waste plant, 
the new incinerator, will be allowed to cope with. The 
bovine specified material that he referred to needs to be 
processed at the Litt's plant. Now, during the normal week 
Monday to Friday the Litt's plant is going full belt dealing 
with the greaves and offal and the other waste which are 
produced at the Island's meat plant, and it is only at the 
weekends, when time is available in the processing period 
at Litt's, to allow for the cull animals to be properly 
processed before their remains are deposited on the landfill 
site. Now, I think it was made quite clear yesterday that 
when incineration is under way there will not be a 
requirement for the Litt's plant; there will still be a 
requirement for a knackery to deal with animal waste, but 
this is a saving. 

Now, I fully support this revenue item before us today 
because the department has been caught and, despite 
popular belief, we are still culling a considerable number 
of animals and their cohorts from the food chain and, as 
the hon. member will be aware, we do not allow anything 
in our food chain over 30 months of age and at the moment 
this is the only way to get rid of our casting and culled 
cows, so I hope he can support this motion that is before 
us today and I hope he accepts that I have tried to give him 
a little bit more information that perhaps is not readily 
available through the Department of Transport. 

The President: Minister to reply. 

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I just thank 
the Minister for Agriculture for his clarification of some 
of the issues. 

In response to the member for Onchan, Mr Karran, yes, 
the old plant is the old meat plant which is used for dealing 
with the animals in relation to BSE, and therefore one of 
the difficulties we have there is of course the fluctuation 
in the amount of animals that need to be dealt with, and of 
course some of the costs associated with sending the waste 
products off the Isle of Man, so that is why that one is in 
there and that is what that cost is related to. 

As far as the item (d), which was with regard to the 
year 2000 bug, if we call it that term really, which was 
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everybody was talking about, basically these are costs that 
we had no control over in terms that there was involvement 
of overtime, there was involvement of professionals, there 
was equipment and all sorts. What of course mattered, as 
it did with other departments, was to ensure that this was 
up and running, as best we could anyway, to ensure that 
the systems operated from the year 2000. So there are many 
varied costs in there and, yes, as far as I am aware it does 
include some overtime to deal with the problem, and of 
course there was the switchover and everything that was 
associated with that. 

As far as the meat plant is concerned - and I am really 
only cautious because we are at litigation on this and I 
certainly would not wish to jeopardise in any way 
whatsoever the taxpayers' position in this in terms of 
dealing with the issue - all I can say to the hon. member is 
that a considerable amount of work has gone into dealing 
with this very complex and important issue. We are seeing 
light at the end of the tunnel, I cannot say that this is the 
last time you will see a request for funds for legal fees. 
The basis that we have been progressing the case on the 
meat plant has been that we do not make financial provision 
in our estimates because we do not know what the costs 
will be, but that we come back, and this is with the 
agreement of Treasury, to Tynwald Court at the end of each 
year so we know what the costs have been, and those costs 
are then identified for future reference in any claim we 
may have if we are successful. So I would just make that 
point. I hope that answers it. It is not that I do not want to 
answer the hon. member, but there are clearly important 
legal issues here and I would not wish to jeopardise our 
situation at all. Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion is printed 
at 14 on your order paper. Those in favour please say aye; 
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Witnesses' Allowances Order 
2000 — Approved 

The President: Turning then the page to item 15, I call 
on the Attorney-General. 

The Attorney-General: Thank you, Mr President. I beg 
to move: 

That the Witnesses' Allowances Order 2000 [SD 
No 500/00] be approved. 

This order is made by their Honours the Deemsters 
pursuant to the Constables' Fees and Witnesses' 
Allowances Act 1947 and increases the fees payable to 
witnesses so as to bring them into line with the equivalent 
fees payable in the United Kingdom. Fees which do not 
have an equivalent have been increased in line with 
inflation since the last order was made. The fees are 
reviewed every two years. I beg to move the motion, Mr 
President. 

Mr Lowey: I beg to second, sir, and reserve my remarks. 

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that 
printed at 15 on the order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

European Communities (Burma/Myanmar 
Sanctions) (Application) Order — Approved 

The President: Item 16, the Chief Minister to move. 

Mr Gelling: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That the European Communities (Burma/Myanmar 
Sanctions) (application) Order (SD No 625/00] be 
approved. 

The European Community has adopted a regulation 
which prohibits the sale, supply and export to Burma of 
equipment which might be used for internal repression or 
terrorism. The regulation also freezes the funds of certain 
persons related to import functions in that country. These 
measures have been adopted in order to bring pressure to 
bear on the authorities in Burma to discontinue their policy 
of severe systematic violation of human rights, and in 
particular continuing the intensifed repression of civil and 
political rights. 

In order that the Isle of Man play its part in the action 
being taken to try to end human rights violations in Burma 
I would request that this hon. Court support the motion 
standing in my name at item 16, sir. 

The President: Sir Miles? 

Sir Miles Walker: I am pleased to second, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan. 

Mrs Hannan: I fully support this but, in supporting it, 
could I also ask the government if they would send a 
message of solidarity to Aung San Suu Kyi, who is the 
democratic leader of this country, with a message of full 
support for her and her government? 

Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear. 

The President: Chief Minister to reply. 

Mr Gelling: I hear what the hon. member from Peel is 
saying and I certainly will consider it, sir. 

The President: The motion before you, then, hon. 
members, is that printed at 16 on your order paper. Those 
in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. 
The ayes have it. 

Social Security Act 1998 (Application) 
(Amendment) Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: Item 17, Minister for Health and Social 
Security to move. 
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Mr R E Quine OBE (Ayre); Mrs H Hannan (Peel); 
Hon W A Gilbey (Glenfaba); Hon S C Rodan (Garff); 
Hon D North (Middle); Hon R K Corkill and 
Mr G T Cannell (Onchan); Messrs J R Houghton and 
R W Henderson (Douglas North); Hon D C Cretney and 
Mr A C Duggan (Douglas South); Mr R P Braidwood and 
Mrs B J Cannell (Douglas East); Mr J P Shimmin and 
Hon A F Downie (Douglas West); Hon J A Brown 
(Castletown); Hon D J Gelling (Malew and Santon); 
Sir Miles Walker CBE LLD (hc) and Mrs P M Crowe and 
Mr J Rimington (Rushen); with Prof T StJ N Bates, Clerk 
of Tynwald. 

The Lord Bishop took the prayers. 

Apologies for Absence 

The President: Hon. members, we have apologies for 
absence from the hon. members of Council, Dr Mann, who 
I can report is continuing to make good progress, and 
similarly from Mr Waft, who is receiving hospital treatment 
in the United Kingdom, and also from Mr Kniveton who 
is in Salt Lake City for his son's wedding. We also have 
apologies for absence from the hon. member for Onchan, 
Mr Karran. 

Bill for Signature 

The President: Hon. members, we have a Bill for 
signature and if you are agreeable, we will continue with 
our business whilst it is being signed. 

Members: Agreed. 

Papers Laid before the Court 

The President: I call upon the Clerk to lay papers and 
I would ask members particularly to note that the correct 
statutory document number for the Sea-Fisheries 
(Possession of Undersized Sea-Fish) Bye-laws 2000 is 773/ 
00 and not 733/00 as printed on the order paper. I call 
upon the Clerk. 

The Clerk: I lay before the Court: 

European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 -
European Communities (Freezing of Funds) 
(Yugoslavia) (Application) Order 2000 [SD No 777/ 
00] 

Public Health Act 1990 - 
Production of Energy from Waste (No.2) Order 2000 
[SD No 782/00] 

Sea-Fisheries Act 1971 - 
Sea-Fisheries (Possession of Undersized Sea-Fish) 
Bye-laws 2000 [SD No 773/00] 

Beef Quality (Headage Payment) (Amendment) Scheme 
2001 - 

Beef Quality (Headage Payment) (Amendment) 
Scheme 2001 [GC No 3/01] 

Social Security Act 2000 - 
Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 
(Application) (Amendment) (No.2) Order 2000 [SD 
No 2/01] 
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No.22) 
Order 2000 [SD No 4/01] 

Pensions Schemes Act 1995 - 
Pension Schemes Act 1993 (Application) 
(Amendment) Order 2000 [SD No 3/01] 

Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 -
Income Support (General) (Isle of Man) 
(Amendment) (No.4) Regulations 2000 [SD No 5/ 
01] 

Department of Health and Social Security - 
Jobseeker's Enhanced Allowance (Amendment) 
Scheme 2000 [GC No 1/01] 

Apologies for Absence 
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A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 
In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Mrs Crowe, Messrs 
Brown, Houghton, Cretney, Downie, Mrs Hannan, 
Messrs Corkill, Cannell and Gelling - 12 

Against: Mr North, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs Rimington, 
Henderson, Duggan, Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Messrs 
Shimmin, Singer, Bell, Karran and the Speaker - 12 

The Speaker: Mr President, the amendment fails to 
carry in the House, 12 votes for and 12 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: Mr Radcliffe, Mrs Christian, and Mr Crowe - 3 

Against: The Lord Bishop and Mr Lowey - 2 

The President: With 3 votes for and 2 against in the 
Council, the branches are in disagreement. Therefore the 
amendment fails, hon. members. Now, hon. members, 
aware of the - 

Mr Rimington: Mr President, can I give notice that I 
would like to bring this back as a motion for - 

The President: No, sir, it has failed. 

Mr Rimington: Oh, I am sorry, I cannot? 

Mr Gelling: The winner has gone. (Laughter) 

The President: Hon. members, being aware of the clock 
we have but one item to complete. Rather than come back 
in the morning, I suggest that we sit say until 7.30 or 8 
o'clock and finish it. 

Members: Agreed. 

Production of Energy from Waste (No. 2) 
Order 2000 — Approved 

The President: We therefore turn to item number 5. I 
call on the hon. member for Glenfaba, Mr Gilbey. 

Mr Gilbey: Well, I certainly hope we are not going to 
go on until 7.30 p.m. or 8.00 p.m. or even 7.10 p.m. 
(Members: hear, hear.). 

Mr President, as hon. members are undoubtedly aware, 
it is intended that the proposed integrated incinerator 
facility, located at Middle Farm in Braddan, will operate 
to produce energy from waste burnt, thus recycling it for 
calorific value. The Public Health Act 1990 contains 
provisions, whereby the Department of Local Government 
and the Environment may produce and distribute energy 
produced in waste disposal. 

However, as the incinerator is to be operated by a  

contractor, it is necessary to empower that contractor to 
produce and distribute the power on the department's 
behalf. For that reason this order applies to the contractor, 
the section of the Public Health Act which confers those 
powers on the department. 

Hon. members will have received a Tynwald briefing 
which raised various points. I am one of the traditional 
ones who fight shy and, therefore, when the order before 
us first appeared, I discussed it at length with the learned 
Attorney-General and sought his assurance that it was 
absolutely legally correct. That was several weeks ago, 
and he assured me of that. I totally did, and do now, accept 
his assurance but if any hon. members have any doubt, the 
learned Attorney-General has kindly agreed to explain the 
legal position in detail. However it may well be, and I hope 
it is the case, that, in view of the time, hon. members will 
be prepared to accept my assurance that the Attorney-
General has said that this is perfectly in order as a legal 
document to carry out what is required. I hereby move the 
motion in my name: 

That the Production of Energy from Waste (No. 2) 
Order 2000 [SD No 782/00] be approved. 

The President: Hon. member for Ayre. 

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

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South. 

Mr Duggan: Mr President, I am not going to make a 
speech. I am totally opposed to the order and will not be 
supporting it. (Laughter) 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I will not be long. 
I am surprised, in view of the Tynwald briefing paper that all 
hon. members have been supplied with, that the department 
is coming forward again with this particular order. There were 
one or two anomalies in the last order, which were 
subsequently withdrawn by the department, only to come 
back now at this particular sitting. In my view, this is not 
reading right, or rather the interpretation of it is not right. 

In our briefing paper, there are different points of 
attention to be drawn. According to the order as written 
attention is drawn to the fact that, for example, an 
unspecified contractor will as the result of the order have 
legislative competence. Surely that cannot be right. This 
is the second order. 

Under the provisions of this order, section 35, 
subsections (3) to (6), on powers of entry, of the Local 
Government Act 1985 applies with any necessary 
modifications to the power of an authorised officer of the 
contractor. I question that. Under 1.5 of our guidance, it 
talks of the effect of the power that would be bestowed on 
a contractor under this order, if approved. Section 75 (1) 
of the 1985 Act states: 'to make regulations applying to 
the plant is limited to making such regulations with respect 
to the works and apparatus to be provided or used by 
anyone other than the contractor in connection with the 
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supply'. This is the energy supply. It is a bit of a nonsense. 
Section 75 (2) as applied and construed by this order would 
still give an authorised officer of the contractor power to 
enter premises. That was indicated in previous observations 
submitted to us when we were first asked to consider this 
order. 

Section 75 (3) applies provisions of the Local 
Government Act 1985 to the power to enter premises of 
entry by an authorised officer of the contractor. But then, 
of course, it makes reference to the department which is 
required under the order to be construed as a reference to 
a contractor. The order will not get my support and never 
will. Anything to do with energy from waste in the burning 
of waste, as members already know, my previous stated 
position, (Laughter) which is shared by a growing number 
of members in this hon. Court (Members: Hear, hear.) 
and they shall continue to grow (Interjection and laughter) 
until the general election and beyond. I would like 
clarification from the hon. minister and the mover of this 
order. Is it the intention of the department to maintain the 
power to make regulations with respect to the works and 
apparatus to be provided on this plant or used by the 
contractor? Perhaps the hon. member for Douglas South 
might like to join me in East. 

Mr Cretney: No, thanks. 

Mrs Cannell: Be quiet then! 

Mr Cretney: I used to have part of East - they were 
happier then. (Laughter) 

Mrs Cannell: Does the department consider that it has 
achieved the objective in the drafting of this order? That is 
the question I will put to the hon. minister. I would suggest 
that that has not been achieved. We could be facing 
problems if members support this order today because the 
perception of the reading of this order if it goes through as 
it is, will not provide the necessary safeguards required 
for any contractor that the department may wish to engage 
in terms of the building and operation of this particular 
plant nor, indeed, provide for the energy or the capture of 
the energy that might be produced from it. I would put a 
marker down today concerning what will happen if 
members approve this order as written, despite the briefing 
paper that has been given to us by a very competent person, 
(A Member: Hear, hear.) who understands the terminology 
of the written law better than any other member in this 
hon. Court. If members choose to ignore that and its 
warning signs there are going to be huge problems with 
the contractor and the building and operating of this plant 
in future years, if it does get detailed planning permission 
and is built at all. Thank you. 

The President: Hon. member for Glenfaba to reply to 
the debate. 

Mr Gilbey: I think I would ask... 

The President: Mr Attorney-General. 

Mr Gilbey: ...our learned Attorney-General, in view 
of what is said - 

The President: As you wish. 

Mr Gilbey: - to do what he has kindly offered to do, 
which is explain the legal... 

Mr Lowey: Could I ask if the Attorney-General to rise? 

The President: I have already suggested that. 

Mr Lowey: Thank you. 

Sir Miles Walker: Thank you, Mr President, and hon. 
members. I hope that my absence from the chamber earlier 
this afternoon, with the result that this item is now the last 
item, has not caused inconvenience for hon. members. May 
I say at the outset that Tynwald briefing papers are regarded 
with due care and with the utmost respect to the counsel to 
the Speaker. It was as a result of the helpful briefing note 
that was given when this matter last came before the Court 
that the matter was scrutinised carefully by legislative 
draughtsmen in chambers. The point was very readily taken 
that, when the matter first came before the Court, there 
did seem to be the power for the contractor to make 
regulations. 

In other words, to adopt the wording that was in the 
briefing, it would appear that an unspecified contractor 
would as a result of the order have legislative competence. 
That is a matter which I quite readily accept was something 
that was not intended. The department took that point and 
the legislative draftsmen took that point, and the matter 
has been rectified in this order. 

Equally, I readily accept that the order, which is now 
before hon. members, is not particularly easy to follow. 
Sometimes draughtsmen in their wisdom prepare orders 
in a rather shorthand way. It might have been preferable to 
set the matter out in greater detail, but draftsmen move in 
mysterious ways. 

I was, indeed, asked by the hon. minister to ensure that 
the purpose of the department was accomplished in this 
order. I have assured the minister that, in my respectful 
view, that has been achieved. May I perhaps very briefly 
try to explain the matter as best I can? 

As the hon. member for Douglas East has mentioned, 
section 75 (4) of the Public Health Act enables the 
department to extend the operation of section 74 to a 
contractor, but subject to such modifications as are 
specified in the order. That is the starting point. i draw the 
attention of hon. members to paragraph 2 of the order where 
they will see that that is exactly what has happened. In 
other words, if we look at paragraph 2 of the order we see 
application and modification of provisions of the Act. 
Paragraph 2, sub-paragraph (i) says, 'section 74 and 75 
(1)-(3) of the Act shall apply to a contractor as they apply 
to the department.' So that is the application and then, if 
we turn over the page, we then see in sub-paragraph (ii), 
'accordingly in their application to the plant, references in 
section 74 and 75 (1)-(3) of the Act to the department, 
except the first reference in section 75 (1), shall be 
construed as references to a contractor.' 
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It is, I agree, a difficult matter to follow, but the essential 
difference between today's order - the order before the hon. 
Court today - and the order that was withdrawn from the 
hon. Court last time was that the department has withdrawn 
the power of the department to make regulations. 

In my respectful view, the order is entirely on all fours 
with the statutory provision. I accept that the word 
`accordingly' does throw one off the scent, but I do not 
think that a matter of style or the use of the word 
`accordingly' detracts from the substance of the order. 

Moving very briefly to the substance of the order, it 
will be appreciated that the obligations of the contractor 
which will operate the plant will be governed not by 
regulations, but by a detailed contract between the 
department and the contractor. There is no need for the 
department to make regulations to govern the contractor. 
The contractor's obligation to the department will be 
governed by the contract. However the department must 
reserve to itself the power to make regulations which will 
govern third parties other than the contractor, such as 
customers in their use of the works and apparatus, which 
will be provided for or used in connection with the supply 
of energy from the incinerator. 

As envisaged by section 75 the department was to have 
been the supplier of the heat but when the draftsman was 
preparing section 75 in 1990 it was envisaged that the 
department would be the supplier of the heat, steam or 
other energy and the department would, for example, have 
been able to prescribe the size and pressure resistance of a 
customer's pipework, require him to install safety valves 
and so on. 

If, however, as has turned out to be the case, the 
contractor is to be the supplier, the section needs to be 
modified so that persons other than the contractor will be 
regulated. So the contractor will be regulated by what will 
no doubt be a detailed contract with the department, but 
other persons - third parties - will be governed by 
regulations made by the department. I emphasise that there 
is no intention that the contractor will have the power to 
make regulations or to establish criminal offences. 

To answer the specific question raised by the hon. 
member, I am satisfied from what I have been told by the 
minister, and having discussed the matter with the 
draftsman, that the objective of the order as I have 
endeavoured to explain has been achieved by the order 
and, if agreed by this hon. Court, will be effective to that 
end. 

A Member: Could you just run over it again? 
(Laughter) 

The President: The minister to reply. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I think that I can be very 
brief. The hon. member for South Douglas, Mr Duggan 
and the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, have 
always been totally opposed to the incinerator, lock stock 
and barrel and . . 

Mr Duggan: And chimney. 

Mr Gilbey: They would oppose anything to do with it. 
I am surprised that they cannot see that, as we are now 
committed to having one, it is much better to have one 
that will produce electricity for national use (A Member: 
Hear, hear.) than just burn the rubbish for no benefit. The 
really important thing is that the learned Attorney-General 
has explained the situation in law very clearly. I am 
certainly not going to add to what he said. I am most 
grateful to him, particularly when his leg is so bad. I am 
sure that, even if we cannot agree on this motion, we will 
all agree in wishing him a very speedy recovery. 

Members: Hear, hear. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before the 
Court is that printed at item 5 on the order paper, that the 
Production of Energy from Waste (No. 2) Order 2000, be 
approved. Those in favour please say aye; against no. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbe:‘; Quine, Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker; 
Mrs Crowe, Messrs Rimington, Brown, Houghton, 
Braidwood, Shimmin, Downie, Singer, Bell, Corkill, 
Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 18 

Against: Messrs Henderson, Cretney, Duggan, Mrs 
Cannell, Mrs Hannan and Mr Karran - 6 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the 
House of Keys, 18 votes in favour and 6 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and Mr 
Crowe - 4 

Against: Mr Lowey - 1 

The President: Four votes are cast for and one vote 
against in the Council, the motion therefore carries hon. 
members. 

Hon. members, I thank you again for your indulgence in 
working our way through an agenda completely out of order 
today. Thank you very much. Nevertheless, the Council will 
now withdraw and leave the House of Keys to transact such 
business as Mr Speaker may have to place before you. 

The Council withdrew. 

HOUSE OF KEYS 

The Speaker: Hon. members, the House stands 
adjourned to a sitting at its own chamber on Tuesday next, 
23rd January at 10 a.m. 

The House adjourned at 7.15 p.m. 

House of Keys 
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The President: Mr Delaney. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President, a 
supplementary. Bearing in mind that the role between 
people who hold these concessions from government in 
relation to the people who consume the products that they 
produce, such as telephone communications and gas if I 
may add that, it will not be to the satisfaction of the public 
unless they know excessive profits are not being made and 
the only way to do that, I would suggest, Chief Minister, 
would you not agree, is to produce their profit margins to 
the people who consume those products, such as i.e. the 
public, as other telecommunication companies do? 

Mr Gelling: Not wishing to pre-empt the consultants 
that are looking at this, but having already stated that our 
existing licence holder has said that they would have no 
objection to that happening, if indeed that was a condition 
of the new licence, it would satisfy the hon. member's 
question. 

Mr Delaney: Thank you, very much. Thank you. 

The President: The hon. member for Middle, Mr North. 
No, the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister not 
agree that it might be a bit too cosy, this present 
arrangement, as far as this with the Communications 
Commission and has the Chief Minister ever considered 
requesting them to look at maybe doing an independent 
audit outside the Telecommunications Commission on the 
figures, allowing for the fact of internal transactions can 
wipe away vast amounts of profit. 

The President: Yes, Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, that is why, with the 
backing of the Council of Ministers, the Communications 
Commission have actually brought in these consultants, 
but again the hon. member questions the cosiness of the 
arrangement. Well, the situation is at present that the 
Communications Commission study the accounts and we 
rely upon them to address the very problems that the hon. 
member is stating, sir. 

Incinerator — Land at Richmond Hill —
Concerns as to Suitability — Associated Costs 

— Question by Mr Karran 

The President: Question 5, I call on the hon. member 
for Onchan, Mr Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Chief Minister. 

(1) Will your government investigate why the 
Department of Local Government and the 
Environment has been less than transparent over 
the concerns expressed on the suitability of the land 

at Richmond Hill for the construction of an 
incinerator with a chimney of significant 
proportions; and 

(2) are you aware that this consideration together with 
a failure by the department to budget for other costs 
associated with the development is likely to increase 
the development and construction costs of the 
incinerator by some £10 million? 

The President: The Chief Minister still to reply. 

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, to the best of my 
knowledge the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment has been totally transparent about the 
suitability of the Richmond Hill site for the integrated 
incinerator facility. The arguments were propounded by 
the department and opponents of the scheme before an 
independent inspector at a public inquiry held between 6th 
and 14th May 1998. I do not think anything could be more 
transparent. Those with concerns had every opportunity 
to raise them at that time. Therefore, moving on to the 
second part of the question, the department has not failed 
to budget for all the costs involved and plans to complete 
the project within the financial allocation shown in the 
government's Pink book of estimates. The most likely 
cause of any increased costs, I would suggest, would be 
the exceptional delays caused perhaps during the planning 
processes which are to take place in the coming months, 
sir. 

The President: The hon. member for Onchan. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the Chief Minister give 
an assurance to this Court that there is no question about 
the stability of the land taking such a plant at the present 
time? Could he also give an assurance to this Court that 
the next administration will make sure that there is a 
detailed breakdown of all the extra costs that will be 
involved that are not being allowed for at the present time? 

The President: The Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: Well taking the second part first, Mr 
President, as I have said, I have been given to understand 
that it is all within the resources which are provided for in 
the Pink book. I was concerned at seeing in the hon. 
member's question about the stability of the chimney or 
the stack and I thought that the very reason why we had 
moved on to virgin land, into the area of the field next 
door was to get that stability. So I do not know of any of 
the extras or perhaps the stability that the hon. member is 
stating, other than I am quite sure that that will have been 
taken into account, sir. 

The President: The hon. member for Council, Mr 
Lowey. 

Mr Lowey: Could the Chief Minister confirm that the 
government do not yet own the land and would the Chief 
Minister confirm that the department has had the ability to 
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go on to the land to survey the actual stability or the 
condition of the land? 

The President: Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: Yes, I understand the answer to all the 
questions is yes. They have had the opportunity to do so, 
but they do not own the land as yet. I think that is correct. 

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr 
Karran. 

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister give 
an assurance to this Court that there will be no situation of 
putting this Court into a corner as far as putting us into a 
situation of a bums rush over the incinerator, that some 
revelation will not come out, allowing for the fact that there 
is some dispute at the present time with previous 
consultants as far as the suitability of this land is concerned? 

The President: The Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: The hon. member is asking me to give 
assurances on something. Quite honestly, Mr President, I 
can only say that the Department of Local Government 
appear to have done everything that is correct and proper 
and I would have thought that the stability of whatever is 
being built there will have been well considered as to size, 
shape and everything else and safety. So all I can say to 
the hon. member, to the best of my knowledge that is the 
case. 

The Attorney-General: Yes, thank you, Mr President. 
In answer to the question raised by the hon. member for 
Ramsey, I can advise as follows in relation to 'Operation 
Safe': (a) 38 persons were arrested for alleged offences 
relating to class A controlled drugs; (b) of those persons 
32 were charged with supplying class A controlled drugs, 
two were charged with being concerned in the supply of 
class A controlled drugs, one was charged with attempting 
to supply class A controlled drugs and one was charged 
with offering to supply class A controlled drugs; (c) to 
date one defendant has been convicted on a plea of guilty 
to the offence of offering to supply class A controlled drugs; 
(d) none of the persons charged has been acquitted; (e) 
there are no outstanding prosecutions still to brought before 
the courts insofar as all the remaining 34 cases have been 
before the Court of General Goal Delivery since last 
summer. 

The President: The hon. member for Ramsey. 

Mr Singer: I thank the learned Attorney for his answer. 
Could I ask him a question on these 34 that have been 
brought before the courts. Did he say they have been found 
guilty or have they not been found guilty? 

The President: The Attorney-General to reply. 

The Attorney-General: Mr President, the answer to 
the question is that the 34 cases are before the courts 
awaiting trial. They have yet to enter their pleas as to guilty 
or not guilty. 

The President: The hon. member for Ramsey: 

`Operation Safe' Anti-Drugs Initiative — 
Arrests and Prosecutions — 

Question by Mr Singer 

The President: Item 6, and I call on the hon. member 
for Ramsey, Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to 
ask HM Attorney-General: 

As a result of last year's police anti-drugs initiative 
`Operation Safe' - 

(a) how many arrests were made for the possession of 
class A drugs; 

(b) how many of those arrested were charged; 

(c) how many of those charged were convicted; 

(d) how many of those charged were acquitted; and 

(e) how many outstanding prosecutions are still to be 
brought before the courts? 

The President: I call on the Attorney-General to reply. 

Mr Singer: Could I ask the learned Attorney-General 
could he explain to me why it should take over 12 months 
to bring these people to court? Normally when people are 
arrested for drug offences they are in the courts fairly 
quickly and does he not think that this length of time sends 
out the message that such an anti-drugs initiative has not 
been effective? Can he explain to me when he expects that 
all these cases will come before the courts and the court 
make a judgment? 

The President: The Attorney-General to reply. 

The Attorney-General: Thank you, Mr President. I am 
entirely satisfied that the investigations and the conduct 
of the prosecutions to date have been entirely satisfactory. 
The broad timetable is that the majority of the arrested 
persons were arrested in December of 1999. They came 
before the courts for committal in March to June of last 
year and from June of last year they made their appearances 
in General Gaol. A number of applications have been made 
by the advocates acting for the defendants, culminating in 
an application to stay the proceedings for alleged abuse of 
process. Those applications were considered by His 
Honour Acting Deemster King QC who refused the 
applications for stay and all the defendants have to enter 
their pleas on 18th June this year. 

`Operation Safe' Anti-Drugs Initiative — Arrests and Prosecutions — Question by Mr Singer 



Printed (by Authority) by The Copy Shop Ltd., 48 Bucks Road, Douglas, Isle of Man

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS OF

TYNWALD COURT

Douglas, Thesday, 19th June 2001
at 10.30 a.m.

Present:
The President of Tynwald (the Hon N Q Cringle).

In the Council: The Lord Bishop (the Rt Rev Noël Debroy
Jones), the Attorney-General (Mr W J H Corlett QC),
Hon Mrs C M Christian, Messrs E A Crowe,
D F K Delaney, E G Lowey, Dr E J Mann, Mr G H Waft;
with Mr T A Bawden, Acting Clerk of the Council.

In the Keys: The Speaker (the Hon J D Q Cannan)
(Michael); Mr L I Singer and Hon A R Bell (Ramsey);
Mr R E Quine OBE (Ayre); Mrs H Hannan (Peel);
Hon W A Gilbey (Glenfaba); Hon D North (Middle);
Hon R K Corkill and Mr G T Cannell (Onchan); Messrs
J R Houghton and R W Henderson (Douglas North);
Hon'D C Cretney and Mr A C Duggan (Douglas South);
Mrs B J Cannell (Douglas East); Mr J P Shimmin and
Hon A F Downie (Douglas lilest); Hon J A Brown
(Castletown); Hon D J Gelling (Malew and Santon);
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(Rushen); with Mr R B M Quayle, Acting Clerk of
Tynwald.

The Lord Bishop took the prayers.

Apologies forAbsence

The President: Hon. members, we have apologies for
absence from the hon. member for Garff, Mr Rodan, the
hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, and members of the
Council, Mr Kniveton and Mr Radcliffe, who are all,
together with the Clerk of the Council, attending a
parliamentary conference in Edinburgh. We also, hon.
members, have apologies for absence from the hon.
member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe, who is away on
departmental business, and the hon. member for Douglas
East, Mr Braidwood, who is attending a family wedding
in California.

Procedural

The President: Hon. members, I have received a
request from the Chief Minister, who wishes to make a
statement on changes relating to Westminster, and I propose
that it should be taken immediately following the
completion of our question paper.

Bills for Signature

The President: We have three Bills for signature, hon.
members, and if you are agreeable, we will continue with
our business whilst they are being signed.

Members: Agreed.

Papers Laid before the Court

The President: I call upon the Clerk to lay papers.

The Clerk: I lay before the Court:

Building Control Act1997 -
Building (Fees) Regulations 2001 ISD No 213/0]l

Civil RegistrationAct 1984: ManiageAct 1984 -
Registration of Births, Deaths and Marriages (Fees)
(Amendment) Regulations 2001 ISD No 204/01]

Online Gambling Regulation Act 2001 -
Online Gambling (Licence Fees) Order 2001
ISD No 2s5/01]
Online Gambling Duty Order 2001
ISD No 2s4/01]

Betting Act 1970 : Customs and ExciseAct1993 -
General Betting Duty Order 200I ISD No 178/01]

Fees and Duties Act 1989 -
Meat Hygiene and Inspection (Fees) (No. 2) Order
2001 ISD No 249/0]l

Investment Business Acts 1991 to 1993 : Banking Act
1998 : Corporate Service Providers Act 2000 :

Retirement Benefits Schemes Act 2000 -
Financial Services Review Regulations 2001
ISD No 332/01]

Animal Health Act1996 -
Foot and Mouth (Special Temporary Provisions)
Order 2001 ISD No 237/01]
Foot and Mouth (Access to Land) (Special
Temporary Provisions) Order 2001 ISD No 3]4/011

Social Security Act 2000 -
Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992
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(Application) (Amendment) (No. 3) Order 2001

[SD No 289/01]
Social Security Administration Act 1992
(Application) (Amendment) Order 2001
ISD No 290/0]l
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 11)

Order 2001 ISD No 293/01]

Pension Schemes Act 1995 -
Welfare Reform and Pensions Act 1999
(Application) Order 2001 ISD No 291/01]

Social Security Contributions and Benef,its Act 1992 :

Social Security Administration Act 1992 -
Social Security Benefits Up-rating Order 2001
(Amendment) Order 2001 ISD No 292/01]

Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 -
Social Fund Maternity and Funeral Expenses
(General) (Isle of Man) Amendment Regulations
2O0l ISD No 294/01]

Gaming, Betting and Lotteries Act 1988 -
Restricted Betting Offices Regulations 2001
ISD No 267/01]
Betting (Prescribed Form) Regulations 2001
IGC No 25/01]

Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 200i -
Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 2001 (Exceptions)
Order 2001 ISD No 281/01]

Town and Country PlanningActs 1934-1991 -
Braddan (Middle Farm) Planning Scheme
(Amendment) Order 2001 ISD No 266/0]l

Merchant Shipping Registration Act 1991 -
Fishing Vessels (Tonnage and Registration)
(Amendment) Regulations 2001 ISD No 288/0]l

EmploymentAct 1991 -
Employment (MaximumAmount of aWeek's Pay)
Order 2001 ISD No 282/01]
Employment (Maximum Amount of Compensatory
Award) Order 2001 ISD No 283/01]

Road Traffic Act 1985 -
Motor Vehicles (Voluntary Testing) Regulations
20ot ISD No 300/01]
Motor Vehicles (Voluntary Testing) (Fees)
Regulations 2001 ISD No 301/01]

Licensing and Registration of Vehicles Act 1985 -
Licensing and Registration of Vehicles
(Amendment) Regulations 2001 ISD No 269/0]l

Road Traffic (Public Service Vehicles) Act 1964 -
Visiting Public Service Vehicles (Island Games)
Regulations ZO0I ISD No 268/01]

Financial Supervision Act 1988 -
Collective Investment Schemes (Registers)
Regulations 2001 ISD No 194/01]

Acquisition of LandAct 1984 -
Acquisition of Land (Fees) Order 2001
ISD No 66/01J

Customs and ExciseAct 1993 -
Export of Goods (Control) (Amendment) Order
2001 (Application) Order 2001 ISD No 221/01]
Tobacco Products Regulations (Revocation) Order
2001 ISD No 257/01]

Reports -
Second Report of the Council of Ministers on
Presidence at the Tynwald Ceremony
Council of Ministers' Report on Population and
Infrastructure
Isle of Man Government E-Commerce and E-
Society Strategy - A Report by the Council of
Ministers
Report on Proposals to Import Natural Gas by
Pipeline, and the Control of the Importation of
Natural Gas
Report of the Select Committee on the Petition for
Redress of Grievance of AD Radcliffe

The following items are not the subject of motions on
the order paper:

Customs and ExciseActs 1986 -
Tobacco Products Regulations 2001
ISD No 256/01]

Civil Aviation : Air Navigation (No.2) Order 1995 -
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Exhibition
of Flying) Regulations 2001 ISD No 319/01]
Air Navigation (Restriction of Flying) (Tynwald
Day) Regulations 2001 ISD No 320/01J '

Online Gambling Regulation Act 2001 -
Online Gambling (Systems Verification)
Regulations 2001 ISD No 296/01]
Online Gambling (Registration and Accounts)
Regulations 2001 ISD No 297/01]
Online Gambling (Advertising) Regulations 2001
ISD No 298/01]
Online Gambling (Prescribed Descriptions)
Regulations 20Ol ISD No 299/01]

Post Office Act 1993 -
Post Office (Inland Post) (Amendment) Scheme
2o0I ISD No 285/01]
Post Office (Overseas Letter Post) (Amendment)
Scheme 2001 ISD No 286/01]
Representation of the People Act 1995 -
Appointment of Returning Officers I GC No I 9/0 I ]

Papers Laid before the Cburt
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In the Keys: The Speaker (the Hon J D Q Cannan) 
(Michael); Mr L I Singer and Hon A R Bell (Ramsey); 
Mr R E Quine OBE (Ayre); Mrs H Hannan (Peel); 
Hon W A Gilbey (Glenfaba); Hon R K Corkill and 
Mr G T Cannell (Onchan); Messrs J R Houghton and 
R W Henderson (Douglas North); Hon D C Cretney and 
Mr A C Duggan (Douglas South); Mrs B J Cannell 
(Douglas East); Mr J P Shimmin and Hon A F Downie 
(Douglas West); Hon J A Brown (Castletown); 
Hon D J Gelling (Malew and Santon); Sir Miles Walker 
CBE LLD (hc) and Mr J Rimington (Rushen); with 
Mr R B M Quayle, Acting Clerk of Tynwald. 

The Lord Bishop took the prayers. 

Clerk of Tynwald — Appointment 
— Motion Carried 

The President: Hon. members, we had completed our 
order paper as far as item 41. We have reached 42, and I 
call on the Chairman of the Tynwald Management 
Committee, Mr Speaker, to move. 

The Speaker: Mr President, I beg to move: 

That, in accordance with the provisions of standing 
order 9.2, Mr Malachy Cornwell-Kelly be appointed Clerk 
of Tynwald with effect from 1st October 2001, the 
appointment to continue during pleasure. 

The Tynwald Management Committee interviewed a 
short list of five candidates for the position of Clerk of 
Tynwald, and on behalf of the committee I have much 
pleasure in recommending to Tynwald that Malachy 
Cornwell-Kelly be appointed its Clerk. 

Mr Cornwell-Kelly was born in 1947 and his nationality 
is British. He is a law graduate of King's College, London 
and the College of Law, London. After serving his articles 
of clerkship, he joined Her Majesty's Customs and Excise 

Solicitors' office, where he remained for five years. He 
then transferred into private practice and then worked for 
a period with the Law Society of England and Wales. In 
1988, Mr Cornwell-Kelly became a Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Administration, the ombudsman 
directing investigations dealing with complaints against 
Customs and Excise, the Inland Revenue and the 
Department of Trade and Industry. In 1993, he returned to 
private law practice. Mr Cornwell-Kelly is currently a 
member of the Law Society Revenue Law Committee, a 
member of the VAT and Duties Tribunal and a member of 
the Special Commissioners of Income Tax. He is retained 
by the European Court of Justice as a freelance translator 
for the English Translation Division as he has a fluent 
reading and speaking knowledge of French. 

Hon. members, the Tynwald Management Committee 
believes that Mr Cornwell-Kelly has the right combination 
of academic and professional qualifications to prove an 
able and distinguished officer of the legislature. If Tynwald 
Court today approves Mr Malachy Cornwell-Kelly's 
nomination, he will take up his position on 1st October. In 
the interim, Mr Robert Quayle, our Acting Clerk of 
Tynwald, has agreed to continue until 31st October and 
then will provide a lesser consultancy service, if required, 
for a further two months to assist Mr Cornwell-Kelly's 
assumption of the full responsibilities of the post. Hon. 
members, I commend to you the motion standing in my 
name that Malachy Cornwell-Kelly be appointed our Clerk 
of Tynwald. 

The President: Chief Minister. 

Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I rise to 
second the motion moved by Mr Speaker and, as I said in 
Keys in doing the same thing, the gentleman is very well 
qualified and has a wide experience. Now, having met him 
on two occasions, I too believe that he will do a good job 
for this Court and for Keys and for the Island, so I have 
great pleasure in seconding the motion, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey. 

Mr Singer: Thank you. Could I possibly ask a question 
of the mover of this resolution? Obviously Mr Cornwell-
Kelly is a particularly distinguished person and lawyer, 
and you have read out, Mr Speaker, a long list of his other 
responsibilities in the United Kingdom and the various 
committees et cetera on which he sits. Could you possibly 
tell me what arrangements have been made for him 
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continuing with those responsibilities, which do seem to 
me to be quite onerous, in regard to his responsibilities 
here on the Isle of Man? 

The President: Mr Speaker. 

The Speaker: Mr President, I can inform you that Mr 
Cornwell-Kelly's appointments as a member of the VAT 
and Duties Tribunal and a Special Commissioner of Income 
Tax will no longer apply when he takes up his office here. 
He is retained by the European Court of Justice as a 
freelance translator for the English Translation Division 
and, as that says, it is freelance, so he will, if he wishes to, 
do as much or as little as he is able in his own free time. 
But I do say that it is a great advantage for us to have as 
the new Clerk of Tynwald such a distinguished linguist in 
the French language, as much of the European legislation 
comes out in French and therefore he will be able to give a 
knowledgeable response to it. Otherwise, his duties will 
be full-time. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before us is 
printed at 42 on the order paper. Those in favour please 
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it. 

Air Quality — Implementation of Sections 
89 and 90 of Public Health Act 1990 

— Amended Motion Carried 

The President: Item 43. I call on the hon. member for 
Peel, Mrs Hannan, to move. 

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I beg to move: 

Tynwald is of the opinion that the Council of 
Ministers should draw up a timetable for the early 
introduction of sections 89/90 of the Public Health Act 
1990 relating to air quality standards, with plans for 
implementation and funding for areas affected by smoke 
and poor air quality, and report thereon at the October 
2001 sitting. 

This is a very simple motion which I am moving before 
the Court today; it is just to ask for a report from the Council 
of Ministers. Although the Public Health Bill was 
introduced into the branches in 1990, sections 89, 90 and 
a number of other sections have not been enacted. Sections 
89 and 90 relate to air quality and, as I said, this is a simple 
motion before the Court today; it seeks a timetable for the 
early introduction of this part of the Act relating to air 
quality. Investigations of the existing situation regarding 
air quality in those areas that are badly affected by smoke 
and smuts must be carried out to form a basis for action in 
these areas. One of the things that must be remembered is 
that the Public Health Act sets standards and allows 
exemptions and controls to be put in place. This should, I 
feel, be reported on to this hon. Court. 

My motion also seeks a timetable for the changes 
necessary to introduce this legislation and compensate the  

householder for changes that are the principal aims of this 
section of the Act, to bring a better quality of life to the 
people badly affected now by poor air quality and smoke. 
We had high hopes for this legislation, but I think also a 
realism that to implement this legislation would mean 
funding and controls and an acceptance that good air 
quality can improve our health and our quality of life. Now, 
I feel, is the time for these changes. Recently, I have been 
approached by constituents to express concerns regarding 
air quality, some because people visiting have stated that 
they could not believe the poor quality of our air, another 
complaining about bonfires on sunny days, others 
complaining about our power station chimney - and I 
realise under this legislation that that would continue - and 
others about inversion, smoke, smuts and air quality in 
general. As I have said, now I believe is the time to address 
this area of our environment and to address not only my 
own area, but also down-town Douglas, Ramsey, Laxey 
and Castletown, in fact any of the areas harbouring smoke. 
Many people mention inversions over Douglas on cold 
winter days, but other areas also suffer from weather 
inversions. I move this motion, Eaghtyrane, with a 
timetable for report back to this hon. Court at the October 
2001 sitting. I beg to move the motion in my name. 

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer. 

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I would be very 
pleased to second this motion, and I would support this 
effort by the hon. member for Peel to stimulate the 
government into action. This problem has been raised 
several times in this session, and there has been a general 
unwillingness by the present Minister for Local 
Government and the Environment to even accept that there 
might be a problem. As a Ramsey Commissioner in the 
early 1990s, I was approached by local residents at that 
time concerned at the clearly visible problem in the town, 
and although I tried at that time to get some kind of answer 
from the Department of Local Government, the approaches 
were basically ignored. 

The problem is still there in Ramsey and obviously in 
many other places in the Island. Who will believe the 
department when they say that there is no cause for concern 
and that we are well within European guidelines when, in 
particular weather, there is a thick pall of smoke hanging 
over the town of Ramsey, a pall which you can taste and 
smell and which is made up of unburnt particles of carbon 
or soot, tiny particles and hydrocarbons? Car exhaust 
emissions are then trapped under this pall and add to the 
pollution. Ordinary coal burnt in open grates can produce 
up to 20 times as many tar and hydrocarbon particles as 
industrial chimneys and, unlike industrial smoke, domestic 
smoke is emitted at low level and is less likely to be 
dispersed in the atmosphere. These particles can penetrate 
deep into our lungs and cause respiratory problems for 
children and old people and those with bronchitis or 
asthma. Car exhaust emissions introduce into the 
atmosphere PM10 and PM5 particles, the latter of which 
can embed themselves in the lungs, and even smaller 
PM2.5 particles can get down to the deepest portion of 
our lungs where gas exchange occurs between the air and 
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the bloodstream and the lung has no efficient method of 
removing them. 

So, in certain conditions, we have this pall of smoke 
hanging over the town, just above roof level, plus the 
trapped vehicle emissions which contain carcinogens, 
including dioxins that have been churned out into the 
atmosphere and trapped within this pall and which present, 
I must say, a far greater public danger than anything that 
might come out of the incinerator chimney. I could take 
hon. members to the upper balconies of the apartments of 
King's Court in the centre of Ramsey, where thick grime 
from the chimneys covers the outer walls. I have been on 
these balconies when the inversion factor is causing the 
smoke to be trapped; your eyes sting, the nasal passages 
are irritated and the throat is burning and sore. It would, 
without doubt, remind older people who ever experienced 
the fogs in Britain during the 1950s of the total 
unpleasantness and, of course, the permanent health 
disabilities that these fogs caused. I am not saying that our 
present situation directly compares to those dreadful 
conditions, but there is a parallel, and people of all ages 
are affected. I would say that areas in the UK which are 
now smoke-free zones will never get as unpleasant as some 
of the days that we get here. We are told, however, that, in 
general, our air quality is within the European guidelines. 
On most days, yes, but on several days in the year, most 
definitely not. It is also important not to forget that even if 
the pollution is well within legal limits, it is still having a 
deleterious effect on those with chronic heart and lung 
ailments. 

Hon. members will remember that I questioned the hon. 
DoLGE minister about the quality of coal imported to the 
Island and, despite his statement to the contrary, I provided 
lists to show that it was not necessarily the cheapest coal 
which produced the most sulphur dioxide on burning. I 
asked him if he would take steps to ensure that only low-
sulphur coal could be imported into the Island, rather than 
us being a dumping ground for coal that could not be sold 
elsewhere. I believed that such a licensing regime could 
be introduced and that it would certainly help reduce the 
pollution fairly quickly, but unfortunately this is not a 
priority of the department. I have been told that the 
Department of Local Government needs to set a base-line 
on air quality and that this has to be done in a systematic 
and prioritised way in order to define the way forward, 
and I am sure that that approach is scientifically 
impeccable, but if the truth is to be told, the known 
scientific evidence on atmospheric pollution and the 
experiences and discomfort caused to ordinary people 
going about their normal lives will not be helped one iota 
by the setting of yet another scientific base-line. People 
are already living the bad experience, which has been 
proved scientifically. 

I know the commissioners, and particularly Ramsey 
Commissioners, have been proactive in removing coal fires 
from public houses during refurbishment and replacing 
them with smoke-free fuels. However, there are many 
private homes which burn coal and which cause pollution 
of the atmosphere, and it is these house-owners, however, 
who would not be able to afford to pay the necessary 
conversion cost to smoke-free fuel. Even within a grant  

scheme, many would not be able to find perhaps £800 or 
£900 as their share, and as the introduction of smoke-free 
zones would make conversion compulsory, any scheme 
would need full government backing and financial support. 
The responsibility also of paying the conversion costs of 
public housing could similarly not be lumped on to the 
general rate. In terms of government expenditure and the 
fact that these smoke-free zones would probably be 
introduced over several years, the cost to government 
would not be excessive and the advantages to all the 
community in terms of better health, fresher air and general 
cleanliness would be well worth the effort. Again, we come 
down to the question of government commitment rather 
than the question of cost, and that commitment has not 
been there for 11 years since the passing of the 1990 Public 
Health Act. Mr President, I am asking, 'Is that commitment 
there now?' And I think the public want to know. If the 
Council of Ministers was to vote for this motion, then the 
public will be prepared to believe that a commitment is at 
last there, as a timetable will be drawn up, but within that 
future planning the true commitment will be shown also if 
the government is prepared to finance the schemes to 
ensure that they come to fruition. Therefore, Mr President, 
I am pleased to second this motion. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr 
Downie. 

Mr Downie: Yes, Mr President. I have listened with 
interest to both the mover and the seconder of the motion, 
and to some extent I have no problem with the principles 
of what they are trying to get across to the Court today. 
Although nobody wants to see an environment which is 
polluted by smoke and affected by poor quality air, I would 
need to be convinced that we have a situation in the Island 
where that is actually the case, because I know from my 
time in the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment that, apart from an odd few hours in a year, 
the rest of the year we were well within the guidelines laid 
down by the EU for air quality. Now, why rush out and 
attack a problem which, in my opinion, is not there - and 
by funding the replacement of open fires with fires that 
can burn smokeless fuel and by altering other people's 
living habits, what you are going to do is push the cost of 
living up, because it costs a lot more money to go on to 
some of these other types of fuels - when what is actually 
happening in this Island is that we are importing 50 per 
cent less coal than we were 10 years ago, firewood sales 
from my own department are dwindling because there are 
less and less people burning it, and this year we have only 
had one enquiry about digging peat on the mountain? That 
tells you that there is less and less dependency on the old 
type of fires. 

As far as I am concerned, if you look at government's 
energy policy as a whole, which is to replace the existing 
Douglas power station, which without a doubt is the main 
pollutant on this side of the Island, and if Peel power station 
is scheduled to close not too many years down the line 
after that, our quality of air in the Island is going to improve 
tremendously. That, coupled with a reduction in electricity 
prices, will make electric heating much more cost-effective 
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than it is at the moment, and with a reduction in gas prices, 
why should we go out now at this stage, when really I 
need to be convinced we have a problem, to fund the 
reconversion of a lot of properties which, in all sense, will 
probably convert to some of these more modern types of 
fuels in the next few years anyway? If we are going to 
spend the money, let us spend it on putting proper insulation 
into properties and getting them ready for the newer and 
more environmentally-friendly types of fuels that come 
along and perhaps get rid of the old coal fires and the open 
fires anyway. That is the way I see the situation. 

My hon. colleague, Mr Singer, the member for Ramsey, 
mentioned car emissions. He was a member of the 
Department of Transport; as far as I am concerned, when 
he was there he never made a case here to bring in emission 
controls on vehicles. There are still vehicles running round 
this Island which have never had a proper testing regime 
in place, but there again, if you look at the amount of 
unleaded petrol and green petrol which is sold on this 
Island, there has been a tremendous clear-up. We have even 
got the new environmentally-friendly diesel on the Island 
now, and I would suggest the days are perhaps gone when 
you followed a heavy vehicle up the Richmond Hill to 
have all this black smoke spewing out everywhere. It does 
not happen anymore, because what is happening, whether 
we like it or not, is that we have a much higher regard for 
our environment and we are cleaning our act up. 

As I say, I have some sympathy with the mover, Mrs 
Hannan, in that perhaps we could accelerate the process a 
little bit, but I think it would be a retrograde step if we just 
came in and decided we were going to ban coal fires and 
people could not have a bonfire any more or perhaps the 
kipper houses would be closing in Peel. They are things 
which I think will be addressed, but I think we are setting 
our priorities in the wrong direction. I think what we have 
got to try and do is look at government's energy policy 
and see which parts of that we can implement sooner rather 
than later which will ultimately improve the environment. 
I think a tremendous amount has been done in the last few 
years . I know in my own particular area, and from having 
talks with the members for South Douglas, that the MEA 
have done a tremendous amount to clean up their act down 
there; it is nowhere near the dirty old mucky operation it 
was, and when the new power station comes in, I think we 
will have a totally new environment. 

So, I have no problem in supporting this, but I think 
really it is not the right way to spend our money; we should 
be looking at the long-term advantages and not trying to 
deal with a problem that perhaps is not there at the moment. 
It would be foolish to go and try and convert a lot of 
properties which are burning solid fuel to smokeless fuel 
only to find that 18 months or two years afterwards they 
were either going to go to gas or electric anyway. It is a 
false economy, really, and I, as I say, have no problem 
supporting the mover, but I think we just need to hang 
back a little bit on this one, and before we make a decision, 
we need to be absolutely certain from DoLGE that a 
problem exists anyway, because my information is that 
the situation is much better. 

The President: Hon. member Mr Gilbey. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, there is certainly no 
unwillingness to address this matter as the hon. member 
for Ramsey, Mr Singer, has suggested there is. Indeed, 
plans are already in train to pursue it. However, no 
department can do everything at once. The department's 
directorate of environmental health, under the political 
direction of my colleague, the hon. member for North 
Douglas, Mr Houghton, and our very new able Chief 
Environmental Health Officer, Mr Martin Hall, is most 
actively introducing and pursuing environmentally-friendly 
policies. There is a very firm commitment to these policies, 
and the department will soon be publicising them even 
more, but unfortunately it does appear that some people 
do not realise how much is being done, and is planned to 
be done and I am very grateful to the hon. Minister for 
Agriculture for pointing out some of the things that have 
already taken place. 

As the question of air quality is closely related to 
greenhouse gas emissions, I would like to refer hon. 
members to the speech I made in this hon. Court in January 
of this year, in which I informed the hon. Court that it had 
been estimated, based on work undertaken by the 
University of Exeter in 1999, that greenhouse gas emissions 
in the Isle of Man are rising at a rate of 1.26 per cent per 
annum. This means that they are currently 13 per cent 
higher than they were in 1990 and will be 25.3 per cent 
higher in 2010 if there is no intervention. This is a matter 
of deep concern to the department and obviously, as I 
explained recently to a meeting of local authority 
representatives, lack of intervention is not an option. This 
leaves the question of where we should best place our 
efforts to secure the reduction in emissions. As space 
heating, electricity production and transport all share a 
similar proportion of the blame, the simplistic view would 
be to undertake measures to reduce the emission of 
greenhouse gases by at least 13 per cent from each of these 
categories. However, the department takes the view that it 
may be more practical to make reductions in one area rather 
than another and that we should target the areas with the 
greatest potential to affect public health. I am sure that the 
hon. members will agree that it is both correct and prudent 
to target our resources in this fashion to obtain the 
maximum effectiveness. It is for this reason that the 
department has commissioned Cambridge Environmental 
Research Consultants Limited to carry on the work started 
by Exeter University and take it a stage further. This will 
involve undertaking an inventory of emissions and 
thereafter using this data and other relevant data to provide 
a model of current emissions and three scenarios for 2005 
and 2010. The Cambridge Environmental Research 
Consultants will use a computer model to indicate where 
the greatest problems are to be found. It is proposed that 
the output from this project will form the basis of the Isle 
of Man strategy for environmental protection, which will 
include a review of the effects of the implementation of 
sections 89 and 90 of the Public Health Act 1990. The 
Cambridge report should be published towards the end of 
this year. Tynwald has already endorsed the Department 
of Local Government and the Environment's approach to 
developing an environmental strategy based on scientific 
evidence. In return, the department has agreed to submit a 
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detailed report to the April 2002 sitting of this hon. Court 
which will include recommendations on the 
implementation of sections 89 and 90 of the Public Health 
Act 1990. 

Mr President, in view of the information I have given 
this hon. Court, I regret I cannot support the motion in the 
name of the hon. member for Peel, but suggest that her 
laudable aims should be met in another way, and that is by 
including this work in the arrangements that have already 
been set in motion. Accordingly, I would like to propose 
the following amendment to the motion on today's order 
paper: 

For the words following 'Tynwald is of the opinion' 
substitute - 

`that the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment , mindful of the previous Tynwald 
decision, addresses within its environmental 
protection strategy the implementation of sections 
89/90 of the Public Health Act 1990 and report 
thereon at the April 2002 sitting.' 

I beg to move. 

The President: Hon. member Mr Houghton. 

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I am very 
happy to second the amendment put forward by the 
Minister for Local Government and the Environment, and 
I would just like to reiterate what he has indeed said: there 
is an enormous amount of work going on behind the scenes, 
and when we have further details those will be brought 
forward in train, hopefully in time for the April 2002 sitting. 
Just as, indeed, there was an offer to the hon. member for 
Rushen, Mr Rimington, who did come to the division at 
some time in the recent past, may I offer an open invitation 
to the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to come and 
visit the officers and actually see the work that is going on 
behind the scenes? We would be very, very happy to update 
her at any time, and if that would be taken up, I would be 
more than pleased to make the appropriate arrangements. 
I can say that I can concur with the minister that Cambridge 
Environmental Research is doing an enormous amount of 
background work, and it really needs some time for them 
to put together all the results of their research et cetera and 
then bring those details forward to the department so, it is 
just simply a matter of time; the matter is being addressed, 
and I do hope the hon. Court will take note of that. Thank 
you. 

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr 
Rimington. 

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. Yes, I support 
the motion as it stands without the amendment, not because 
I want to launch into an attack on the department today - I 
am feeling a little mellower today (Laughter) and do not 
really want to go too far overboard - 

A Member: You might fall in! 

Mr Rimington: - but I think that the way that the motion 
is constructed is right and proper, asking the Council of 
Ministers to draw up the timetable rather than the 
department. And that is not to say the department is not 
doing its job or it has not got any interest in the issue; it 
has. It has got limited resources, as indeed a lot of 
departments have limited resources in areas where they 
want to move forward in improvements and policy, and 
therefore often where they have the will they are not 
necessarily able to put that fully into effect because they 
just do not have the bodies to do that, and that is, I think, 
possibly a problem in the environmental areas which are 
under the control of the department. It may or may not 
have the political will there - and I believe there is a 
moderate amount of political will at least - but often does 
not have the resources. And then it has to come at 2002 or 
whenever and make its bids in the policy process; it brings 
the report forward in April 2002, and Tynwald says, 'Yes, 
jolly good stuff; let's go for that.' Then it goes into the 
whole budget cycle next year and is part of all the 
competing bids and it has its manpower and financial 
things, and the chances are it will not see the light of day, 
because there is only so much money to go round and there 
is this quite obvious and reasonable desire to control the 
number of civil servants or government employees that 
we have to keep the economy in some sort of balance 
between public and private. 

So, whatever the best will of the department, by pushing 
it solely to the department, it then, in my mind, sort of 
`cubby-holes' the issue a little bit and downgrades it. That 
is not to say that that is how the department might feel 
about it, but that is the actual reality of how we treat the 
issue. I think it is an issue, and I had it in my last three 
manifestos; it has taken a long time from these manifestos 
to get here to be able to speak on the issue, but it is an 
issue which is concerned not with the environment - it is 
not a green issue - but with public health. That is what it 
is, and public health is not just the responsibility of one 
department; public health is a central responsibility. 
Obviously, the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment is a key area in that, and so is the DHSS, 
coming in from a different direction, if you like 'mopping 
up' the bits at the other end in our acute services. What is 
really needed is an overall - and this is something that has 
been there and the department is looking at the overall 
health of the population - a health improvement strategy. 
Now, without trying to formulate that off the top of my 
head in one go, certainly in an area like this air quality 
must be a central part of that health improvement strategy. 
It is something that has got to run across departments and 
it is something that has got to come from the Council of 
Ministers; they have got to be the central body which says, 
`Yes, this is an important issue; yes, the Department of 
Local Government and the Environment, go off and do 
your stuff; and yes, we will lend a sympathetic ear when 
you say that you genuinely need more resources to do X 
or Y' but the responsibility for the public health of the Isle 
of Man rests with the Council of Ministers and cannot be 
cubby-holed off into one area or another.' 

Now, I dispute the hon. member for Douglas West's 
comment that the problem is not so bad and - 
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Mr Downie: Show me your figures, then. 

Mr Rimington: Show you what, sorry? (Interjection) 
Figures? I am sorry, I have not got figures with me, no, 
but I doubt you have either - 

Mrs Hannan: The minister - 

Mr Rimington: - in terms of what the actual air quality 
figures are. I am sorry I have not brought the consultants' 
reports listing the testing at Quarter Bridge over x years, 
but I think to a certain extent we can rely on a certain 
amount of common sense, and I would refer to the visiting 
consultants who came over on behalf of the department in 
respect of the incineration issue; I am right - and I am sure 
I will be corrected if I am wrong - that Professor Porteous, 
who was the consultant on behalf of the government, 
remarked on the air quality in Douglas. He said, 'What on 
earth are they going on about, these protesters? The 
incinerator will only give out so much, a thousandth if 
you like, of the air pollution when you've got this huge 
pall of dirty, horrible smoke over South Douglas.' Now, I 
am sorry, hon. Minister for Agriculture, I am not sure 
exactly where you live, but I live in the South and therefore 
I come in over Richmond Hill and down through the golf 
course and I see that pall of smoke quite regularly: it is 
just there, it is self-evident, it does not require a figure. 
Even in my own area, it is self-evident: it is only a small 
community and it has local government houses and most 
of them are on coal, so if the window in the kitchen is 
open, I am wiping the smuts off the windowsill, or if my 
wife puts out her work shirts on the line and the wind is 
going the wrong way, they are a goner, basically, because 
they have got coal dust. I mean, it is self-evident in that 
respect. 

Now, I think it is right that the Council of Ministers 
should address the issue, and what is being asked for really 
is a timetable. He did mention about gas coming on board, 
and that is a golden opportunity, but the golden opportunity 
is to be started now so that when the gas comes on board 
and you have hopefully a cleaner fuel, hopefully one which 
is economically attractive to convert to... And I think I do 
take on your point that there is an economic issue there of 
the standard of living; you cannot just say, 'Right you're 
going to have to spend a lot more money when you haven't 
got much money in the first place', which is the case, but 
if you start that programme now, you know when gas is 
coming on board, you know when the power stations are 
going to be there, and you know there is a timetable when 
that gas can come into the domestic market. You start 
planning now; you start putting in that programme now to 
say, 'Yes, in two or three years' time we are going to 
introduce this legislation' and start putting in and drawing 
up those programmes to make sure that that legislation 
can work, and work without detrimental effect to the 
population. 

I do feel that the hon. minister was concentrating a little 
bit too much on the energy policy of the Isle of Man, and 
I would just like to take up an issue there, because I have 
been looking for an energy policy for the Isle of Man ever 
since I have been on the Isle of Man, and I look in every 

October's policy statement for the energy policy and, to 
be honest, it is not there. Now, I think what you were 
referring to was the policy for the production of electricity, 
which is quite a narrow, focused thing, but an energy policy 
is actually something a little bit more expansive and broader 
than that, and that is, in fact, quite rightly what has been 
lacking in all the issues about insulation and so forth, which 
is what I have been pushing through over the years. 

So, I will conclude that it should, I believe, be the 
Council of Ministers. Not to downgrade the role of the 
department: the department has obviously got a very large 
part to play in that and that is right, but it is a public health 
issue, it has been asked for a long time, it would be a great 
improvement to people's lives, and we do need that 
timetable to say, 'Yes, in years to come, we know when 
we can start introducing that legislation, we know what 
programmes we need and grant assistance and all the rest 
to put it in there, and the time to do it is now.' It is not to 
do it in April 2002 and then go through this whole cycle 
again and then putting it off for effectively quite a few 
more years; the time to start looking at it is right now. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr 
Shimmin. 

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. I think it is 
appropriately and timely that this comes forward, and I 
am grateful to the hon. member for Peel for coming 
forward. She, as have some of the Douglas members, has 
first-hand experience of the greatest levels of air problems 
on the Island. It is something which is evidenced by all of 
us, but it is one where, within Peel and parts of Douglas, it 
is felt at its most extreme. I remember about three years 
ago taking it up with the then minister, the member for 
Ayre, Mr Quine, regarding the introduction of smokeless 
fuel doing something about the air quality, and at that time 
he pointed out a number of the realities and the 
implications, and I was grateful to him at that stage, but I 
do look forward to a time when we move away from 
polluting the atmosphere with acrid smoke coming out of 
domestic as well as energy-producing establishments. 

I think that the motion and the amendment both need to 
be underscored by a warning to the Council of Ministers 
currently and any future Council of Ministers that those of 
you or us who are returned after the next election will be 
coming back expecting action to be taken. But I think the 
previous speaker has fermented my views on this where 
he refers to the bodies available within the department and 
the resources available. As the minister pointed out, in all 
of our departments we have priorities; we set those 
priorities and we put things in action and therefore, if we 
were to go with the motion as originally written, I believe 
that that will actually do a disservice. I think that the idea 
of making it an issue of the Council of Ministers is 
commendable, but we have already been told that with the 
amendment by the April 2002 sitting, more information 
will be available, and to me good decisions can only be 
based on good information. If that information is already 
in hand, being collated, then it strikes me that to rush 
something through by October 2001 is counterproductive. 

I would point out that we often refer in this place 
historically to issues that have gone before and failings 
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that have happened in the past, and this is often used when 
talking about crime on the Island and the policing of the 
Island; it is also talked about with social issues and the 
length of time it has taken for these things to come forward. 
But I do feel that sometimes we push against open doors, 
where an argument has already been won and acceptance 
has already been taken by the departments that we either 
have a level of trust with the ministers in the departments 
who we empower to do this work on our behalf or we do 
not. I think we have had it stated by the mover of the 
amendment and his departmental colleague that this is in 
hand. My view is that we would be better advised at this 
stage not to underestimate the seriousness of the original 
motion but to await the information the department is 
already collating. When we have that information, we then 
can make our judgement as to whether that trust which we 
are giving them is legitimate. If it is not, then I have every 
confidence in this chamber to call to heel the department 
and the Council of Ministers to make sure action is taken. 
Therefore, although I commend the member for the original 
motion, I believe, in view of what has been stated, that the 
best course of action at this stage is to go with the 
amendment and get good information before making a 
decision. 

The President: Hon. member for Ayre. 

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. I do not think 
there is really a great difference of view here; it is a question 
of the method really by which we pursue a solution to it. 
Tynwald has already made it quite clear that it requires 
issues regarding air quality to be addressed and, as has 
been mentioned this morning, of course, the department 
has and is further developing an environmental protection 
strategy; that has been reported to Tynwald before and part 
of that is quite clearly going to have to take into account, 
and does take into account, the import of sections 89 and 
90 of the Public Health Act. So, I do not think there is any 
great divergence of view; it is a question of getting a more 
finite position taken on the way forward. 

If we are to move forward, I think it does make sense 
for us to move forward with the best information available 
to us, not to come forward against a timeframe which is 
unrealistic, which is what I fear that an October timeframe 
would be. What we are going to end up with is nether fish 
nor fowl; we are going to end up with a timetable if that is 
what this hon. Court so decides, but it is going to be an 
incomplete and imperfect product. It is not as if action has 
not been started to bring this thing to fruition, because we 
have the University of Exeter exercise already under way, 
and that is going to, I think, bring into focus for us the 
answer to a very important question, because, yes, we have 
pollution. That is, I think, beyond question; there are places 
on the Island where we have pollution. The level of 
acceptance of those pollutants is a matter, of course, that 
we can take guidance on by looking to extraneous bodies 
who advise on these matters, but if we are going to come 
up with a timetable and a programme to address them, 
then we need to know more specifically what those 
pollutants are, where they are and the actual source, and 
from that we would be able to put up a programme - a  

cost-effective programme, I would trust - which can 
provide a full answer to the problem but will also represent 
a cost-effective answer to the problem, because it will allow 
us to target. 

So, I would recommend to this hon. Court - because we 
are only talking about, essentially, a difference between 
October and April - that the hon. Court bear with the 
department and allow us to complete the exercise in the 
manner that is currently planned, and I am sure that by 
that date we will have a complete picture to put to the 
Court. That will allow us to have a proper timetable and 
that will permit us to take into account all the various 
aspects; it will allow us, of course, to take account of the 
practical aspects, the personal aspects and the fiscal aspects 
of this. I think we would be, in many ways, being impatient 
if we were just to forge on on the basis of the substantive 
motion. I think it would be prudent for us to allow us this 
little extra time to come up with a more complete product 
and one which is really going to benefit the people of the 
Isle of Man in the manner that we all wish. So, I would 
ask members to lend their support to the amendment rather 
than to support the substantive motion, but I do not think 
there are great differences. The differences really, I 
suppose, evolve on two points: if we stay with the 
substantive motion, we are not going to have as complete 
a programme as we would wish; and secondly, I think we 
may be entering into paths which will cost us money that 
could be better used in other areas if we can allow ourselves 
time to come up with a more specific targeting approach 
(A Member: Hear, hear.), and that is what I would 
commend to this hon. Court. 

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles. 

Sir Miles Walker: Thank you, Mr President. There is 
no doubt that there is a need to continue this comprehensive 
exercise which is taking place to get a full picture of our 
air quality standards, but while that is happening there is 
no improvement, and it seems to me that it is in this area 
of smoke control that the Island could take some very 
simple steps and have some effect on our environment. I 
remember when I left school - a long time ago now, in 
1958 - and I went to work in Cheshire. I left the 
environment of the Isle of Man and I went to work on this 
farm in Holmes Chapel, which is 30-something miles south 
of Manchester, and I was appalled at the acrid taste of the 
air when the wind was in that direction blowing from 
Manchester. I go back there now and it is quite different; 
there is none of that acrid taste in the air. You come back 
here to the Isle of Man some 40 years later and that very 
same taste is in the air in some parts of this Island. And I 
have to say I think that is very sad. I can understand why it 
has happened, but I, like my hon. colleague, from time to 
time come - and we all do, don't we - down into Spring 
Valley and we see this pall of smoke. Some of it may be 
attributable to the power station - I have no doubt it is -
but the vast majority, I have no doubt at all, comes from 
solid-fuel open fires. 

Mr Delaney: And vehicles. 
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Sir Miles Walker: And maybe vehicles. (A Member: 
Definitely.) But solid-fuel open fires appear to me to be 
the main cause, and I see the smoke coming out of the 
chimneys at 5.30 p.m. and 6.00 p.m. and levelling out; it 
happens, and we see it happening in Ballasalla. (A 
Member: Absolutely.) If you drop down when people are 
getting home, stoking their fires and preparing to sit or 
whatever they do in front of the fires at night, that is when 
it happens. 

1 think we could be doing something about it, and we 
should be doing something about it, very simple things. I 
think we should be declaring new development areas; we 
have got one in Peel of some 230 houses or whatever it is, 
so why don't we declare that a smoke control area? Why 
don't we do the same for Governor's Hill? No immediate 
effect, but it stops the rot setting in.  

improvement to the air quality to get rid of some of this 
smoke pollution that we are facing. It is horrid when you 
come down to Douglas and see this happening on those 
beautiful, calm, still days we get. 

Mr Lowey: All the time. 

Sir Miles Walker: At Spring Valley roundabout it is a 
beautiful day, and 200 metres further down the road you 
are in this pall of cloud. And we should be doing something 
about it, something more than employing Exeter University 
or whoever to tell us we have this problem; we know we 
have got it, but why can we not do something about it? I 
did not realise that they had the same problem in Ramsey; 
I do not go very often. 

A Member: We noticed. 
Mr Houghton: No-smoke fires - 

Sir Miles Walker: And I can remember when I was 
Chairman of the Local Government Board - and that is 
between 1981 and 1986 - replacing the gas fires in the 
houses in Anagh Coar - no, electric central heating, sorry -
because people could not afford to run it, and so portable 
gas heaters were being introduced, with all the downsides 
of those. At Station Park in Colby we installed gas central 
heating - no fireplace at all - an absolute disaster and people 
could not afford to run it. So what did we do? We put in 
open fireplaces; we gave people a choice - smokeless 
fireplaces or open fires - and in those days open fires were 
required by so many people because they wanted to go 
down to the beach to get the wood to burn on the fire. 
They could not afford smokeless fuel. I hope those days 
are gone, and gone forever, but it does not take very long 
to have a dip in the economy where people start to make 
savings in their household; they turn off the central heating, 
they put in the gas fires and then you have all the problems 
associated with that. 

I think we should be doing something about it. I am 
delighted to learn - in fact, I should have known - that the 
houses that are going in Pulrose now, the replacement 
houses, are not having open fires, and I think that is fine, 
and I think that in itself, when those houses are replaced, 
will have a benefit. But we should be tackling it. Owners 
of public authority housing, whether they be local 
authorities or central government, should be considering 
removing the open fireplaces out of those houses. It is 
expensive, and I know refurbishment is taking place, and 
I know part of that refurbishment is some sort of central 
heating, but fireplaces are being left in in a lot of cases. It 
is said it is good for ventilation; so it may be, but at some 
stage it is nice to sit up against an open fire and put the 
logs on and stir it up and get the smoke coming out of the 
chimney. And what happens? Smuts all over the place, 
over the washing over the windowsill, over the net curtains 
(Interjections) Even in Colby we get net curtains covered 
in smuts, and we ought to be doing something about it. 
(Interjection) And we have consultants and we have 
computer surveys and desktop surveys and all the rest, but 
there is a little bit of common sense required somewhere, 
and at little cost, I think, we could be making a definite 

Sir Miles Walker: I certainly know it is in Peel, I 
certainly know it is in Ballasalla, I certainly know it is in 
Douglas and I certainly know it is in parts of Port Erin; 
and it is in the parts of Port Erin where the local authority 
houses are, I do not think there is any doubt at all about 
that, and we ought to be doing something about it. 

I am content to support the amendment; I think it is a 
department responsibility, but please do not just sit back 
and get more and more advice. There is a common-sense 
thing to do: we all know that we have got some money 
now, and I believe we can afford to make steps, and I ask 
the minister just to think about that area of smoke pollution 
and let us do something about that. 

The President: Hon. member Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Well, the 
legislation was passed and came into effect in 1990; that 
is actually 12 years ago. We have been asked today to be 
patient. How patient does one have to be? Do we need to 
wait another 12 years? It reminds me again of a comment 
that I made during debate yesterday about our 
ineffectiveness in delivering to the people in as short time 
as possible. This is a public health issue, and the hon. 
member for Rushen is quite right. 

It seems it is almost like déjà vu for me in one respect, 
having been part of an environmental lobby group that 
lobbied for air quality controls to come in in the late 1980s 
and very early 1990s, and during that time there was regular 
monitoring carried out by the Government Analyst's 
Department, although in those days the activities of the 
Government Analyst's Department were part financed by 
Sellafield, which gave us a great deal to worry about in 
those days. Nevertheless, monitoring equipment was put 
out regularly at places such as Quarter Bridge and also 
Ballakermeen School to monitor effluent in the atmosphere, 
and I call it 'effluent' because the pollution is made up of 
all sorts of things and it is not just coal fires we are talking 
about; we are talking about vehicle emissions also. I still 
have the certificate at home in a file that was produced by 
the Government Analyst - very qualified in his capacity -
who stated that the levels of pollution were equivalent to a 
busy metropolitan area anywhere in the world, and that 
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was back in 1989. Now, our car ownership was a lot lower 
in those days and we certainly did not have these huge 
haulage lorries on the roads in those days; we did have 
Pulrose going full belt and, of course, we still had coal 
fires. 

How far forward have we come from those days? Well, 
I would suggest that there are a number of reports and 
there have been a number of university studies and models 
looked at over the last 12 years. The facts, the figures, the 
action, the proposed course of action and a timetable for 
that action have been forthcoming over the last 12 years. 
The government has known for the last 12 years the 
consequences of poor air quality, and so to say to us today, 
`Well, give us a little bit longer, another six months 
following on from October, and we will produce a 
comprehensive detailed report, and we can consider that 
and look at the true facts', all we are doing is producing 
the latest monitored reports and an opinion by either Exeter 
or Cambridge University. But we have had those opinions 
in the past, so there is no excuse for no action, and I would 
agree with the comments made by the previous speaker 
that there are areas where we can activate controls now 
and that we should be doing that now, not sitting and 
waiting, again, for more reports, another debate, then an 
argument, and then getting it into budget if we can reach 
an agreement on it. Before too long, we will be looking at 
another 12 years, so we will be looking at 24 or 25 years, 
quarter of a century, and we still have not done anything 
about it. 

The hon. member for West Douglas, Mr Downie, said 
`less dependency on old type of fires'; well, there might 
be for the more affluent in our society, but the low-income 
families still rely on coal to burn and wood to burn. We 
still have lorries; I have seen lorries in the member's 
constituency, going up from Quarter Bridge into Douglas, 
and I have seen thick black smoke. In fact, I have been 
stuck behind a number of them very recently. 

The Speaker: And the buses! 

Mrs Cannell: They may not be as prevalent as they 
once were, because I believe the police now are taking 
more action when they do witness or receive a report about 
a lorry, and the Department of Transport has also played 
its part in that. But it is still happening. 

The other thing that has not really been covered today 
is that we have heard that people still have fires, we have 
heard - and I would agree - that the burning of open fires 
in households is probably one of the largest contributors 
to air pollution, but it is only a part; The other major 
contributor, which I think might be a greater contributor, 
is vehicle emissions, and we certainly could be doing 
something to correct that situation, and we could be doing 
that now, not in April next year. The other thing we have 
to appreciate is that because of the lack of an effective 
waste management policy, in my view - and I know it is 
shared by a number of others - we do have a situation where 
people who have open fires not only burn coal and wood 
but they burn all sorts of other rubbish: they put plastic on, 
they put cellophane on, they put waxed products on; 
anything whereby they can reduce their bin for collection  

by the refuse collectors, they will burn on a fire. Now, we 
might say, 'Well, what can we do about that?' Well, 
obviously, if we provide an alternative form of heating or 
if we assist them financially to go for something more 
environmentally-friendly, then that will help that, but also 
education is needed. What has the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment done over that? Their 
solution to that is: rather than have a host of de-centralised 
mini-incinerators, they are going for one big major one. 
So we are not really moving forward in that respect; we 
are still relying on burn, whether it be for heat, whether it 
to be to get rid of waste, whether it be for whatever. We 
are still going to have a problem with pollution, I would 
suggest. 

The motion on the agenda is timely, because it not only 
provides an opportunity for Tynwald to give a commitment 
to recognising - because they have already recognised that 
we have air quality problems and that we desire to have 
clean air, just as we are striving for clean bathing water -
but what it will do is to set the ball rolling into an action 
plan, and that is what the hon. member, in putting the 
motion down, is seeking. Looking at the wording of the 
motion, she is asking quite rightly that it is the Council of 
Ministers, following the directive from this hon. place 
where policy is determined and requests are made, to draw 
up a timetable. Now, that timetable might be over the next 
five or seven years, because it is not going to be easy; a 
whole raft of measures are going to have to be put into 
place to counter and bring forward the air quality that we 
all desire. But it is also asking to look at sections 89 and 
90 of the Act which this hon. place recognised 12 years 
ago, and a plan for the implementation and funding. Now, 
as I said at the beginning of my comments, we have reports 
and the department has a host of reports - I had a number 
of them myself before I entered this hon. place - that 
indicate the models that could be put into place and where 
costs might come in. But we are looking at smoke and we 
are looking at poor air quality and we are looking at ever-
increasing budgets for the Department of Health in looking 
at the end-product of that poor air quality; all of that has 
been covered by the hon. member for Ramsey, who is at 
the sharp end in often administering prescriptions that are 
geared towards respiratory disorders, asthma, bronchitis, 
et cetera. (Interjection by Mr Downie) 

We have an opportunity today to do something about 
it, to start the ball rolling. I see no problem with the original 
motion at all, because it will focus attention for the Council 
of Ministers, who are supposed to be the implementers of 
policy, to come forward in October and give their findings. 
Now, they could well come back in October and say, as 
part of their findings, 'we further acknowledge that the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment is 
bringing about an environmental protection strategy and 
it hopes to have a report which will further enhance the 
figures, the timetable, et cetera that we are providing to 
you today in April next year.' But I would urge hon. 
members to perhaps support both the motion and the 
amendment, because I think one can work and can dovetail 
with the other. I do not think the original motion should be 
thrown out, because I feel it is incumbent upon us, 
especially those of us who will be facing an election, to 
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show to the public in October that there is a commitment 
to address the issue of poor air quality, which is affecting 
every man, woman and child on this Island. Thank you. 

The President: Hon. member Mr Cretney. 

Mr Cretney: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I will be 
brief. I, along with my colleague, Mr Duggan, for years 
have had to be at the sharp end in terms of our meeting 
with constituents regularly in their homes with bronchial 
disorders, whether those are asthma or emphysema or other 
problems, and that can be put down, in my opinion, to a 
number of sources: inadequate housing with coal fires, 
smoking, the old engines at Pulrose, car pollution. We have, 
for a long time, tried to do something about that, and I 
know he and I remember people in Pulrose, because of the 
inadequacy of the housing, having to sit downstairs at night 
to try and keep warm in their front room with a blanket 
round them rather than going upstairs. So, let us now look 
at the positives, which are that at long last the houses are 
being rebuilt with an alternative form of heating. The 
Douglas Corporation sadly did not have any policy in 
relation in what to do with the houses at Lower Pulrose; it 
took pressure external to Douglas Corporation to get 
something done, and it took years even after that pressure 
was applied before we saw the welcome results on-site. I 
think that once that development is completed and the 
houses do have an alternative form of energy, that will be 
something which will contribute significantly to the air 
quality in the area we have the honour to represent. 

In terms of Pulrose power station, again isn't it good, at 
last, that the Manx Electricity Authority have a positive, 
forward-looking policy in terms of what they are proposing 
to do? They are going to remove the old engines, which 
have been a constant menace and a constant source of 
sulphur dioxide and other emissions into the atmosphere, 
and those are going to be replaced with a gas-fired power 
station, which is something I know the hon. member for 
South Douglas and myself felt might have been more 
appropriate before the latest power station was put in there. 
So, we are making progress in that regard, and it just really 
is so nice to be part of it although it has taken far too long 
to get to this point. 

In terms of smoking, then, I guess the Department of 
Health and Social Security are doing their best to try and 
discourage and educate people as to the hazards of 
smoking. There appear to me to be a lot of older people 
who still smoke - 

A Member: And younger people. 

Mr Cretney: I was just going to say - 

A Member: And young girls. 

Mr Cretney: - and younger people who need to really 
consider that activity. 

Also, in terms of car pollution, I agree entirely with the 
hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell: there was 
monitoring of the pollutants in the Quarter Bridge area, 
but unfortunately, though, the monitoring at that time did  

not extend to benzene emissions. And so, what I would 
like to say positively about that, from my perspective 
anyway - and I know it only goes a fraction of the way - is 
that, from my department's perspective, at least the new 
bus fleet does have the latest environmental standards from 
Europe and they are being modernised. We have got a long 
way to go in that regard, and also again it is an education 
thing: we passed legislation in here to try and encourage 
car-sharing; however, if you go any day of the week - I 
like to go walking - up along the Peel Road, each car sadly 
has only one person in it. (A Member: Yes.) I do not know 
what we could do to try and encourage people to consider 
that more seriously from a number of perspectives: 
financially; environmentally, there are a number of reasons; 
socially, you have would somebody to chat to in a car on 
the way in and it would nicer than just thinking, 'I have 
got to get to work.' 

A Member: Get a pushbike! 

Mr Cretney: Yes, get a pushbike. Well, the hon. 
member puts in that comment, but it is something which, 
again, I know that the Department of Transport is keen on 
trying to do something about, encouraging more cycle use, 
and perhaps we should be doing more in that regard also. 

All I want to say, Mr President, is - I will conclude my 
remarks now - that for a long time my colleague and I 
have been trying to get some work done in relation to what 
we believe are the most obvious problems in our 
constituency; at long last some progress is being made. I 
accept, and I believe the Department of Local Government 
and the Environment accepts, that there are further things 
that can be done, for example in terms of insulation, 
conservation of fuels and all those kinds of things, and I 
welcome the time when they come back to this hon. Court 
and we can take further steps of a practical nature. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas North, Mr 
Henderson. 

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. In setting 
the scene for my small contribution, I just want to hark 
back to yesterday when we were discussing population 
issues and the fact that there was issue taken with negative 
aspects of tenure of debate and so on. I would just like to 
say that the two main points of my contribution were: one, 
that far be it from trying to stifle development, the point is 
I was saying we should be careful; and the second main 
point in my contribution yesterday was to look at the other 
things that are special in this Island. And those were the 
two issues; it was nothing to do with turning the tap off, 
which I have heard on Manx Radio this morning, not at 
all, - (Interjection) but I think the hon. member for Rushen, 
Sir Miles Walker, put it very nicely - and probably a lot 
better than I did in my blunt fashion - that things should be 
taken in a bundle and looked at in that fashion. The point I 
was trying to drive at was that maybe some of the fibres of 
this bundle are taking a little more precedence than some 
of the others which have sort of gravitated to the bottom, 
and this debate this morning, which I am pleased we are 
having, is pushing those fibres of the bundle back up where 
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they should have a little bit more priority and we should 
be taking more care of things and notice of the things that 
are special. 

The environment and the air quality are special, and we 
should be taking more note, and the government of the 
Isle of Man should perhaps be giving it more priority than 
it is. And I agree with the hon. member for Peel: it should 
be a corporate situation rather than a departmental one, 
and there should be more emphasis on policies of this 
nature, and that is the position I come from this morning, 
Mr President. We have heard various bits and pieces; there 
was one comment thrown in about peat burning. No peat 
burning, rare habitat, conservation interest - leave it alone. 
Our hills are special. 

One other comment was the tremendous amount of work 
that has been done, and why are we here when all that . . . 
The point of the motion, I think, is not in any way to knock 
that, and I accept, along with the hon. member for South 
Douglas, Mr Cretney's good, positive comments, that the 
work is going on, that is great, and it is tremendous, and I 
am proud that that is going on too. But the point is that the 
Act that is under scrutiny here is 1990 and we are now at 
2001; that is the point, and I think the phrase 'It has been 
too long coming' or 'It has taken a long time taken to 
happen' or something of that ilk is correct and we could 
be speeding things up if things were given a little more 
priority. How long do we have to wait for more consultants' 
reports? How many more thousands do we have to pay 
them? I was especially interested in one contributor's line: 
`Oh, well, we will wait a little bit longer and have a little 
bit more; then we can make a more accurate decision.' 
Well, while that was going on, this huge tome of 
information arrives and is slapped on the hon. member for 
Rushen, Mr Rimington's desk. I mean, how much more 
do we want? And I agree with some of the sentiments that 
perhaps we could be doing a little bit more now and 
progressing things a little bit more quickly, (Interjection) 
and I think we should. The difference between the hon. 
member for Peel's motion and the proposal for the 
amendment from the department is October or April. Well, 
if that is the case, what is wrong with October, then? We 
have got a whole stack of information, everyone is saying 
they are concerned and everyone is saying that perhaps 
we are a little slow in doing things. The hon. member, Mrs 
Hannan, is not saying, 'Oh, the moon is going to fall out 
of the sky and the earth is going to crack open with this'; it 
is just putting a bit of a framework on and getting some 
sort of a commitment. It is not going down to the Treasury 
to hammer open the doors of the vaults and bring a great 
truck in and remove some of the hon. Treasury minister's 
`stash' as it were, far from it. 

Now then, Mr President, the only other thing I would 
say is that, unless the hon. member for Peel directs 
otherwise, really, I feel inclined that her motion should be 
supported in this substantive form. We have seen time and 
time again that when a member of this hon. Court moves 
something that is common sense, it is sensible, it is realistic 
and it is not causing a strain on the Treasury to any great 
degree, or on the department, I feel, usually we have an 
amendment, and quite often I think, 'Well, what is the point 
in having an amendment which says virtually the same  

thing?' Why not say that the department accepts your 
sincerity, so let us go away and talk about it, or that we 
will just let the motion stand and you can come and help 
us or whatever, rather than a confrontational kind of 
impression that is given sometimes? The hon. minister has 
stood up and said all the reasons and so on, but I feel that 
for once this is really quite a common-sense approach and 
it should be supported. 

One or two other comments were made, Mr President. 
If we are talking about North Douglas and Governor's Hill, 
I would have to inform the hon. member for Rushen that 
we are already environmentally friendly, running on gas-
fired central heating, thankfully, but when we talk about 
coming into Douglas on fine, calm days and we see that 
pall of smoke and fumes caused by the inversion effect 
that is there, there is no denying that it happens. There are 
some points here which this hon. Court should take into 
account, because it is not just the calm days; when you 
have a breezy day, all that dreadful pollution is dispersed 
in a wider area, and that is why you cannot see it. It settles 
in an invisible blanket on a wider area, and not just in 
South Douglas, but it spreads over West Douglas and it 
lands all over the top onto North Douglas and goes into 
Onchan, I would assume, and maybe further, as probable 
tests will show. So, it is kind of a mistake to think it only 
happens on calm days; that pollution and the damage to 
the environment is going on day in and day out, and it 
does not mean it just happens on a calm day, so hon. 
members need to be careful with that. Coal fires are a 
problem - yes, that is accepted - but also, I am afraid, car 
emissions have got to be taken into account when we are 
looking at this. It is fine to say, 'Oh, well, coal fires, most 
local authority houses have them and blah blah blah, and 
that is the main issue.' That is the main visible issue; the 
invisible issue, which is possibly worse still and more 
carcinogenic, is what is coming out of everybody's car 
exhaust, whether we like it or not, and the worst place to 
see or smell it or get the effects, unfortunately, is the likes 
of the Quarter Bridge and Peel Road in the early morning 
or late evening when all the traffic is either entering or 
dispersing. And it is sad but true, as the hon. member for 
South Douglas has pointed out: one driver per car. I have 
made a point of keeping an eye out for that kind of thing 
and see what car sharing is like, and it is woefully sad to 
see that it is not being done, really. 

So, that is the end of my contribution. I would just say 
to hon. members to take on board that it is not just calm 
days and that there is a heck of a situation with output 
from vehicle emissions as well. For once, hon. members, 
let us support the substantive motion; it is a common-sense 
initiative that probably, in all reality, should have been here 
a long time ago, and I am thankful that the hon. member 
for Peel has had the courage to launch it in this morning. 

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Crowe. 

Mr Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I think we have 
accord in the House today that all speakers have clearly 
stated that air quality should be improved, and in fact the 
minister of the department has said air quality is a matter 
of concern for the department. As he clearly explained, 
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the department of which I am a member has commissioned 
Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants to carry 
out the work, and, as he said and I will just repeat, 'It is 
proposed the output from this project will form the basis 
of the Isle of Man's strategy for environmental protection 
(Interjection), which will include a review of the effects 
of implementing sections 89 and 90 of the Public Health 
Act.' So I am certainly going to support the amendment; 
if the work has been carried out, it seems to be a duplication 
of effort to ask the Council of Ministers to do the work 
that the department is already doing now. (A Member: 
Yes.) 

A point that was raised is something that I did just want 
to mention, and this was the question of vehicle emissions, 
which Mrs Cannell and Mr Cretney mentioned, and again 
I would just like to refer to the testing of environmentally-
friendly cars that the department is taking. You probably 
read recently in the press that the department has on loan 
an environmentally-friendly. . . I think it is part electric 
and part petrol, so again it is a project that we are very 
serious about, we are looking at it actively, and, as I say, it 
is part of the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment, so we are concerned about the environment 
as well as local government. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr 
Duggan. 

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President, sir. I will be 
supporting the resolution; I congratulate Mrs Hannan. As 
Mr Cretney stated, hon. members, we have been inundated 
over the years with problems with constituents with asthma 
and what have you and respiratory problems in our area, 
but, as I said in the Court yesterday, we really welcome 
the moves by the electricity authority to bring in the gas 
turbine, and there again, hopefully, that reduction of the 
sulphur dioxide emissions, which is four tonnes per day 
and must be a considerable factor in pollution in the area. 
The other factor is that the new houses which are going up 
in Lower Pulrose are not going to be coal-fired, so that 
will also contribute. Mr Henderson has mentioned the car 
exhausts; if you go at peak times to Quarter Bridge or 
Governor's Bridge - in the early morning, at half-past-eight 
or nine o'clock, or five to half-past- you can actually taste 
the fumes, horrid fumes, so that is a big factor, the cars. 
But overall I think it is a very good resolution, sir, and I 
fully support it. 

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Waft. 

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. I have just been 
brought to my feet with the mention previously about the 
possibility of something to be done about the smoking 
situation as well as the fires. As you probably know, there 
has been a special committee set up within the Legislative 
Council, and it has taken quite a long time to report back. 
It is now, hopefully, with the Department of Health, and I 
am hoping to have great things from them and the 
committee which deals with these specialities. I am 
hopeful, too, that public health promotion will take a much 
more active part in the life of the Island than it has done in  

the past. There have been problems with it as far as I was 
concerned, and they must be looking more closely at their 
role and the part they play within government. 

When we talk about alternatives to coal, it is all very 
well saying, 'Yes, we are changing from coal to something 
else' ; what we must be well aware of is whether the 
alternatives that we put there are affordable to the people 
(Several Members: Hear, hear.) within the houses that 
they are put in. We have had the absolute crisis up in Anagh 
Coar, as has been mentioned by the member for Rushen, 
about the - I think it was electric-central heating they tried 
to put in up there, and they ended up building chimneys 
alongside the houses, as I understand it. Hopefully those 
days are gone and we will learn by experience, and I am 
sure it was done in all good faith. We have had meetings 
in the past; I remember the Onchan Commissioners and 
the local authorities met once in the Villa Marina and 
discussed open fires and what they could do about it, and 
back came the cry, 'Well, the European Union and these 
meters that they have have said that there is no problem at 
all', but of course everybody who comes into Douglas 
every morning knows that there is a problem. So, hopefully 
we will be able to see the light and perhaps have a change 
of philosophy with regard to the situation that we are faced 
with. There has been concern about the cost of the 
changeover; well, that cost has been with us for a long 
time. Hopefully, with the innovative buildings that they 
are putting now in Pulrose. . . And every credit must be 
paid to the minister for actually progressing that, and if 
you go past you can actually see them being erected, and 
we must pay tribute to the department in that area. With 
regard to the European Union measurement and the 
metrology that is used, why should we use the European 
Union as your measure? This is the Isle of Man and we 
know what we are trying to achieve. We have done it with 
IRIS, we are attempting to clean up our beaches; let us do 
it with the (Interjection) situation, let us be a little bit better 
than them. 

So, I am all in favour of the motion as it stands. The 
reason I give for that is that it has been so long on the 
cards that they are going to be looking at this, we have had 
adequate amounts of information supplied to all 
departments and local authorities, we know the problems 
that have ensued, we have to take cognisance of the people 
that live in the area and I am sure that the motion as written 
down is not too onerous for us to adhere to. Maybe we can 
sort something out before October, and it might give more 
power to their elbow. Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. member Mrs Christian. 

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. Very briefly, 
I do think it is important that I respond to one or two points 
that have been made. First, with regard to the smoking 
issue, as the hon. member knows, the Council referred the 
report to the Chief Minister's Drug and Alcohol 
Committee, which is also looking at smoking issues, and 
therefore it is being dealt with inter-departmentally, but 
you will also be aware that the NHS provisions for quitting 
smoking have changed recently and various products are 
now available on prescription. 

Air Quality — Implementation of Sections 89 and 90 of Public Health Act 1990 — Amended Motion Carried 
	• 



TYNWALD COURT, THURSDAY, 21st JUNE 2001 	 T1077 

I do think we should take a look at the resolution and 
the amendment and make the point that in moving an 
amendment, I am sure Council is not seeking to be 
aggressive or whatever the word was used by the hon. 
member for North Douglas; what it seeks to do is to be 
more informative and more detailed in terms of its 
response. I think if we look at the resolution - and, again, 
here we are pushing at open doors, as everyone is anxious 
to see improvements in air quality, not least the DHSS - I 
would say, so far as asthma and other respiratory problems 
are concerned, that the sorts of pollution we are talking 
about here are not the only issues. They are contributory, I 
would concede, but one must look at all the evidence in 
those areas. There are cities in Europe where the pollution 
is appalling but there are no serious asthma problems, so 
there are possibly other underlying considerations, and the 
department is doing a survey with the Department of 
Education on the prevalence of asthma and the reasons for 
handling that in our young people. 

But with regard to this, if we take a look at the resolution 
as printed, it is asking the Council of Ministers to report in 
October with plans for implementation and funding for 
areas affected by smoke and poor air quality. What will 
happen? The Council of Ministers will refer to DoLGE 
and ask DoLGE how their plans are developing and what 
they are about. DoLGE will tell us that they are carrying 
out a study and, until they have completed that study, they 
are not going to be in a position to decide how best to use 
the resources at their disposal and which areas are going 
to be most important and most effectively tackled first. 
Here I think it is important that we listen to the hon. 
members who have been speaking in support of the 
resolution and saying, 'I suspect that cars and vehicle 
emissions are the major contributory factor'; whatDoLGE 
wants to know is: are they the major contributory factor? 
If so, then we will focus our resources on them first. At the 
same time, we have to remember the illustrations given 
by the hon. member Mr Downie: things are happening 
which are moving this forward. It might be more sensible 
to put financial resources into insulation because the other 
things are coming along in any case, and that will help 
those low-income people in the longer term better, perhaps, 
than throwing in money now to change fireplaces when 
they are going to be changed in a couple of years anyway. 
I do think that we need to look at this in a fairly broad way, 
notwithstanding the pressures and concerns, but I do think 
that if we go with the resolution as printed, we would be 
coming back to tell you. . . I think the amendment is an 
element of trying to be helpful and open and 
straightforward on the issue and saying that, until that is 
carried out, we cannot know how best to use the resource. 
Although we may surmise that doing this, that or the other 
would give a good result, and it might be common sense, 
I think most departments are constrained in the financial 
resources at their disposal and we are all seeking to work 
on evidence-based programmes. So, to that extent, I think 
that we should at least consider what advantage there would 
be in supporting the resolution rather than the amendment, 
because, in the end, I think the effect of the amendment is 
what you are going to get in October. 

The other point that has been made is that we pass 
legislation and it takes us years to implement it. That is  

not only true in this case, it is true in a number of other 
cases, but what we ought to be bearing in mind there is 
that we should be looking more closely at the legislation 
we pass, with a view to considering how practical it is and 
how long it is going to take us to implement it, and be 
realistic about the fact that sometimes it does take a 
considerable length of time. We come along with quite 
positive ideas about moving ahead but without really 
examining how practical it is and on what timescale it will 
be that we can carry out the implementation. 

The President: Hon. member Mr Lowey. 

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. Just to be brief, 
really to say that I would remind the Court that air pollution 
is not a new science now. The United Kingdom did it many 
years ago and there have been dramatic results. So, we do 
not need a university, really, to tell us what the basic is; 
what we need is a start and, as Sir Miles rightly said, there 
are practical things we could and should be doing now. 
Nobody explained to me why we are not doing them now. 
We do not need a university to tell us, 'Well, you start next 
week.' We could do it now if the will is there, and this is 
the point I think the Court, or the non-ministerial members 
of the Court, are making to the Council of Ministers: 'Just 
for once, please, take it and run with it and come back 
with practical steps we can do. Yes, we do know the finer 
details will be required, but we could be doing that.' And 
yes, it does mean added costs; there is no use pretending, 
if we are going to start out on this, that it will not add a 
cost. There will be a cost, and we are saying, and the people 
certainly are saying, that that is a cost we are prepared to 
pay for clean air. We do not need experts to tell us that 
there is a high incidence, and I accept what the Minister of 
Health has said: there may be other factors. But we do 
know that dirty air does not help. We know that much. It is 
a major contributory factor. So, what I am really saying to 
the Council of Ministers is, 'Do not be dismayed if the 
main resolution goes through', and I do wish that, just 
occasionally, the Council of Ministers would try and go 
with the grain instead of going against the grain, which 
they do repeatedly, (Several Members: Hear, hear.) much 
to their detriment. 

The President: Member for Peel to reply to the debate. 

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I would like to 
thank Mr Singer for seconding my motion and I would 
like to thank him for his support. 

I think that with this particular issue a number of issues 
have been raised, and I would hope that the Minister for 
Local Government and the Chief Minister will also have 
taken note of the comments that have been made with 
regard to this issue. I did not move this issue without a 
great deal of thought, or a great deal of thought into the 
wording of the motion and whom I should refer it to. I did 
it in this particular way because I did raise the matter with 
the Minister for Local Government and the Environment, 
who told me that there was no problem with air quality in 
the Isle of Man. I felt that that was different, and I am 
surprised by the comments he has made today before the 
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Court, knowing that there is a problem with air quality, 
and for him to have made the statement to me that he did. 
The situation is quite clear: the motion before the Court is 
that the Council of Ministers should give a commitment. I 
believe the Council of Ministers is the government, and 
whether the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment gives that sort of commitment to the Council 
of Ministers is something which I believe is for the Council 
of Ministers. I believe the commitment should be from 
the Council of Ministers that this will be progressed, and I 
believe that it should be progressed. 

I have circulated a photo of the air quality in Pulrose. I 
was using that as a demonstration, not that that is the only 
area in the Isle of Man; we heard from the member for 
Ramsey about the problems there, from the member for 
Rushen with regard to Ballasalla and other members talking 
about air quality in their area. So, it is not just Pulrose that 
we are looking at. There was recognition from the 
representatives of Douglas that there are improvements 
there, but Douglas is not the world. Douglas is not Mann; 
it is the rest of the Isle of Man which is important as well 
and which is governed and we are the parliament of. So, I 
think I would like to make that quite clear. Yes, there are a 
number of issues which come into it - open fires, the power 
station, all sorts of other things, bonfires, vehicle emissions 
- but when there is an inversion, this inversion which was 
demonstrated in those photos, it is the actual vehicle 
emissions, these very dangerous ones, and there are 
becoming more of them as well, because we have got more 
vehicles and more traffic and all the rest of that. I love the 
comment about people watching cars; I think the member 
for Douglas South probably walks and sees cars with one 
person in, but most of us are in cars - 

Mr Cretney: You wave to me! 

Mrs Hannan: Yes, there you are, you see. (Laughter 
and interjections) And I am the only one in the car, you 
see. But there are some of us ... But these vehicle emissions 
are then trapped under this inversion, they are trapped under 
this coal. It is because the smoke is there hanging over 
that these emissions can then not escape, and it is because 
we have developed in the areas which we have in the valley 
bottoms that it has allowed this particular situation to occur. 
It is not the only reason, but that is one of the reasons why 
it can be displayed in those areas and why we can be higher 
up and look down on these situations. 

I am grateful to the Minister for Local Government 
because he did say that there was no unwillingness to 
address this particular issue. He then went on to talk about 
all the problems that there are. He actually supported the 
motion before us today but then moved the amendment to 
say we have to wait until April for any commitment to be 
given, because the amendment actually says 'mindful of 
the previous Tynwald decision, addresses within its 
environmental protection strategy the implementation of 
sections 89/90 of the Public Health Act 1990 and report 
thereon at the April 2002 sitting.' That says it is looking at 
it but it does not say that it is actually going to bring those 
particular issues into action. I suppose, if you were looking 
at it from the point of view of the largest population, that 
doing away with the power station in Pulrose, the change  

of heating systems and all the rest could, in actual fact, 
change the situation for a large population in Mann, but as 
I said before, it is not just that particular area which is 
affected. 

So, I think those are the main comments of members 
that were made. I would just really like to thank everybody 
for their comments. I am just a little bit surprised by the 
comments made by the Minister for Health, because this 
really is a health issue, (A Member: Hear, hear.) and I 
really feel that I would have hoped for more support from 
the Minister for Health with regard to this issue. All right, 
the Council of Ministers are not seeking to be 
confrontational regarding this; they have put forward an 
amendment, but I do not accept that amendment. I would 
hope that members will support the motion laid down 
before the Court, because it has not been made clear by 
the Council of Ministers why this particular motion has 
been rejected. I would have hoped that the Council of 
Ministers could actually have come forward and said, 'We 
understand the concerns that have been raised,' because I 
think most people have recognised in this Court that there 
are concerns with regard to air quality. And I would have 
thought that, along with other health issues, it is not a 
departmental issue; it is an inter-departmental issue, as 
commented on by the Minister for Health with regard to 
other issues, and I would have thought that an issue such 
as this could have been accepted by the Council of 
Ministers to recognise that it is a serious issue and that it 
should be addressed and addressed by them and they would 
be collating the issues regarding this. So, I would hope 
that members will support the motion as it appears on the 
order paper. I beg to move. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you, 
then, is printed at 43 on your order paper. To that we have 
the amendment moved by the hon. member for Glenfaba, 
Mr Gilbey, and circulated to you. Those in favour of the 
amendment, please say aye; against no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Brown, Houghton, Cretney, Shimmin, Downie, Bell, 
Corkill, Gelling and the Speaker - 12 

Against: Messrs Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, Mrs 
Cannell, Mrs Hannan, Messrs Singer and Cannell -7 

The Speaker: Mr President, the amendment carries in 
the House, with 12 votes in favour and 7 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 3 

Against: Messrs Lowey, Waft and Kniveton - 3 

The President: Hon. members, the Council will go with 
the Keys, and therefore the amendment will carry, hon. 
members. 
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I put to you the motion as amended. Those in favour 
please say aye; against no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Rimington, Brown, Houghton, Henderson, Cretney, 
Duggan, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, Mrs 
Hannan, Messrs Singer, Bell, Col-kill, Cannell, Gelling 
and the Speaker - 19 

Against: None 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries, with 
19 votes in favour and no votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Kniveton, 
Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 6 

Against: None 

The President: Again, hon. members, with unanimity 
in the Council, the motion as amended therefore carries. 

Recycling — Materials Used by Government 
Departments — Motion Carried 

The President: We now turn to item 44 on the order 
paper. Again I call on Mrs Hannan, the hon. member for 
Peel, to move. 

Mrs Hannan: Thank you Eaghtyrane. I beg to move: 

Tynwald requests the Council of Ministers to 
establish a clear policy on the recycling of all 
recyclable materials used by government 
departments and the use of materials containing all, 
or a high percentage of, recycled materials 
throughout all government departments and report 
thereon with a timetable of commitments and 
proposals at the October 2001 sitting. 

For very many years, government has had a policy of 
putting out bins and encouraging people to take anything 
that could be recycled to these bins. We have bins for paper, 
glass, cans, batteries, clothes, et cetera, et cetera, and so 
you may say, 'Well, why move a motion such as this?' 
The reason is simple: government is not very good at 
practising what it preaches; neither is Tynwald, but that is 
for another day. I am looking for a compact, an agreement, 
that government will make a start recycling and using 
recycled materials wherever and whenever possible, in fact 
providing the market. In the past, some ministers for Local 
Government and the Environment have been less than 
committed when required to heavily subsidise goods for  

recycling and have then suggested that it has not been 
worthwhile recycling materials. However, to simplify, to 
bury this material is also costly and takes up space in the 
tip and so on, and although this hon. Court wants to burn 
all in sight, I propose using it a few times first. By recycling 
materials and buying recycled materials, we then complete 
the circle and provide a market. 

In government every week, we handle huge piles of 
paper, good quality paper. It may be recycled, but my 
understanding is that it is much easier just to dump it: out 
of sight, out of mind. So, it goes to that hole in the ground 
when it could have another six to eight lives, depending 
on its quality. Good quality paper, recycled, can be reused 
for a number of other uses: writing paper, rough jotting 
paper, kitchen paper, paper towels, toilet paper, tissue, et 
cetera. Cardboard is also of value. There are other areas, 
too, that I feel we should address, such as using glasses 
and cups instead of plastics, and although I recognise that 
plastics can be recycled, there are many different sorts of 
plastics and maybe we should use only those that are 
absolutely necessary. 

These are just a few ideas, and I do not want to get 
bogged down by these illustrations. People within 
government are very busy, and expert help is needed in 
the form of possibly a short-term contract for a recycling 
expert to advise government on the processes necessary 
to set a timetable to find markets, both for materials for 
recycling and for the purchase of recycled goods. Recycling 
can be exciting. Mrs Cannell and myself visited a centre 
in the UK where they had actually done just this, by 
bringing in someone short-term to advise what was 
possible, and therefore I do not think it is too much for us 
to ask to do the same. It can be easy and, of course, it can 
be worthwhile. Once government has set a programme in 
motion, others will follow, but a clear policy is required. I 
do hope members will support my motion for a timetable 
of commitments and proposals to be reported on by the 
Council of Ministers at the October 2002 sitting. 
Eaghtyrane, I beg to move. 

The President: Hon. member Mrs Cannell. 

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I am very, very 
happy to second the motion that is on the agenda. Of course, 
the motion is actually calling on the Council of Ministers 
to establish a clear policy in respect of the use of recyclable 
materials by government departments, which will include 
divisions, in other words embrace the whole of the 
government machine, and I think that is a very good starting 
point. Now, the Minister for Local Government and the 
Environment has given previous commitments to 
researching this, looking into kerbside collection, et cetera, 
et cetera, for the general population and that, I believe, is 
ongoing, and I daresay the minister will probably give us 
an update on that. What this motion is intended to do is for 
us to be able to focus on what we are doing here, whilst 
we are in government, in departments, in divisions and, of 
course, all the officers and the employees who work the 
government machine for us. It is a good start. A very good 
start. 
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If the motion is supported - and I believe that it is and it 
should be supported at this time - it will send a very clear 
message out that this government is serious about recycling 
because it is now going to focus on clearing up its own 
backyard. It sets a very good example to the private sector, 
to the industries that are out there, to individual companies 
and to also embrace the whole of the population, because 
on the one hand, if we did not support the motion today, 
people would say, 'Well, it is all very well government 
telling us that we need to separate now and we need to 
recycle and we should be using more recyclable goods, 
but what are they doing? They are telling us to do what 
they say, not what they do.' This, if supported, would give 
a different message; it would give a very positive message, 
because it would say, 'Yes, we should be doing more 
recycling, and we are going to provide the opportunities 
for that to be done. We are studying kerbside collection to 
bring that into being and make it a reality. We are 
determined to reduce, as much as possible, the tonnage of 
refuse that will be required to be incinerated for all sorts 
of reasons: cost-effectiveness; environmental awareness; 
responsibility.' And what it will say is, 'We are prepared 
to do it ourselves and we are bringing this into effect. A 
policy is going to be established and this is how we are 
going to operate in the future. Now, how about you joining 
us and doing something similar?' 

And what could follow on from that, once it is 
established, are environmental awards that government 
could give to different companies, recycling achievements 
that could be given and recycling certificates that could be 
given. The publicity that could flow from that, the message 
of positiveness in terms of green tourism that could be 
advertised and could be ridden on the back of that: all sorts 
of spin-offs, opportunities and strands for further success 
to stabilise the economy in the long term could be triggered 
by a gesture by this government and its departments and 
its divisions to focus on what it uses in terms of paper 
supplies, cardboard supplies, all sorts of ranges of things, 
pens. I did, Mr President, circulate last year to all hon. 
members within Tynwald - and I pleased to see the member 
for Castletown still has his - 

Mr Brown: 1 have not used it yet, so it will last longer. 
(Laughter) 

Mrs Cannell: - biro pens which are made of recyclable 
materials. Brilliant, so simple. I actually purchased those 
out of my own pocket - 

A Member: Well done, Brenda! (Interjecttoris) 

Mrs Cannell: - to give to all members to try and focus 
their attention on what can be used and what can be 
achieved just by small gestures, (A Member: Hear, hear.) 
like using recyclable pens. (A Member: Absolutely.) And 
so the motion is actually making a request that the Council 
of Ministers focus on this and establish a workable policy, 
within divisions and within departments, to make this a 
reality. 

Now, the hon. member, when moving her motion, talked 
about the time that she and I went to Daventry to witness a  

recycling operation, and we were very impressed and it 
was a very exciting initiative. It was all started by a Liberal 
local county council that felt, 'We must do something about 
this; we must bring something into effect to reduce our 
rubbish.' They had, of course, lots of landfill left - they 
have not relied upon incineration for their refuse - but they 
brought in somebody on a short-term contract to conduct 
public surveys - this was in the general theme, to conduct 
public surveys and to start pilot schemes - and from that 
flowed a very, very successful initiative, which is gaining 
momentum as we speak. And so things can be done; from 
a very, very small seed, big acorns can result in big oak 
trees being established for many years to come. I believe 
that we should be focusing our attention, and the best place 
to start is in our own backyard, Mr President, because then 
we can say, hand on heart, 'We've done it. It can be done. 
Here you are, the people of the Isle of Man; let's now see 
if we can get you going on this too.' 

So, I am very happy to second. I cannot see anything 
wrong in this particular motion that would require an 
amendment by the Council of Ministers or the Department 
of Local Government and the Environment. It is very 
simple. We were unsuccessful with the prior one; this is 
another one that is asking for some kind of policy 
determination to be afforded to us by October, and I believe 
the time is right. I believe there is sufficient time for them 
to establish this. It could be done very simply, Mr President: 
an employee within a particular division or department, or 
all employees, could be canvassed in terms of who would 
like to take on a conservation status 'hat' for a pilot scheme. 
Now, I know this has been discussed in the past by civil 
servants because I read regularly the Government Officers' 
Association booklet that is brought out and having been 
reading it for many years. They did cover it some years 
ago, but there was an unwillingness, not a political will at 
that time from this place that would help and endorse and 
enhance it, so it fell rather flat. What they were 
endeavouring to do was to initiate someone within 
Department of Local Government, the Department of 
Transport, even the Forestry Division or whoever - 'Would 
you like to take on board this initiative? Would you like to 
be responsible for ensuring that our paper supplies are 
coming in from recyclable sources and that we from now 
on are afforded the opportunity of using recycled pens? 
Can you ensure that all our paper products are shredded 
and go for recycling?' All these sorts of things can be easily 
co-ordinated using one individual to represent that area 
within a particular government department. And yes, we 
may have to enhance them a little bit more for doing it, 
but I think it is something that is worthy of consideration. 
It need not be a consultancy coming in, it need not be a 
university coming in to do a study; it is a very simple, 
small but very important first step that we, as a government, 
should be taking. 

The President: Hon. members, it has been drawn to 
my attention that the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, 
may have inadvertently said 2002 when moving the 
motion. I assume that she does mean 2001, and I just want 
to - 
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Mrs Hannan: Oh, yes, sorry. 

The President: - make it absolutely plain that it is 2001. 

Mrs Hannan: Yes, sorry. 

The President: Hon. member for Glenfaba. 

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, thank you. I can assure the 
hon. member for East Douglas that a report on kerbside 
collections and recycling is complete and will be circulated 
very soon. I would also advise members of the House and 
the Court that all the members of the department plus their 
officers also went to Daventry and also found it very 
interesting, but it does not necessarily mean that we here 
should do everything that is done in Daventry, because 
our conditions are totally different. For instance, Daventry 
has one authority collecting for the whole area, where we 
have several different authorities. 

However, I really rise to totally support the principles 
that my hon. friend, the member for Peel, is seeking to 
achieve in her motion, but I regret to say I cannot support 
the motion and the terms in which it has been drafted, for 
reasons which I shall explain. First of all, I must refer to 
the suggestion that the Council of Ministers always hijacks 
resolutions. None of my colleagues or I would want to 
move any amendments at all unless we considered it 
necessary; certainly that applies to my colleagues in the 
Department of Local Government. We would not put in 
all the work and time and trouble and take up the time of 
this hon. Court with amendments unless there was a very 
good reason for it. However, we cannot accept motions 
which clearly cut across work that is already not only 
planned but, indeed, in effect being done, and this also 
applies to motions which appear to force departments into 
unrealistic timetables when they already have timetables 
for carrying out work. Now, I accept fully, and always have, 
that things in government often take much longer than we 
would like (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.), but they have to 
be fitted in to overall work patterns and, as I have said 
many times before in this hon. Court, it is no good us 
complaining about requests for more civil servants et cetera 
and for increases in the personnel budget when we are 
constantly putting more and more work on the people we 
have got, and what is more, expecting them to do it quicker 
and quicker. There are other commitments in the 
department, many other commitments, but we are, in fact, 
as I will show, dealing with the matter which is the subject 
of this resolution, and I think, regarding time, that it is far 
better to do a thing properly just for the sake of a few 
months than rush it through because you are forced to, 
and possibly get the wrong results. Also, I should point 
out, as Sir Miles quite rightly did in the last debate, that 
we do have departments to deal with these particular 
matters. It should really be left to them to do the work and 
it should not be pressed on the Council of Ministers to do 
things unless the department is manifestly failing in its 
duties, and I think I can show quite conclusively that, 
regarding this particular matter, the department is anything 
but failing in its duties and actually started doing what the 
hon. mover wanted before they ever heard of her resolution. 

Now, the department is committed totally to a strategy 
which seeks to take appropriate measures to encourage 
everyone to be more environmentally friendly in their 
approach to waste management and disposal, and the 
department's commitment to this is embodied in the Waste 
Management Plan which was issued in November 2000.1 
would draw hon. members' particular attention to section 
7 of that plan, on page 25, which, in addition to identifying 
current activities and initiatives, also sets out future 
opportunities for waste minimal isation, recovery and 
recycling. No fewer than twelve such opportunities are 
listed and one of these is 'the possible introduction of waste 
minimalisation initiatives in all government departments'. 
The Department of Local Government and the 
Environment takes its responsibilities in relation to the 
environment extremely seriously; indeed, it feels - rightly 
- that it also has a responsibility to set a good example to 
others, and in this regard, within the department, trial 
schemes have already been started to assess the 
practicabilities of collecting materials which can be 
recycled through the strategic siting of suitable receptacles 
for drinks cans and non-confidential waste paper. Recently, 
these trials have been extended to include the provision of 
containers to accept dry-cell batteries. The possibility of 
collecting glass containers has been investigated but for 
health and safety considerations has not been progressed. 
The trial schemes within the department are being used to 
encourage staff to assess how they can realistically collect 
suitable materials for reuse or recycling. The department 
intends to review the experience of the trial schemes over 
a six-month period; it is only reasonable to have a fair 
period of time over which to test out this procedure. The 
department feels very strongly that it should not only 
encourage the public to adopt environmentally-friendly 
policies but should also be seen to be doing so itself. (Mrs 
Cannell: Hear, hear.) Moreover, following on from this, 
the department believes that the whole of government 
should introduce recovery schemes where appropriate and 
a greater use of recycled materials; for example, in the 
recent distribution by the department of brochures on the 
various aspects of waste management, the department 
insisted that only recycled paper should be used. 

Accordingly, as I have said earlier, although I totally 
support, and have acted to support, the aims of the hon. 
member, I cannot support the wording of her motion and 
propose the following amendment: 

For the words following the words 'requests', 
substitute - 

`the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment to report to the Council of Ministers within 
six months on the establishment of a clear policy on the 
recycling of all recyclable materials used by government 
departments and the use of materials containing all, or a 
high percentage of, recycled materials throughout all 
government departments, thereafter such report to be laid 
before Tynwald.' 

I hope that from this wording hon. members will see 
that we totally support the principles for which the hon. 
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member is striving, and more than that: without her motion, 
we have already put in train steps to bring it about. All we 
ask is that we should be allowed to continue doing it in the 
way that we have started and be given a slightly longer 
time span than suggested in the main motion before us. I 
beg to move. 

The President: Hon. member for Ayre. 

Mr Quine: I beg to second, sir. 

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr 
Downie. 

Mr Downie: Yes, I am quite pleased, really, that the 
hon. member for Peel has raised this issue, because I do 
think that there have been a lot of advancements lately in 
the field of recycling, some of which I feel that not just the 
Council of Ministers but government departments 
themselves should be reviewing on a regular basis. Now, 
in the UK at present, where roads are planed and resurfaced, 
between 30 and 50 per cent of those planings are recycled: 
they go back to the tarmac plant, they are heated up again, 
the tar is extracted from them, there are new materials 
mixed with them and they are relaid. Now, I asked the 
Minister for Transport about this some time ago and he 
said that the department were investigating ways in which 
to incorporate this in our new plant. 

This is a very positive step if this can be brought about, 
it will reduce the requirement both for quarried stone and, 
of course, for tar, and it is very positive from the recycling 
point of view, plus there is the fact that, if the planings go 
for landfill or they go to other areas, they do not degrade, 
they will last for thousands of years, and it makes more 
sense to recycle them so that there is less pressure on the 
natural resources of the Island. In Scotland and Southern 
Ireland and, I am told, now in Wales, on a regular basis, 
rather than rely on the natural resources, there is a lot of 
work being done to improve rivers and waterways. What 
they do is they take large amounts of gravel out of the 
rivers, and in Wales in particular the type of stone that 
they get in some of the rivers, like the Sulby River for 
instance, is very, very hard, and because it has been in the 
river for x number of years, it is very, very solid in its 
construction: it is a hard stone; it is a granite base or a 
spar-derived stone. What they do is they move round and 
they create areas of habitat and they improve the quality 
of the environment and they take the stone out of the river; 
then they grade it down - they have these mobile graders -
and that material then is used in that particular location for 
roadworks, for infill and all sorts of other areas. So, you 
can see how, by applying a recycling regime, you can make 
tremendous improvements to your environment and you 
can also save your natural resources as well. 

In Canada and America, a lot of work has been done in 
the last few years with tyres; they have a system there now 
where they shred the tyres, and they have developed a 
system where they can put the shredded rubber into tarmac 
and they can lay it on the road surface, and it does improve 
the wearing quality of that surface. Whether that is starting 
to come in now in the UK is worthy of investigation. 

Another thing that happens in some countries is that they 
have a tax on tyres, so when you go to buy a new tyre for 
your vehicle, you have to pay a deposit, and the deposit is 
to get rid of the old one What happens then is that there is 
an initiative there which encourages recycling and it stops 
these old tyres and things going into landfill or it provides 
another avenue for them so that they can be properly 
disposed of. 

We heard the Minister for Tourism saying that at some 
stage we were going to have to start to discuss the viability 
of the airport. His view, and, I am sure, the view of most 
members, is that we really need to be expanding in some 
way so we can continue to take large aircraft, and without 
a doubt, perhaps in the life of the next House, I think we 
are going to have to consider whether we are going to be 
looking at extending the airport runway. Logically, it can 
only go in one direction. We are not going to demolish 
houses and property; we are going to have to start land 
reclamation, and that is another very, very positive form 
of recycling. There is a tremendous amount that can be 
done in a recycling scheme, and these are issues that I 
think we have to address. 

I read an article the other day about one of the London 
boroughs which has just signed a deal with the prison that 
Mr Biggs is currently residing in. They have entered into 
a recycling contract, and they are supplying labour - the 
prisoners - to get involved in a local recycling contract. I 
am told that, within the confines of the prison, materials 
are being sent for prisoners to recycle and get involved 
with; some of it is clothing and other items - I think 
shredded paper - and they are also doing some work for 
the Salvation Army and other organisations, and eventually 
lots of those clothes will go out to the Third World 
countries. It is an idea, but let us be honest: we have a 
permanent workforce of somewhere between 60 and 80 
people in prison, and I am sure they would benefit from 
some work. (A Member: Hear, hear.) 

I am sure that, with a little bit of thought, we could do a 
lot more with our recycled paper. That is one thing we do 
produce in government and, in my view, a lot of the 
recycled paper that leaves this office could be utilised by 
people who keep cats for instance, as a replacement for 
cat litter and things like that, which would give it an 
additional use before it does go eventually to be burnt - 

Mr Quine: Quite appropriate for it. 

Mr Downie: Absolutely, yes. And I know that some 
people in the horse fraternity would be prepared to take 
clean shredded paper as a substitute for bedding. 
(Interjection) 

We also produce a tremendous amount of glass. This 
can be now recycled for brick making, and it also can be 
recycled to produce aggregate. There are companies which 
specialise in this, and I am reliably informed that in some 
of the hard-wearing surface that the DoT puts down on 
Crellin's Hill and places where it does get a bit slippery, 
parts of the components are made from recycled glass, and 
there is a carborundum element mixed with that and that 
produces this non-slip surface. 
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So, whether these products could be created locally and 
help, I do not know, but they are worthy of investigation, 
and really the best people to look at this are the departments 
who have responsibility for a lot of these issues themselves; 
they are the best people to investigate ways to recycle. In 
Forestry, for instance, we look at recycling initiatives in 
there - what to do with tree bark and sawdust and cuttings 
and so on - so I think the departments themselves should 
be given the responsibility rather than throwing it at the 
Council of Ministers and saying, 'You people go and have 
a look at it'; I think that is totally wrong. I must pay a 
compliment to the members of my own department, and 
in particular the hon. member for North Douglas, Mr 
Henderson; he is very keen on recycling initiatives and 
within the department I am sure he is prepared to address 
some of these issues. I know the same applies to the hon. 
member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, and if initiatives can be 
found within the Department of Transport, I am sure she 
would be prepared to pursue them, as would the hon. 
member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, in her departmental 
role. So we have got, within the body of the kirk a caucus 
of people I think we can rely on to progress some of these 
issues. I think it is time we discussed recycling again; it is 
an issue that does need addressing from time to time, and 
it is not just an element that I think should be left to the 
Department of Local Government and the Environment. 
We should all be doing our bit and we should all be coming 
up with ideas on a regular basis and trying to progress 
them. Thank you. 

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Waft. 

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. I just quickly rise 
to my feet with regard to what was mentioned about Third 
World countries. The Overseas Aid Committee, as the 
Court well knows, is very well aware of the situation with 
regard to the recycling of materials. I have written to the 
Chief Officers' Group in the past to see if they could take 
cognisance of the fact that there are a lot of materials that 
they are now not using - and I include the likes of computers 
and things of that nature, which quickly become out of 
date, and it is not too hard for someone to take the time to 
wipe the hard disk and wipe all the confidential information 
off that has not been released to the press previously 
(Laughter) - and send these out to the Third World 
countries. They are very grateful for that. We do, as you 
know, send people through the Volunteer Service Overseas 
scheme, and we have two, I think, away at the moment. 
We have one girl who is coming back, but she said that 
when she got to the village in Africa, talk about computers, 
they never had pencils, neither did they have paper, and it 
was only her mother who raised up some initiative and got 
those materials together. I think one of the problems is 
actually getting people to realise that there are problems 
in certain areas, and they are only too willing to help if 
given the information in the first place and the facilities to 
be able to do so. We have used, by the grace of the 
Department of Home Affairs, their Emergency Planning 
officer and were able to send materials overseas, and we 
do that fairly regularly, especially in situations of 
emergencies. However, it is a case of we have this meeting  

today and we go away tomorrow and everybody forgets 
about it and nothing is done. 

I take on board the views of the Department of Local 
Government and the Environment and the situation with 
regard to recycling. They did produce a lot of material 
with regard to the incinerator, and we hope to see that 
progressed in the very near future. Great play was on the 
recycling situation from those opposed to the incinerator, 
and I think they acted quite wisely in explaining the 
situation with regard to recycling. Recycling to one person 
does not mean a great deal, but for somebody on the 
receiving end, when they have not got anything, it means 
a great deal indeed. So, if we all have a philosophy of life 
with regard to our departments - it is alright for chief 
officers to go back, but they have got a lot of work to do -
the ministers of those departments, when they realise they 
have an excess of materials of one kind or another, should 
gently nudge them in the right direction and say, 'Well, 
look, don't throw that on the tip; let us find a use for it and 
get in contact with the Overseas Aid Committee and see if 
they could do with this or that or the other. I know the 
DHSS, when we have asked for materials for hospitals in 
the Third World countries, have been very helpful, as have 
other departments, but it waxes and wanes, and the problem 
is keeping it at the forefront of people's thinking. We are a 
`throw away' society, unfortunately, but we have to realise 
that there are people who are worse off than ourselves, 
and they need our thoughts. Thank you, Mr President. 

The President: Hon. members, I am conscious of the 
clock. With not too much repetition, I think we can still 
complete this morning. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) 
Hon. member Mr Shimmin. 

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. I will be brief. 
I have been brought to my feet by the two previous 
speakers. Firstly, the member of Council: certainly, I think 
he has highlighted the issue. It needs to be in our 
consciousness; it is often just as easy to recycle as it is to 
discard, and therefore all we need to do is to keep it in the 
forefront of everybody's mind and make it easy for people 
to follow and replicate good practice. 

My colleague from West Douglas pointed out that it is 
the responsibility of all the ministers, arguing against my 
argument in the previous debate. I therefore will be going 
with the original motion here, because I think it is 
appropriate that this is brought to the consciousness of the 
ministers, as the bodies responsible for their departments. 
I do not believe that it is essential to have a master plan 
now which is perfect in every way; I think that it is perfectly 
acceptable to have the pilot scheme which is being carried 
out in the Department of Local Government and the 
Environment replicated elsewhere and learn from our 
experiences. And we can learn within this parliament 
ourselves: the amount of paper which we all discard at the 
end of any sitting is one example whereby it would be just 
as easy for a receptacle to be placed in an area within this 
body of the Court, into which we could all put good quality 
white paper instead of it being discarded. I think we can 
start, I think we can start within the time scale allocated, 
and 1 believe that we should do, sir. 

Recycling — Materials Used by Government Departments — Motion Carried 



T1084 	 TYNWALD COURT, THURSDAY, 21st JUNE 2001 

Two Members: Hear, hear. 

The President: I call on the hon. member for Peel to 
reply to the debate. 

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I would like to 
thank Mrs Cannell for seconding the motion. The points 
that she has made are very apt: there are an awful lot of 
things that we can do and that we should be doing. The 
reason why I mentioned our trip, and Mrs Cannell 
mentioned our trip, to Daventry was not for any reason 
that necessarily the same thing could be done here but that 
they were doing something, they were taking the initiatives, 
and we could learn from their initiative of actually getting 
on and doing something about it, and this is what I am 
suggesting. 

The minister then moved his amendment but then stated 
that the Council of Ministers does not hijack motions, but 
that he cannot accept this motion because it would not 
work. (Mr Henderson: Hear, hear.) I think that the main 
reason why I moved it is because I have raised this on a 
number of occasions just because of the amount of good 
quality paper which we use, produce and discard, as the 
previous member has mentioned. What I am saying is that 
government should practise what it preaches; it is all very 
well having a study in what can be done and what can be 
done in other areas, but I do believe that the Council of 
Ministers should make a conscious decision - 'This is what 
we are going to do.' And, as I said, it can be exciting; we 
have had a number of people speak about the exciting 
prospects of recycling and reusing some of the materials 
that are discarded, for example the member of Council, 
with regard to overseas aid and how all of those materials 
can be used. I hope members today will support the motion 
that is on the paper with a statement from Tynwald that 
Tynwald wants government to recycle, and then 
government can get on with bringing all these other studies 
forward and addressing everything that can be recycled. I 
think it is up to Tynwald, at times, to make demands of the 
executive (A Member: Hear, hear.), and I am suggesting 
today that we do make those demands. For about 14 years 
now, I have been going on about recycling, and it is only 
today that I am suggesting that government should actually 
do something about this, and I feel embarrassed because 
of that. I have been asking but nothing has been happening, 
and this is a statement which I feel should go from this 
hon. Court today, saying that government is going to do 
something about it; the valuable resources that we have, 
of the taxpayer - it is the taxpayer's money - should be 
recycled. It is the policy that I am looking for to do that. 

We should take the environment seriously, and there 
are a number of things which the Department of Transport 
is looking at: we are recycling in Stoney Mountain; the 
materials that we do take off the roads are reused in other 
people's drives or whatever from time to time - yes, some 
of it is disposed of in other areas, but we are looking at 
actually reusing on-site; and we will be able to recycle all 
our road-making materials, but that will mean that we will 
have to have a new tar production plant to do that, and that 
is something that will probably come forward in the future. 
But to reuse actually on-site is something that we are  

looking at and hopefully, all things being equal, it is 
something that we will be able to do with the potholes and 
that sort of area. 

And I would thank Mr Downie for his comments with 
regard to this. He suggested, at the end, that we should all 
be doing our bit, and this is why I am requesting members 
to support my motion. As I have said, this is exciting; it 
can be exciting. I agree with the member for Douglas West: 
we should make a start and we should do our bit. I 
respectfully urge members of this hon. Court, Eaghtyrane, 
to support my motion as it appears on the order paper. 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you 
is that item 24 be approved. To that we have the amendment 
moved by the hon. member, Mr Gilbey. 

Those in favour of the amendment, please say aye; 
against, no. The noes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Brown, Houghton, Downie, 
Bell, Corkill and Cretney - 8 

Against: Sir Miles Walker, Messrs Rimington, Henderson, 
Duggan, Mrs Cannell, Mr Shimmin, Mrs Hannan, 
Messrs Singer, Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 11 

The Speaker: Mr President, the amendment fails to 
carry, with 8 votes in favour and 11 votes against. 

In the Council - 

For: Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 2 

Against: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft 
and Kniveton - 4 

The President: Hon. members, with 2 for and 4 against 
in the Council, the amendment fails to carry. 

I therefore, hon. members, put the motion as printed on 
the order paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, 
no. The ayes have it. 

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows: 

In the Keys - 

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs 
Rimington, Brown, Houghton, Henderson, Cretney, 
Duggan, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, Mrs 
Hannan, Messrs Singer Bell, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling 
and the Speaker - 19 

Against: None 

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the 
House of Keys with 19 votes in favour and no votes against. 

Recycling — Materials Used by Government Departments — Motion Carried 
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In the Council - 	 reassemble at 2.30 in our own chamber. Thank you, hon. 
members. 

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Kniveton, 
Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 6 	 The House adjourned at 1.07 p.m. 

Against: None 

The President: Again, hon. members, we have 
unanimity in the Council, the motion therefore carries. 

Apologies for Absence 

The President: Hon. members, I wish to make it plain 
that I had accepted apologies this morning for the hon. 
member for Middle, Mr North, and from the members of 
Council, Mr Delaney and Dr Mann. 

President of Tynwald -
Tribute by the Speaker 

The President: Mr Speaker. 

The Speaker: Mr President, I wish to draw to members' 
attention that Mr President's term of office finishes at 
midnight on the 9th July. A President of Tynwald will be 
elected at the July sitting commencing on the 10th July, at 
which, sir, you may be a candidate. 

Mr President took office in April 2000, when his 
predecessor, Sir Charles Kerruish, the Island's most 
distinguished parliamentarian and Manxman, retired after 
54 years of distinguished service. Noel Cringle has, as 
Tynwald's second President, maintained the high standards 
and traditions of his office and ensured that the business 
of Tynwald is conducted in an efficient manner. On behalf 
of members of Tynwald, I thank you, sir, for your 
presidency and ask one final favour: that you will ensure 
that the Tynwald Day ceremony is conducted in fine, warm 
and sunny weather. (Laughter) (Members: Hear, hear.) 

The President: I thank Mr Speaker for his comments; 
recycling is entirely up to Tynwald Court. (Laughter) 

Hon. members, the Council will now withdraw and 
leave the House of Keys to transact such business as Mr 
Speaker may place before you. 

The Council withdrew. 

HOUSE OF KEYS 
The Speaker: Hon. members, please be seated. As you 

know, we have an agenda. I have given careful 
consideration to the matter as there may be a debate on the 
suspension of standing orders, there may then be a further 
debate and I know that there is a meeting of a committee 
of Tynwald; I therefore recommend to the House that we • Apologies for Absence 

President of Tynwald — Tribute by the Speaker 
House of Keys 
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REPORT OF PROCBBDINGS OF

TYNWALD COURT

Douglas, Tlresday, 10th July 2001
at L0.30 a.m.

Present:
The President of Tynwald (Hon N Q Cringle)

and Deputy President (the Hon J D Q Cannan). In the
Council:The Lord Bishop (the Rt Rev Noël Debroy Jones),
Hon Mrs C M Christian, Messrs E A Crowe,
D F K Delaney, J R Kniveton, E G Lowey, J N Radcliffe
and G H'Waft, with Mrs M Cullen, Clerk of the Council.

In the Keys: The Speaker (the Hon J D Q Cannan)
(Michael) and Acting Speaker (Hon J A Brown)
(Castletown); Mr L I Singer and Hon A R Bell (Ramsey);
Mr R E Quine OBE (Ayre); Mrs H Hannan (Peel);
Hon W A Gilbey (Glenfaba); Hon S C Rodan (GarfÐ;
Hon D North (Middle); Mr P Karran, Hon R K Corkill
and Mr G T Cannell (Onchan); Messrs J R Houghton and
R W Henderson (Douglas North); Hon D C Cretney and
MrA C Duggan (Douglas South); Mr R P Braidwood and
Mrs B J Cannell (Douglas East); Mr J P Shimmin and
HonAFDownie (Douglas'West); HonD J Gelling (Malew
and Santon); Sir Miles Walker CBE LLD (hc),
Mrs P M Crowe and Mr J Rimington (Rushen); with
Mr R B M Quayle, Acting Clerk of Tynwald.

The Lord Bisltop took the prayers.

Apologies forAbsence

The Deputy President: Hon. members, I have
apologies from Dr Mann and Her Majesty's Attorney-
General.

'Welcome to Guests

The Deputy President: I extend a special welcome this
morning to our friends from the States of Jersey, Deputy
David Crespel and Deputy Jerry Dorey, accompanied by
Mr Mick Pinel. I also welcome the Year 6 pupils of
Ballaugh School.

Procedural

The Deputy President: Hon. members, notification has
been received that members of the public wish to appear
at the bar in connection with item 31. Do hon. members
therefore agree that we take item 31, which is the Braddan

Middle Farm planning scheme, at 10.30 tomorrow
morning?

Members: Agreed.

Election of President of Tynwald

The Deputy President: Hon. members, we now turn
to the order paper, and the first item on the order paper is
the election of the President of Tynwald. The Constitution
Act states, 'Section 2, Election of President of Tlnwald.
Tynwald shall from time to time by resolution elect a
member of the Keys or an elected member of the
Legislative Council to be President of Tynwald. A
resolution under subsection (1) shall not have effect unless
it is passed by a majorÌty of the members of Tynwald,
present and voting, who shall vote as one body by ballot.'
So, hon. members, the people eligible for election are a

member of the House of Keys, an elected member of the
Legislative Council or the immediate retiring President of
Tynwald. I call upon the messengers to distribute ballot
papers,

Hon. members, I now call for norninations. I wìll accept

each nomination, then to be seconded. Sir Miles V/alker.

Sir Miles Walker: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. It
is my privilege to once again nominate the hon. Noel
Cringle as President of Tynwald. It was my privilege to do
so on the retirement of Sir Charles Kerruish, and I wish to
repeat that nomination today. Mr Deputy President, wlten
I proposed him for the position some 18 months ago, I
listed what I considered to be the attributes required for
the job and stated that the Hon N Q Cringle fulfilled them.
It is not my intention to repeat that introduction today, sir,

but I can add one more qualification today, and that is the
qualification of experience. Since his election, he has

presided, I think, very fairly over this hon. Court (A
Member: Hear, hear.), and he has moved business on in a
way which has been acceptable to us all, and I think that is

a very important qualification, sir. I believe that there is

no member better qualified to preside over Tynwald (Mr
Delaney: Hear, hear.) than Mr Cringle, and I commend
him to you and all the members here present. I beg to move,
sir.

The Deputy President: Do I have a seconder?

Apologies for Absence
Welcome to Guests

Procedural
Election of President of Tynwald
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Mr Duggan: I second, sir.

The Deputy President: Mr Duggan. Are there any
fuúher nominations? If there are no fufiher nominations, I
ask you to ballot accordingly. I call upon theActing Speaker
to nominate a teller, and I ptopose Mr Lowey from the
Legislative Council. The messengers to collect the papers.

The Acting Speaker: Mr Henderson.

The Deputy President: Hon. members, I welcome the
presence of His Excellency, the Lieutenant-Governor, and
the Governor's mother, Mrs Rowan.

Members: Hear, hear.

A ballot took place.

The Deputy President: Hon. members, I am pleased
to advise you of the ballot: 31 members were present and
voting; 27 votes in favour of Mr Cringle as President of
Tynwald, and there were four blank ballot papers. I am
therefore pleased to announce that the Hon. Noel Quayle
Cringle will be President of Tynwald for the ensuing five
years to July 2006.

Members: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Mr Cringle, who is not present,
will be notified by telephone and will take office after the
lunch break.

Papers Laid before the Court

The Deputy President: I call upon the Clerk to lay
papers.

The Clerk: I lay before the Court:

\Meights and Measures Act 1989 -
Weights and Measures (Testing Fees) Regulations
2001 ISD No 377/01]

Social Security Act 2000 -
Child Support, Pensions and Social Security Act
2000 (Application) Order 20Ol ISD No 378/01]
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No, 12)
Order 2001 ISD No 380/0]l

Pension Schemes Act 1995 -
Child Support, Pensions and Social Security Act
2000 (Application) (No. 2) Order 2001
ISD No 379/01]
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 2)
Order 2001 ISD No 381/0] l

National Health Service (Isle of Man) Act 1948 -
National Health Service (Isle of Man) (General
Medical and Pharmaceutical Services)
(Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2001
ISD No s35/0]l

National Health Service (Isle of Man) (General
Dental Services) (Amendment) Regulations 2001
ISD No ]24/011

LicensingAct 1995 -
Licensing (Notification of Hours) Regulations 2001
ISD No 364/01]
Drinking in Public Places (Designated Places)
(Castletown) Order 2001 [SD No 358/0]l

Casino Act 1986 -
Casino (Amendment) Regulations 2001
ISD No 360/01]

FoodAct 1996 -
Specified Risk Material Regulations 2001
ISD No 112/01]
Slaughter Regulations 2001 ISD No 348/0]
Beef Labelling (Enforcement) Application Order
2001 ISD No 349/0]l
Drinking Water in Containers Regulations 2001
ISD No 159/01]

Public Health Act 1990 -
Transport of Specified Risk Material Regulations
2001 ISD No 350/01]

Cremation Act 1957 -
Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2001
ISD No 351/01]

Dangerous Goods Ãct 1928 -

Explosives (Carriage by Road) (Consequential
Provisions) Order 2001 ISD No 363/01]

Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act
1984 -

Removal and Disposal of Vehicles Regulations 2001
ISD No 407/01]

Town and Country Planning Acts 1934 to 1991 -
Town and Country Planning (Permitted
Development) (Statutory Undertakings)
(Amendment) Order 2001

[SD No 399/01]
Braddan (Middle Farm) Planning Scheme
(AmendmenÐ (No.2) Order 2001 ISD No 40]/011

TouristAct 1975 -
Tourist (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2001
ISD No 361/01]

Department of Tourism and Leisure -
Tourism and Leisure Support Scheme 2001
IGC No 34/01]

Oil Pollution Act 1986 -
Merchant Shipping
Order 2001 ISD No 3

(Intervention Convention)
B3/011

Electricity Act 1996 -
Electricity Generation (Pulrose Gas Tutbine Power
Station) Order 2001 ISD No 400/01]

Papers Laid before the Court
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Industry BoardAct 1981 -
Industry Board Act (Amendment) Order 20Ol
[SD No 398/01]

RoadTrafficAct 1985 -
Road Vehicles Carying Explosives (Maintenance
and Use) Regulations 2001 ISD No 384/01]

Highways Act 1986 -
Highway Extinguishrrent (Slieau Curn Park, Kirk
Michael) Order 2001 [SD No 402/01]

Investment Business Acts 1991 to 1993 -
Investment Business (Exemption) (Miscellaneous)
Regulations 2001 ISD No 333/01]

Hydrocarbon Oil Duties Act 1986 -
Hydrocarbon Oil Duties Act 1986 (Amendment)
Order 2001 ISD No 272/0] l

Betting Act 1970 -
Betting Act 1970 (Amendment) Order 2001
ISD No 273/01]

Value Added Tax Act 1,996 -
Value Added Tax Act 1996 (Amendment) Order
2OOl ISD No 270/01]

Payment of Members'Expenses Act 1989 -
Attendance Allowances (Amendment) Order 200 1

ISD No 347/01]

Income TaxAct 1970 -
Income Tax (Capital Relief) (Commercial
Buildings Allowance) (Ramsey) Order 200i lSD
No 391/011

Representation of the People Act 1995 -
Election Fees Order 2001 ISD No 392/01]

Animal Health Act 1996 -
Foot and Mouth Disease (Importation) (Temporary
Prohibition) (Amendment) Order 2001
[SD No 325/01]

High CourtAct 1991 -
High Court (Costs) (Amendment) Rules 2001
[SD No 284/01]
Rules of the High Court of Justice (Amendment)
2001 ISD No 324/01]

High CourtAct 199I: Judicature (Matrimonial Causes)
Acf1976 -

Matrimonial Causes (Amendment) Rules 2001
[SD No 326/01]

Reports.-
The Chief Constable's Annual Report 2000-2001
Empty Property Initiative Committee Interim
Report, June 2001
Report of tlie Ecclesiastical Committee of Tynwald
on the Church (Miscellaneous Provisions) Measure
(Isle of Man) 2001

Iuterim Report of the Select Committee on
Complaints of Maladministration made by Mrs
AESJPilling

Harbours (Isle of Man) Act 196l -
Ramsey Harbour Facilities Order 2001
[SD No 310/01]
Proposal for the Sale and Letting of the Inner Harbour
of Ramsey Harbour in connection with the
Development of a Yachting Marina 2001
IGC No 26/0]l

Petitions -
Petition of Ramsey Town Commissioners

The following itents were not the subject of motions on
the order pøper:

European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 -
Dual-Use Items (Export Control) (Amendment)
(No. 2) Regulations 2;001 [SD No 403/01]

Bank Holidays Act 1989 -
Bank Holidays (2002) Order 2001 [SD No 340/01]

Payment of Members'Expenses Act 1989 -
Payment of Members' Expen ses (Specif,red B odies)
(Amendment) Order 2001 ISD No 346/01]

Criminal Justice Act 2001 -
Curfew Monitoring (Responsible Persons) Order
zoot ISD No 365/01]

RoadTrafficAct 1985 -
Road Vehicles (Authorisation of Special Types)
(Amendment) Order 2001 [SD No 353/01]

Companies Act 1931 -
Companies (Fees and Duties) (Amendment) Order
2001 ISD No 295/01]

Appointed Day Orders -
Matrimonial Proceedings Act 2001 (Appointed
Day) Order 2001 ISD No 404/0]l
Licensing (Amendment) Act 2001 (Appointed Day)
Order 2001 ISD No 366/01]
Criminal Justice Act 2001 (Appointed Day) (No.
2) Order 2001 ISD No 367/01]

Reports -
Department of Health and Social Security Annual
Report to Tynwald on Hospital Activity and Waiting
Lists
Sixteenth Annual Repoft and Statement of Accounts
of the Public Lottery'lÌust for the year ended 31st
January 2001
Annual Report of the Standing Committee on
Economic Initiatives, June 2001

International Agreements -
International Agreements which the Isle of Man
Government has requested to be extended to the

Papers Laid before the Court



T1096 TYNWALD COUR TUESDAY, IOth JULY 2OO1

Isle of Man during the period I st April 200 I to 30th
June 2001 -

Agreement on Conservation of Albatrosses
and Petrels
International Agreements which the Isle of Man
Government has requested not to be extended to
the Isle of Man during the period 1st April 2001 to
30th June 2001 -

Council of Europe Framework Convention
for the Protection of National Minorities

Treaty Concerning a European Vehicle and
Driving Licence Information System (EUCARIS)

Ambulance Staff - Pension Parity -
Question by Mr Henderson

The Deputy President: Hon. members, we now move
to item number 3 on our order paper, and that is tbe question
paper. I call upon the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr
Henderson, to ask the Chief Minister.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I
beg leave to ask the Chief Minister:

WiIl your government consider giving pension pørity
for the Islqnd's ambulance staff with other entergency
sentices stffi and others who qualify for special fficer
status who can retire earlier than the norntal retirentent
age of65 years?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister to respond.

Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President. We
have no plans for making significant changes to the
superannuation arrangements of ambulance staff. The
question makes reference to 'other emergency services',
and I assume this is a reference to police officers and fire
service personnel, who have separate superannuation
arrangements, which are different from each otherbut both
include a facility to retire at the age of 55. Ambulance
staffmay retire, as I understand it, with immediate payment
of benefits, at the age of 60. In the case of the police, the
fire service and ambulance staff, they are all superannuated
in a manner similar to their UK counterparts, and this
ensures that staff enjoy terms and conditions similar to
equivalent workers and facilitates transfers of staffbetween
the United Kingdom and the Isle of Man. The difference
in retirement age between ambulance staff and police and
fire service personnel is therefore a reflection of the
difference that exists in the United Kingdom.

Mr Deputy President, I would suggest that bracketing
ambulance stafT with the police and tìre service as
'emergency services'does not justify a uniform retirement
age, neither would it justify all those who may be classified
as 'emergency services' receiving the same pay or other
terms of employment. We believe that members of the
ambulance service are being properly treated in parallel
with their UK counterparts, and this was set out, indeed,
in a letter from our Treasury Minister to Mr Moffitt of the

Transport and General Workers Union very recently, sir.
The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr

Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Would the Chief Minister not agree with me that there are
many precedents set throughout government whereby the
Isle of Man has broken its parity and paralleling with UK
terms and conditions, one such being the nurses' grading
exercise? And would he agree that that has worked
extremely well, making our own local arrangements?And
would he further agree with me that making the ambulance
staff retirement age much more beneficial would actually
aid and assist recruitment and retention of staff in that
difficult-to-work-in and often stressful work area?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister to respond.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr Deputy President. There are
obvious differences. As we can see, there are differences
between the police and the fire service, indeed. There are
small differences in their agreements, and I would suggest
that the place for that to be negotiated is not in the Court
of Tynwald, or indeed for the Council of Ministers to dictate
what should or should not happen. There is a place and a
proper avenue for this to be discussed, and I would suggest
that that is the best place, sir, for it to be discussed.

The Deputy President: Asupplementary. The member
of Council, Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you. Bearing in mind that all these
personnel are paid from the public purse - they are from
the same source - would the Chief Minister not agree with
me that, regardless of any arrangements we have with
various unions et cetera on the mainland, it would be more
practical to look to all these people who are paid from the
same source to have the same conditions of retirement?
Maybe not the same salaries, but the same conditions. A
man is 60 or 65 in the same lifetime, and the situation
would be that at least bus drivers and other people would
know exactly if they are being treated with parity when it
comes to their retirement.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister to reply.

Mr Gelling: Yes, as I said, it is very diffrcult, Mr Deputy
President, to actually put them all into one particular class,
and it is fair to say that in the past these services have
wished to be looked after in the same way, whether it be
for salary, age or service, as their counterparts in the United
Kingdom. Now, if the hon. member of Council is saying
therefore that we should be looking at, for argument's sake,
some being able to retire after 30 years' service, regardless
of when they started, and if you are going to introduce that
as well, it is going to be cherry picking all the best bits out
of each of the agreements, which I would say will probably
be difficult for some of those services. So, I agree with the
hon. member: we, the public of the Isle of Man, are paying
these people to do a good job, with a good service, but
they must also be looked after in a way that is acceptable

Ambulance Staff - Pension Parity - Question by Mr Henderson
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to everybody as well (A.Member: Hear, hear.) in the way
in which they work and the service they give and, of course,
the loyalty then that they give to that service. So, what I
am really saying is that all these things are there to be
discussed, but it might be very, very difficult to find a

uniform way in which everybody could have exactly the
same conditions.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Does the hon. Chief Minister not agree, though, that the
ambulance service is indeed the poor relation when

;
h

staffing and infrastructu¡e? Ifhe does agree, would he give
a commitment today, please, that the ambulance service
will be given a shot in the arm before this vital service
begins to founder, sir?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

pay and conditions and so on are. I have not got that
information; all I can say is that, as far as the government
of this Island is concerned, they should have a fair day's
pay for a fair day's work, and the hon. member is suggesting
that they are the poor relation.

Mr Houghton: They are.

Mr Gelling: I am not aware of that, Mr Deputy
President, but I am quite sure that the people who are
concerned and do the negotiations are listening to what is
being suggested.

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: I will take only two more
supplementaries. Mr Del aney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Bearing
in mind that the Chief Minister and I are in accord that we
see that there should be a parity at some time in the age of
retirement to workers that work through the public purse,
would the Chief Minister give some consideration to the
formulation of some committee, either of his Council of
Ministers or of this Court, even (Mr Houghton: Hear,
hear.), and we can look at resolving this problem in the
long term?

A Member: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Mr Deputy President, what I can say to
the hon. member is that obviously the Council of Ministers'

members are listening to this Question Time this morning.
I was not, I have to admit, awa¡e that there were great
difficulties with the drivers and the ambulance service (Mr
Delaney intelecting) but certainly the situation is that we
must pay the right wages or the right salaries to provide a
service for the public in the Isle of Man - a very important
service. What I am really saying is that just amalgamating
them all together and taking, for argument's sake, a linkage
with the fire service, I would suggest, is not the answer.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mr
Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Does
the Chief Minister accept that the criteria in assessing staff
groups such as police and fire service personnel in
determining earlier letirement than 65 would be the same
for ambulance personnel, namely the stress and dangerous
situations that they are placed in, and that age is against
personnel in their job, which requires post-holders to be
as fit and active as possible? And further, would he agree,
given that then, that surely this situation does require further
scrutiny?

Mr Houghton and Another Member: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes. Again I can agree with the fact that
the ambulance driver situation has changed: we have gone
from the ambulance driver who just drove the ambulance
to a situation now where we have medics who have to be
trained to be able to carry out ceftain life-saving operations
at the site. Therefore there might very well be a case that

think it should be looked into in the proper manner, with
both sides being represented through the proper forum.

Mr Delaney: And a committee of Tynwald Court: that
would be the answer,

Land Registry - Report on Delays and Costs

- Question by Mr Houghton

The Deputy President: Question number 2' The hon.
member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to ask the Chief
Minister.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Deputy President' I beg

leave to ask the Chief Minister:

(1) Have you received the report on the severe delays
and escalating costs on the introduction of the Land
Registry which was prontised in a House of Keys'
written answer ín April 2001 ;

Land Registry - Report on Delays and Costs - Question by Mr Houghton
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(2) if not, why not; and

(3 ) if so, will it be circulaîed to ntentbers?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister to respond.

Mr Gelling: Thank you, Mr Deputy Presjdent. The
Council of Ministers has received a report from the Chief
Registrar, and this report explains the difficulties in
bringing forward the date for beginning to register
privately-owned properties on the Island. The strategy has
been to begin by registering government-owned properties
and then move on to the plivate sector. Stafhng difficulties
within the Attorney-General's Chambers have meant that
progress on the govemment properties has been slow and,
as a consequence of receiving this report, the Council of
Ministers has made proposals for expediting this flow of
govemmentproperty registrations so that an early starl can
be made on the registration of private properties. The Chief
Registrar's report is an internal document drafted for the
Council of Ministers, and it is therefore not intended to
give it a wider circulation.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Bearing in mind that certain staff at the Land Registry are
to have their duties transferred to the Attorney-General's
office in an attempt to accelerate this disgracefully slow
and failing process, has the Chief Minister actually
identified those responsible for failing this government
over the years, and if he has, sir, would he consider
transferring them to Siberia?

Mr Gelling: Well, the hon. member has not identified
the persons whom he considers responsible for this, Mr
Deputy President, but what I can say is that we have the
report, we have identified where the problem lies and we
have taken strides to rectify it, which I would have thought
the hon. member would have appreciated. The slowness
was not in.the Land Registry; itwas feedingthe information
to the Land Registry from the Attorney-General's office,
so I would have thought it was fairly common sense to
therefore transfer somebody from where they were not
getting the information to the place where they could feed
it, so that we could actually get a flow of information
coming from theAttorney-Gene¡al's office on government
properties. So, that is what has happened. We are going to
revie.w it in three months' time, Mr Deputy President, to
see if - I hope - things will have moved on, and if they
have not we will obviously address the situation then.

Euro - Referendum on Adoption
- Question by Mrs Cannell

The Deputy President: Question number 3. The hon.
member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell, to ask the Chief

Minister.
Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg

leave to ask the Chief Minister:

W|II the Isle of Man people have an opportunity to
vote on whether or not the Isle of Man adopts the euro,
and if not, why not?

The Deputy President: The Chief Ministel to respond.

Mr Gelling: Ml Deputy President, we have indeed
reported twice on this particular subject, in 1 995 and I 998,
on the impracticabilities of the Island having a curency
of a denomination different to that in the United Kingdom.
Now, we are, for very obvious and practical reasons,
committed to keeping our currency in line with that of the
United Kingdom, whether that cunency continues to be
sterling or becomes the euro. As we will keep in line with
the United Kingdom, any separate referendum on the Island
would be unnecessary and, I would suggest, Mr Deputy
President, a waste of money, and we have no plans to hold
such a referendum, sir.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Bearing in mind the answer that we have just been given,
then, can the Chief Minister reassure us that the UK Prime
Minister will, when stating the importance of entering into
the euro at a time which would benefit and not damage the
UK economy, have the same consideration for the Crown
dependencies, of which we are one? And what assurances
has tbe UK Government given to you and your govemment
to safeguard the Isle of Man's particular special interest?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister to respond.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr Deputy President. I think the
question actually is not about the euro; it is about whether
the Island should continue to have the same currency as

the United Kingdom. That is really the question, and the
answer to that question is that the currency of the Isle of
Man is linked to the currency of the United Kingdom, so
therefore, if the United Kingdom changes their currency
from sterling to euro, the Isle of Man has already indicated
that we will indeed change to that currency for all the
reasons which are laid out in the 1995 repoú which was to
Tynwald, pointing out all the practicalities, problems and
so on of us being in any linkage other than with the currency
of the United Kingdom, sir. Therefore, a referendum, if it
may come about, as the Prime Minister has said, in the
UK, will make the decision for the UK, but I would suggest
to the hon. member that the Isle of Man has already
indicated that we would obviously join and link with that
currency, sir.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Whilst
acknowledging the Chief Minister's reply that the Isle of
Man Government may have no choice but to follow any
United Kingdom decision, considering that the introduction
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of the euro would possibly have a direct effect on our
economy and our prosperity, are the people of the Island
not entitled to express an opinion on the euro, which could
then be forwarded to Mr Blair's Government so it would
know exactly how the people of this Island feel about it?

Mr Downie: Put it in your manifesto.

The Deputy President: The Chief Ministerto respond.

Mr Gelling: I am sorry, Mr Deputy President, but I am
quite sure that we would not wish for them to ask us, as

we would not wish them to interfere with our decisions. It
is our decision in the Isle of Man what we do, and we have
already stated, as I say, in two reports that it would be
impractical for us to do anything other than to remain linked
with the currency of the uK. So, I think the hon. member
from Ramsey is quite right when he says, 'Well, we have
not got any alternative'; that probably is the fact. The hon.
mover of the original question has asked about us perhaps
being in on that referendum, and I would suggest again
that we do not want to be, as the hon. member for Onchan
often says, looked upon as a county council of the UK. We
are independent, we will have to make that decision and,
as I say, we have already researched it, and we do not see

anything other than the linkage with the currency, whatever
it be, sterling or euro, of the United Kingdom, sir.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, would the Chief
Minister not agree that the issue of this question is
somewhat wrong in the fact that the United Kingdom
Government will look after the United Kingdom (Mrs
Cannell: Hear, hear.) and we will have to look after
ourselves? (Mrs Cannell: HeaL hear.) And would he not
also agree that the reality is the concern that there is a
possibility of us being refused entry on the back of the
United Kingdom, in that they would maybe want to put
more conditions on our entry into such a currency
arrangement in order to try and pull back the economic
activity within the Crown dependencies at the present time?
That is the real problem, and the idea of us somehow having
a vote is nonsensical,

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: I agree with the hon. member's last
statement, but I cannot agree, perhaps, with his summary
of what the dangers are. There could very well be areas

that will concern us, but the whole fact of the matter is
that if the UK does join, what we are doing is introducing
our currency in the same form as the currency in the United
Kingclom. We orrrselves in the Isle of Man are not joining
the euro; we are joining into an interlinking with the United
Kingdom currency, whatever that might be, sir.

The Deputy President: Mr Braidwood, a

supplementary.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Could the Chief Minister confirm that the government

already accepts payment in euros and also that if we did
not follow the UK it would be damaging to business, as

has happened in Denmark on their referendum, when they
voted against the euro, and they are now ttying to facilitate
the business because of their being outside ofthe European
Monetary Union?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, indeed, the hon. member quotes
virtually some of the problems there would be if we were
not following the currency linkage with the United
Kingdom. There are commercial difficulties that would
arise and, as I say, the 1995 report, followed on by another
report - I think it was in 1998 - fully describes all the
problems that could exist and the reality of us being linked
with anything other than the currency of the nearest
neighbour with which we trade for probably 75 or 80 per
cent of our commercial business.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mrs
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President' Hon'
Chief Minister, you stated in one of your answers that we
are independent and we do not want to be following the
UK in all sorts of things, and yet the UK Government is
going to ask the UK people to make the decision on whether
or not to adopt the euro. Can the hon. Chief Minister,
therefore, rationalise and explain to me how we can be
independent? Is the truth not that we are not independent
and that we do kowtow to everything the United Kingdom
says or does? (lnteriections)

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: MrDeputy President, this has already been
inquired into. It has already been discussed. A report has

come forward which states quite clearly that it would not be
practical to be linked with anything else. Now, that is our
decision. Our decision is that whatever the cunency is in the
United Kingdom, that is the one that we independently will
have our link with. Now, if hon. members have got some
other design on another linkage with another currency, this
is something they can put forward, but no-one, even since
1995 and 1998, has come up with anything that states other

ntly
has

,:i
months, sir.

Qualify of Life - OPinion Poll
- Question by Mr Karran

The Deputy President: Question number 4. The hon.
member for Onchan, Mr Karran, to ask the Chief Minister.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane,I beg to ask the Chief
Minister:

Quality of Life - Opinion Poll - Question by Mr Karran
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In Decentber 2000 ),ou prontised to hold a further
opinion poll on quality of life before the next general
election:

(1 ) what has been done since that date, and

(2) when is the opiniott poll to be held, bearing in ntind
the election is due infive months' tinte?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Tenders were sought, sir, in January this year from suitable
organisations which were interested in undertaking a
quality of life survey on the Island before the general
election in November, with an appointment actually being
made in March of this year'. Unfortunately, this coincided
with the outbreak of the foot-and-mouth disease in the
United Kingdom, and the feasibility of going ahead with
the survey was consideredby the Government's Foot-and-
Mouth Committee, whichrecommended to the Council of
Ministers that the survey should not proceed whilst
restrictions were in place as a result of foot-and-mouth.
MrDeputy President, the situation in respect of going ahead
with the survey is monitored regularly; however, I cannot
give any clear indication at this time when this will be, sir.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, would the Chief
Minister not agree that this is an excuse for the fact that
this government does not want to know what the people of
this country really think of its government as far as this is
concerned? Would he also not agree that with the great
increase in wealth for certain sections in this country, we
have seen a situation where others have been desperately
left behind? The reason why we are not doing this survey
is not because of the foot-and-mouth; the fact is that we
do not 'want to know what is really happening as far as our
people are concerned. They are feeling disenfranchised by
the fact that they cannot even afford a house because this
govemment will not sort out the situation over the magic
circle that keeps the housing situation in the situation it is.

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: The answer to the hon. member's
statement, sir, is no,

Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.

Mrs Crowe: Well done.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Would the Chief Minister not agree, though, that this is
important to continue, and linked with a general household
survey, which has been sadly lacking in the gathering of
information over the years in this Island?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr Deputy President. In fact, I am
quite sure the results of the survey will be useful whenever
that happens, and I would suggest again that this is not the
last of that; the appointment has been made, the company
that was going to cary it out - The Agency - are fhere
waiting to get on with it as soon as they are given the green
light to get on with the survey. So, the survey could start
whenever we feel that the situation in the Isle of Man is
such that the risk of going onto areas of the Isle of Man. . .

These have to be carried out person to person; we have
tried, we have looked at the situation with regard to doing
it by post, and we are told that that is not possible.
Therefore, the people carrying out the survey have also
agreed with us that it was best to wait until the situation is
such that they can carry out the poll to their satisfaction,
s1r.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Lowey,
member of Council.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Would
the Chief Minister not agree that he and his Council made
a mistake in not making it known that the report was not
going to be commissioned in March? Here we are in July,
and the member has had to ask a question to elicit some
information. Does this not fly in the face of open
governmenq which we practice from time to time?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: In think, in fact, that hon. members will
find that on the summary of proceedings there is a minute
which will confirm, because the Foot-and-Mouth
Committee reported to the Council of Ministers, they
accepted their recommendation and I think you will find
that it is summarised in that, sir.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: In realising that somebody had to make
decisions, Chief Minister, and in light of the answer you
gave, and as most people live within the urban area of the
Island, would it not have been just as easy to have carried
on with that part of it and have the other part done later on
or by mail? And could the minister also, as a supplementary
tell me when we will see - if we are going to see - the
questions that are going to be asked of our people?
Depending on the question is depending on what answer
you will get, and we will all know then where we are going.

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes. I thought the hon. member was going
to say that we perhaps just should interview those in the
urban areas, which, of course, would be unacceptable to
the people who are carrying out the survey.

Mr Delaney: No, no.

Mr Gelling: Now, what I must say is that we appoint
the people to caffy out the suryey and we put down the
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areas tl'ìat we want answers to; we do not formulate the
answers. The people who are canying out the survey will
do that; they have always done it very successfully in the
past and I have no doubt they will do it successfully in the
future. I only hope that we can do it sooner rather than
later because, if they can do it, it means that the risks on
the Isle of Man from foot-and-mouth are just about
eradicated. Although the hon. member for Onchan is saying
it is an excuse, I can assure all hon. members that we set

out and we appointed the people in March to have this
quality of life survey in the Isle of Man because we want it
just the same as every other member of this Court, sir.

Mr Delaney: Could I have the answer to pail two of
the supplementary: what are the questions that are to be
asked?

Taxation Strategy -
Cohabiting Couples -

Transfer of Personal Allowances -
Question by Mr Houghton

The Deputy President: Question number 5. The
member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to ask the
Minister for the Treasury.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for the Treasury:

Do you plan to include inyour new taxation strategy
an option for cohabiting couples to be able to transfer
their personal qllowances between each other?

The Deputy President: The Minister for the Treasury.

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. As hon.
members will be aware, a married couple who are living
together as man and wife are entitled to transfer any
unutilised personal allowance and lower-rate band between
either spouse. The issue which has been raised from time
to time by the hon. member is whether this should be
extended to unmarried couples. The Treasury has
considered the issue and remains of the view that such a

move would not be appropriate. Two people who decide
to live together and not be manied are exercising their
right to remain single, in which case they should be taxed
accordingly. Some individuals do move in and out of
relationships on a regular basis, and it takes perhaps little
imagination to appreciate how difficult it would be to
control such a situation. One might picture an advert
appearing in the newspaper, perhaps w
wording: 'single person with unutilised
wealthier individual with a view to a m
financial arrangement .' ( Laughter )

Mr Houghton: What a Poor scenario.

Mr Corkill: Mr Deputy President, this may appear to
be somewhat flippant, but I use it to illusú'ate the problem,
sir. Furthermore, it would not be possible to restrict it to
heterosexuals' relationships; under human rights, same-

sex relationships would have a claim to be treated in the
same manner. Once down this road, it becomes a complete
open house on personal allowances.

To avoid the unacceptable situation I havejust outlined,
if the hon. member truly believes there is a genuine
unfairness in the way married couples may transfer
allowances whilst others may not, the logical conclusion
to the proposal is more likely to be the removal of the
transferability from married couples rather than its
eitension to cohabiting couples. This would cause
considerable hardship to many and is not, I am sure, what
the hon. member is actually seeking to achieve' In recent
years, the Treasury has sought to level out the playing-
field for all families by extending the additional personal
allowance to cohabiting couples with children. To extend
the transferability of personal allowances to simply two
persons living together wouldbe a costly and very complex

Mr Gelting: I do not have the answers for the hon.
member as I do not have the questions of the paper.

Mr Delaney: It is important, Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Certainly I do not know because it has not
come to fruition.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mr
Karran.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, would the Chief
Minister not agree that the situation is that this was a lost
oppoftunity and it would give an opportunity for an agenda
for the next five years? V/ould he not agree that this is
really more of a godsend to his administration as far as it
being rudderless is concemed? And would he not agree
that the fact is that we will not get the issues addressed
that will shame people into action in the next new House
of Keys because this issue has not been addressed in this
House of Keys so that people see the real concerns that
obviously seem to be devoid from this hon. chamber?

The Deputy President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Mr Deputy President, it is not a lost
opportunity. We have not cancelled the survey; the people
are on standby, waiting to get on with the job. As soon as

we can give them the green light to get on with the job,
they will get on with it. It is not a lost opportunity; in fact,
I would suggest that it could very well still be out before
the November election if we get the okay to get ahead
with it in the next month or so, and even if it is not, I
would suggest that it would be very valuable to the next
administration when they come into office, because it is
not intended in any shape or form not to carry it out. It is
most unfortunate. I am quite sure you will find that
everyone regrets it - it is not just the members of Onchan;
the members of Council and everyone would have liked

So, there have
only wish we

up.
We

to have seen what that survey turned
been no delaying tactics whatsoever.
could have carried it out, sir.

A Member: Hear, hear
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option (Mr Houghton: Rubbish!) and I think a step too
far, sir'.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Deputy Plesident. In
this day and age, people living together for at least five
years should be permitted to share their respective tax
allowances with each other. Would the hon. minister for
the Treasury undertake to reconsider his decision, or would
he welcome a declaratory motion before this Court in the
future to test the opinion of hon. members, sir?

A Member: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: The Minister for the Treasury.

Mr Corkill: Mr Deputy President, I have no problem
debating in public the issues to do with income tax. I would
advise the hon. member that there is income tax legislation
in the legislative programme which will cover a number
of issues. I would refer him to the situation that I have
already described in my opening comments, which is that
the answer may well be to remove these allowances so
that all people are treated equally, and that may well be
driven by human rights legislation. This is an evolving
situation, sir. But, at the end of the day, I understand the
hon. member has constituents -

Mr Houghton: So do you.

Mr Corkill: - and I know the case in point, where it is
a situation where two people without children are living
together. It is a stable relationship - I do not deny that that
is the situation - but they, as I said in my opening comments,
choose to remain as single persons. This is a very complex
area and, at the end of the day, the income tax policy - the
policy of Treasury - is to simplify tax, and this will make
it extrernely complex and, I would suggest, unenforceable,
because one will not know the parameters of a pafticular
relationship, and that is the point I was trying to put across
in my answer. I do not doubt the integrity of the constituents
that the hon. member has written to me about, but one has
to treat people fairly and equally (Mr lloughton: Hear,
hear.), and that is the issue at stake. I would suggest that
when the legislation comes forth there will be a lively
debate, and it may well be that the suggestion is to remove
these transferable allowances for everyone, but I sr.rggest
that is a debate for the future, sir,

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy Plesident.
Would the hon. Treasury ministff not agree with me that
all he is really doing this morning is answer evading and
putting smoke screens up, and the reality of the situation
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) is that it is not as complicated
as he is making out? And would he further agree with me
that if he and his officers were willing to sit down and

actually analyse this properly, there may be a simple way
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) of working a formula out to
solve the situation? And would he further agree that it
would not be of the impact and size that he is talking about?
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.)

The Deputy President: The Minister for the Treasury,

Mr Corkill: Well, I would be very interested to know
what this simple formula is, Mr Deputy President, that the
hon. member alludes to. (Several Members: Hear, hear.)
Surely that is a question that he is sidestepping by putting
it back to Treasury. My personal opinion is that I think
marriage is a good institution and should be encouraged
(Several Members: Hear, hear.) and that it sets parameters
for family life and the way that families are treated by
society. But I accept quite equally that it is the right of
many people not to choose that institution, and in respect
of a measure that was brought forward by myself to this
hon. Court, with a considerable amount of debate at the
time, it was determined that there was a way forward to
treat children equally, whether they are within or outside
of marriage (Mr Iloughton: Hear, hear.) so that they were
not disadvantaged. Children who are in a married
relationship or out of a married relationship do get
effectively equal tax treatment through the way that we
apply the rules, but the situation regarding two individuals
who choose to remain single is the whole issue of how
you determine the parameters. The hon. member suggested
five years; why not one year? Why not one month? Why
not 10 years? It is a question of interpretation, and I would
suggest that the line that has been drawn at the moment is
a fair line, but there will be an ability by hon. members to
debate the legislation when it comes forward. There is a
20O-clause Income Tax Bill in the pipeline, ready for the
next Court to debate -

Mr Delaney: It is a good reason not to stand, isn't it?

Mr Corkill: - and I wish them well with this
particular subject. I would wish to say to hon. members
that this subject has been scrutinised in great depth in
the Treasury -

Mr Houghton: By people with closed -

Mr Corkill: - and has not been dismissed out of hand,
as perhaps the hon. member may be suggesting is the case.

Manx Currency - Link to Sterling -
Question by Mr Karran

The Deputy President: Question number 6. The hon.
member for Onchan, Mr Karran, to ask the Minister f.or
the Treasury.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the
Minister for the Treasury:

( I ) Has clnjone orher than the IsIe of Man tlæ power to
renxove the link between the Manx currency and

Manx Currency - Link to Sterling - Questiori by Mr Kanan
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sÍerling, particularly in the event of the United
Kingdom joining the European Monetary Union;
and

(2) would the rentoval of such linkage be danmging to
the Island's econonty?

The Deputy President: The Minister for the Treasury'

Mr Corkilt: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Tlie
Manx pound is a substitute culrency for the pound sterling.
For every Manx pound issued, one pound sterling is
removed from circulation. Our Currency Act of 1992 states,

in section 7 , Lhat 'a holder of any Manx Government notes

shall be entitled, on demand, to receive in payment for
such notes their equivalent face value in Bank of England
notes.'The Manx pound is not legal tender anywhere other
than on the Island. There is no arrangement with the United
Kingdom or any other authority, therefore the link cannot
be removed now or in the future other than by the Isle of
Man Government.

The second part of the question, then, only carries
relevance to a situation where the Island's own government
was to break the link. This matter has been debated in this
Court in the context of the euro, and it was said then that it
is simply neither practical nor commercially sensible for
us to use a curency other than thatbeing used in the United
Kingdom, be it sterling or the euro. An independent
cunency would bring with it insurmountable balance of
payments issues and immense exchange risk to Island
companies dealing with off-Island suppliers andcustomers
and to resident individuals paying or receiving moneys to
or from the United Kingdom. In practice, it would be
necessary to link the currency with that of another country
and, if you are going to do that, you would do so with your
most important trading partner, which, in our case - and I
suggest for a long time into the future - will be the United
Kingdom itself, so that, in fact, brings us the full circle in
that discussion, sir.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: A supplementary, Lhiass-eaghtyrane.
Would the minister not agree that if, during the life of the
sterling loan, the UK decides to join the euro, the loan will
be converted into euros? What would happen if we ended
up with our own independent sterling, our owlt independent
punt or whatever? What would happen if we were not a
member of the EU and were prevented from any political
aspirations from being part of the UK's currency when
they go into the euro as far as maybe the OECD is
concerned or because of other internal affairs within
Europe? Could the minister answer these questions? If we
end up with massive debts, would the minister not agree
that if we cannot exchange our Manx punt or whatever, if
we get thrown out, for the stelling pound or the euro, pound
for pound, there is a danger then that we would have to
devalue the currency, and that would mean that any extemal
borrowings would go up in value as far as the Isle of Man
is concemed? I wonder whether the minister could have a
look at these points.

The Deputy President: The Minister for the Treasury.

Mr Corkill: I think the hon. member is refelring to an

item later on in the agenda, which is the MBA bond which
Treasury is promoting, which is a borrowing of f185
million, and I will cover that later on when presenting that
motion, Mr Deputy President. But the hon. member raises
an interesting question as things are evolving. He talked
of a Manx punt; that would be the very situation that we
would seek to avoid, (TWo Meml¡ers: Hear, hear.) because
we do not want an independent currency -

Mr Karran: I totally agree.

Mr Corkill: - and we do not have one now. As regards
his comments about being part of the United Kingdom
cunency, in my opening comment I made the point that
we have substitute sterling within the Isle of Man. We use
sterling because we choose to use it in our trading activities,
and this hon. Court could choose to use some other
currency, perhaps the United States dollar. And I can see

the hon. Deputy President almost nodding his head,
because it was him that brought a motion to the House of
Keys on this very subject (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) -

that we should debate it - some years ago.
With regard to the bond and this issue of having

borrowings and then whether the United Kingdom going
into the euro will have an impact because of the difference
in interest rates, can I say it is based on an incorrect
assumption that erTn

sterling and eur and
that is not the e is
cunently inverted, as was the case when the Treasury
entered into a bond on behalf of the Water Authority. This
indicates that for long-term borrowing, sterling interest
rates are lower than for the euro. Secondly, if we were to
wait for the UK to determine whether or not to enter the
euro, a greater degree of uncertainty and consequential
financial risk would be introduced. We do not know if or
when the United Kingdom will decide to enter the euro
and, in order to undertake the Manx Electricity Authority's

introduce a currency risk, which would ultimately fall on
the electricity consumer. Such routes are not considered
financially attractive for the MEA. Thirdly, whilst nothing
can be cenain in this area, the UK's entry into the euro
depends on convergence within the euro economies. In
terms of long-term interest rates, that convergence is more
likely to be for UK interest rates to converge with the euro
ratesrather than the other way around. As I have indicated
earlier, this would mean the long-term yield curve
disinverting and converging with higher long-term euro
interest rates,

Therefore, in summary, I do not considet that the hon.
member's suggestion would produce a more financially
attractive solution than that currently being progressed,

but I thank the hon. member for his question, because it is
a changing world, the euro will have an impact on the
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economies of everyone in the Europe an area, and it is right
to be cautious. But I can assure the hon. member that it is
not a risk that I would take, and the comments he makes I
heed as a warning, but I think the points have been
answered, Mr Deputy President.

The Deputy President: Mr Quine, a supplementary.

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Would
the minister agree - and I am not being judgmental in
putting this question - that the issue is not one ofdesignation
or nomenclature in terms of the currency, but the issue is
one of the certainty of value? (A Member: Hear, hear.)
There are a number of examples where this problem which
we could be faced with has been addressed by attaching a
set parity: for example, the Hong Kong dollar has a set
parity with the American dollar of 7.8, and that has been
in place for 30-odd years. We are talking about euros and
we are talking about punts in the last question. The issue
is not one of nomenclature and not one of designation; it
is one of certainty of value, and there is more than one
way for the Isle of Man to function in the economic world
on a basis of having certainty of value.

The Deputy President: The Minister for Treasury.

Mr Corkill: Well, certainly, the hon. member is right;
certainty of value is what it is all about and, by having UK
sterling as our currency at the moment, we have that
benefit. One could link to the US dollar, which is obviously
a stable scenario as well, but one comes back to the ìssue
of cefainty of value in that case, because something like
75 per cent ofour business is in UK sterling and, by having
a different currency, one would then introduce that
exchange rate risk. I would suggest business would relocate
in order to avoid that currency risk, and that is something
we must avoid. So, whatever the UK does, the Isle of Man
should follow, because that is common sense with regard
to our trading curency - that is in relation to the Island's
culrency and whether the UK joins the euro or not. There
may be, in years to come, if the economy of the Island
changes, a debate whereby we could have the situation
the hon. member suggested when he put forward the
example of Hong Kong. Bermuda has parity with the US
dollar, and it is quite simply because the US is its major
trading partner. So, there is a certain practicality in all of
this, and I would suggest that we just stick to those
practicalities and not get too sidetracked, Mr Deputy
President.

The Deputy President: Now, hon. members, we are
not into a currency debate; we are into question number 6,
and there are another 20 questions to go. I have five
members seeking supplementaries. Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Will
the Minister for the Treasury, who is obviously going to
be one of the leading lights in whatever occurs witliin the
pound and the euro and us following, ensure that the Isle
of Man people are not ripped off as they were when the
British changed their currency to 100 pence to the pound
from 144? A discrepancy of 22 per cent was incurred by

the oldinary man in the street on his purchasing power.
Will the minister give us an undefiaking that he will cìosely
monitor to make sure they do not lose the value, whatever
exchange curreucy they move to?

The Deputy President: The Minister for the Treasury,

Mr Corkill: Mr Deputy President, I can just remember
that there were 240 old pennies in the old pound. I can
also remernber the decimalisation process, which was
February of 1970 -

Mr Delaney:1971.

Mr Corkill: - 197 l,because I was residing in Bradford
at the time, and I went down to the market there to see
how the new currency was performing. (Interjections) It
was a real Paddy's market, I can tell you. As a student, I
was paying 9t/z pence for a pint of Okell's bitter, and it
went up to 10 pence straight away, because it rounded up
the halfpenny, and there was inflation at that time.

Mr Delaney: That is the important issue for the man
on the street. (Interjection)

Mr Corkill: Can I say that there were other very basic
reasons, strong reasons, for hyperinflation in the UK
economy at that time as well, which were due to other
economic factors. I come back to the basic point: we are a
small nation, we ueed to use the 'services', as it were, of a
strong cuÍency, and that strong currency, if it is our major
trading partner, then it has to be that. Regarding the issue
the hon. member alluded to earlier to the Chief Minister
about a referendum, it would be catastrophic if we had a
different decision here compared to what the UK decided,
and that makes us feel uncomfortable as to what our input
into the process is, but the UK will do what is in the interests
of the United Kingdom (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) - that
is what its government is elected to do. It will also have its
European Union interests at heart. The Isle of Man, the
government here, has ou¡ interests at heart, and I am sure
this debate will not be finalised today, but I am quite strong
in my opinion that a referendum would be the wrong thing.
I thank the hon. member for saying that I am going to be
one of the leading lights; perhaps he knows something
about November -

Mr Delaney: Oh, you are awfully modest, Chief
Minister! (Laughter)

Mr Corkill: - that I do not know yet, but I am just
looking forward to being re-elected, Mr Deputy President.

The Deputy President: trIon. members, I am anxious
to push the question paper along. (Members: Hear, hear.)
We are not having a debate; we are having supplementary
questions. Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Thank you. I would like to ask the hon.
Treasury minister: does he not agl'ee that the advantages
of a common European currency surely outweigh the risks
of the Island going it alone outside of Europe? And would

Manx Currency - Link to Sterling - Question by Mr Kanan
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he not agree also that it may be possible for the Island to
establish a national identity on its coinage if we do go along
the Europe route, as have many other countries within the
European Union?

The Deputy President: The Treasury minister to reply.

Mr Corkill: Just on the last point, Mr Deputy President,
e why the
and coins
ling notes.

In the event that the UK does join the euro, we can have
substitute euro notes circulating within the Island, because
that will be our legal tender here within the Island and not
be legal tender anywhere else. As I said in my opening
comments, that is a matter for this government, sir.

The Deputy President: Mr Braidwood. a

supplementary.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Could the Treasury minister confirm that, contrary to
members' opinion, the Treasury does not have a crystal
ball -

Mr Delaney: You have not sold that as well, have you?

Mr Braidwood: - and we do not know when the UK is
going to enter European Monetary Union? Their attitude
is 'prepare and decide'; they have to have an assessment

of five economic tests, and after that referendum in the
UK, if they enter, again, as has been reiterated by the Chief
Minister, we have no other choice. And could the Treasury
minister also confirm that there will be a transitional period
where the pound sterling is floating against the euro and
then will be fixed? Problems, as I have already mentioned,
are being experienced now in Denmark, as a membet state,

when they are not in EMU.

The Deputy President: The Treasury minister.

Mr Corkill: It is government policy to make sure that

the government of the Isle of Man, in line with changes

which are occurring in the United Kingdom Government,
is able to function when the progress of euros in the
European Union happens. As the hon. member said earlier,
we already accept payments in euros; you can pay euros

into the customs and excise or into the government system
as things stand at the moment. So, we have to be in a state

of readiness, but can I say that one of the first papers I saw

as Treasury minister five years ago was to do with designs
of euro notes for the Isle of Man, and they are waiting in
the wings should the United Kingdom decide to join. But
I would suggest that decision is just a little way off yet,
and I have to say that I aglee with all the comments that
the hon. member for East Douglas, Mr Braidwood, has

put forward.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mr
Karran.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, would the Treasury
minister not agree that the fact of the matter is that the
United Kingdom Government is already embalrassed over
the Crown dependencies because they have not towed the
line over their finance sector with the EU? And could the
Treasury minister not also agree that the EU cannot stop
the UK from joining, but the Crown dependencies are not
under any automatic right to be able to join in the common
curency area? And could there be conditions put onto us

if the EU feels that we are in a weak enough position to do
so, in order that we would have to curtail some of our
financial activities in order to be part of the EU, Lhiass-
eaghtyrane?

The Deputy President: Treasury minister.

Mr Corkill: Mr Deputy President, whether the UK is
embarrassed or not is a problem for them and not myself,
sir. I do not believe they are. I have tried to say in my
earlier answer that the cunency that we use is a matter for
us. (A Member: Hear, hear.) The currency that the UK
wishes to use is a matter for them, as it is for each European
Union member state, and so I think he is looking for ghosts

that do not exist. With regard to the UK discussions and
the EU discussions with regard to tax harmonisation, that
is a totally seParate issue, sir.

Housing - Progress RePort
- Question by Mr Henderson

The Deputy President: Hon. members, we have taken
nearly an hour to do six questions. Question number 7'
Hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I
beg leave to ask the Minister for Local Government and

the Environment:

What progress has your department nmde towards
tlrc unanimously agreed þnwald resolution of March 2001
on the subject of the Housing Progress Report?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local Govemment
and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Deputy President, as we have taken an

hour for six, and as I have got nine, presumably we are

policy reports should be laid before Tynwald in October
òf *ris yéar and again in Apri|2002' In accordance with
the resolution passed by this hon' Cout't, data is being
collected to enable a progress report to be laid before the
October 2001 sitting for the purpose of providing an update

on developments.

The Deputy President: A supplementary' Mr
Henderson.

Housing - Progress Report - Question by Mr Henderson
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Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Could the hon. minister please reassure me that this is being
progressed with the sincerity that it requires? And also,
would he agree with me that I had to supply his offices
with the Hansard debate of that resolution to ensure, in
fact, that important things are taken into the housing report
to produce the correct number of housing units for this
Island, such as liaison with local authorities and private
sectors?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I have got complete faith that the member
politically responsible for estates and housing, and the
officers of the department, will provide a report of the
required standard.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mr
Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Could the hon. Minister for DoLGE give me a further
reassurance that those figures will contain liaisons with
local authorities and with banks, mortgage lending societies
and others involved in the building industry so that his
document will be better informed when it comes back in
October?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local Government
and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: That, Mr Deputy President, was agreed
previously.

Molly's Kitchen and Tavern -
Noise Abatement - Question by Mr Cannell

The Deputy President: Question number 8. Hon.
member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, to ask the Minister for
Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment:

What is the current positíon regarding your noise
abatement fficer's reconutændation that a prosecutiorube
taken against Molly's Kitchen qndTa.vern in Harbour Road,
Onchan?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local Government
and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Deputy President, on the advice of the
learned Attorney-General's Chambers, the department is
not currently progressing a prosecution of the tenants of
Molly's Kitchen and Tavern for allegedly causing a
statutory nuisance in respect of noise under the Public
Health Act 1990, In short, this is because works are still
ongoing at Molly's Kitchen to abate or reduce the amount

of noise audible at local residents' premises. I fear that no
fufther comment can be made at this time since this case
is sub judice due to the ongoing investigations by officers
of the department.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President, A
supplementary, if I may. Would the hon. minister not agree
with me that in such cases - not this individual
circumstance, but as a general principle - it would be
desirable that if youl noise abatement officers perceive
that there is a difficulty, that difficulty is ceased during the
period of the works carried out to try to remedy the
situation?

The Deputy President¡ Minister forLocal Government
and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: It is a question of the law and what the
courts will enforce, Mr Deputy President. (Interjection)
'We 

are not in a position to dictate to the leamed Attorney-
General's Chambers whether they will prosecute in certain
circumstances or not.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mr
Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Would the hon. minister not agree with me that there are
many examples in the Isle of Man where the system is
played by those who are committing alleged offences on
the back of remedying those offences, and that they appear
not to be able to be brought to book during that period?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Yes. I am very grateful to the hon. member
for raising that very good point, because it enables me to
state categorically that the department is very concerned
about people doing such things and has recently had a

meeting with the learnedAttomey with a view to ensuring
that people who flout laws, particularly planning laws,
should not get away with it.

Two Members: Hear, hear,

Car Parking - Mount Havelock
- Use by Civil Servants -
Question by Mr Delaney

The Deputy President: Question number 9. The hon.
member of Council, Mr Delaney, to ask the Minister for
Local Govemment.

Mr Delaney: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

In the light of the rccetú work undertaken to the
tenxporary car park on Mount Havelock adjacent to the

Molly's Kitchen and Tavern - Noise Abatement - Question by Mr Cannell
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rear oÍ govet'nntentbuildings, is it intendedthat this should
be a perntanent føcility for use by civil sentants?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local
Government.

Mr Gilbey: MrDeputy President, the properties on the

former I - 4 Mount Havelock site at the reat of govemment
office were purchased some years ago as part of
goveLument's policy of acquiring the tliangle of properties
6anded by Buck's Road, Albert Street and Mount Havelock
so as to accommodate the future expansion of government's
administrative functions. Although the former I - 4 Mount
Havelock site was not specifically tequired as part of the
development of the new Courts of Justice and Registries
complèx, nevertheless the possibility of it being required
for development puryoses at some time in the future cannot
be discounted.

Pl temporary use of this site as

a car f four years from November
1998 lease from the Private sector
all the accommodation in ProspectHouse on ProspectHill,
the site was used as a car park on an ad hoc basis by civil
servants and non-civil servants wishing to park all day.

The area was not policed, nor was it set out properly.
Indeed,I thinkit shows miraculous ingenuity by those who

for this purpose until a more permanent solution could be
found. By laying out the car park in a proper fashion, it
has been possible to create a total of 29 spaces, which has

given an extra 15 spaces for use by civil servants who are

essential users - that is to say they are officers who have to
use theh own or a government-owned vehicle in order to
carry out their duties.

The hon. Court is aware that a major capital scheme is
being prepared for the redevelopment of the old
government office, old General Registry and the space in
6etween those two buildings. Given the tightness of that
site and the difficulties of access without causing major
inconvenience to traffic flows along Finch Road, it is
possible that there might be a need to use paft of the former
1 - 4 Mount Havelock site as a builders' compound, thus
clearly reducing the parking space available on it'

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: As a former minister, it is difficult for me
to ask this question of the present minister, Mr Deputy
President, but I have a number of supplementaries' Is the
minister aware that when the original planning went

who was then the member for North Douglas, asked a
question on Tuesday, 21st January 1997, when he was

informed that properties I - 4 would be soft landscaped at
some time in the future? Would the minister tell me, and
tell maybe the other members of the Court, what the point
is of taking the word of ministers on behalf of their officers
that certain things will occur when plans go through
Tynwald Court if you can stand up today and tell us that is
no longer a consideration and that a four-year option is
available to those outside this Court who wish to change
the decisions of this Court on which policies and
developnents go through it? What is the point of telling
us something which is obviously untrue at the time to get
planning permission or permission to spend moneys
belonging to the public on developments some of us do
not want to see?

Two Members: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, first of all I never said, Mr Deputy
President, that it was not a consideration. I knew perfectly
well that in the past there had been proposals for this to be
a green site, but an led to aPPlYfor
planning permissi ng Permission,
ãs I have read out of this site as a

car park runs for a period of four years from November
1998, which clearly ends in NovembetZ}}2,before which
the further future of this site will have to be considered. I
have also explained that certainly we could not turn it into

ces on it, because
al to be used in
General Registry
us here, because

there is not room to develop those on their own site alone.

I am sure nobody would want to close Finch Road, so the
position is that I think it is entirely sensible to use it
iemporarily: (1) for car parking, and (2) possibly in the

future to help with the development of this very important
site right next to us.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Delaney,

Mr Delaney: Is the minister aware that, at the time of
the development of the courthouse and the registly offtce,
I - only one of a few - pointed out the lack of car parking

spaces that would be available to those to who come in to
work in the buildings, and I was given assurance that that

would not be the case as they would all be in the new

Chester Street car park? Is he further aware that in recent

times I,
this pie
all day
could h
own, rathet than take up a piece of space that should be

used by the rest of the public for their enjoyment?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I regr et to say I do not know all the excellent

things the hon. member of Council has done.

Car Par.king - Mount Havelock - Use by Civil Servants - Question by Mr Delaney



T1108 TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAT lOtb JULY 2OO1

Mr Delaney: Well, he should or somebody else should
have done it.

Mr Gilbey: That was not actually the question; it was,
'Is it intended that this should be a pennanent facility for
use by civil servants?', not what the hon. member had done
and said over the past years. But the fact of the case is that
there is a valid planning permission for this site until
November 2002. Obviously, a decision will have to be
made in the next 12 months as to what its further future
will be, but I should have thought it was very satisfactory
that it had been tidied up and was now being used for
parking in an orderly and sensible way.

The Deputy President: A final supplementaly. Mr
Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, sir. As little as I do want to
pursue this, I feel it necessary. Does the minister not think
it is important where he quotes that we are like any other
landowner?'We are not like any other landowner; we hold
the trust of the land on behalf of the public (Mrs Cannell:
Hear, hear.), and it is that public we have the first
commitment to, not the people that we want to placate in
relation to their parking problems.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I do not think there is any question of
placating people, but I would point out that good
employers, which I hope we aim to be, should, in my view,
be providing parking spaces for their employees, and I think
we in many ways fall down as good employers in not doing
that. Regarding the government never being able to change
its mind regarding the use of land, that just is not practical.
Of course, as circumstances change, the use of land may
have to change.

Local Authority Housing -Allocation -
Question by Mr Lowey

The Deputy President: Question number 10. The hon.
member of Council, Mr Lowey, to ask the Minister for
Local Government.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment:

(1) How many local authority houses have been
allocated to key workers or to departments of
governnxent in tlte last 12 months; and

(2) is any priority given to Manx-qualified residents
evicted by court order?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local
Government.

Mr Gilbey: Ml Deputy President, thele is quite a long
ans\per to this question. With regard to the first part of the

hon. member's question, in general terms local authodty
housing is not available for key workers, as an applicant is
required to have been ordinarily resident on the Island for
a period of 10 years before becoming eligible for public
sector housing, However, the Department of Local
Government and the Environment has properties in Strang
Cìose, Braddan, and at Rheast Barule, Castletown, which
were purpose-built for key worker accommodation, with
the benefit of funding which was approved by Tynwald at
that time for that particular purpose. However, in the last
12 months, only one property has been allocated to a key
worker, for a fixed term of six months. That property has
now been vacated and is available for allocation. Of the
total 39 properties in Strang Close, six have been allocated
to the Department of Health and Social Security for key
worker housing; two allocated in the Manx Housing Trust
for emergency housing; one is due for allocation; and the
remainder have been allocated to tenants on the general
housing list - people who are in urgent need. Of the 42
properties in Rheast Barrule, none are currently allocated
for key worker housing. Some of the properties have been
allocated to local authorities for emergency housing, and
this includes two for Braddan, five for Castletown and one
each for Port Erin and Port St Mary. The remainder have
been allocated to tenants on the general housing list who
are in urgent need.

In response to the second part of the hon. member for
Council's question, all applications for emergency housing
are given due consideration. I can assure the hon. member
that the department would utilise any available property
at its disposal for the purpose of allocating housing to
people in urgent need, and I believe that this is indeed
demonstrated by the fact that no properties have been
allocated to key workers in Rheast Barrule and only a
limited number of properties have actually been allocated
to key workers in Strang Close.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: I thank the hon. Minister for his detailed
reply. Would the minister not agree, however, that even
with six houses allocated to one specific department of
government and that propefiy becoming empty in a world
where the market is open to people trying to acquire houses,
there should be a requirement for the department to go
into the private sector to get housing for economic needs
as opposed to individuals, who are not in the economic
position that a department of government is, competing in
the marketplace for houses? I do know of one house that
has recently become empty in Strang Close and that was
then allocated again to the health services. It may very
well have been one of its original six, but even that, I think,
should be suspect in this time of crisis for social housing
in the Island. Would the Minister not agree?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I do not necessarily agree at all. First of
all, I think these six people have been allocated in the past,
and clearly we could not turn them out just like that,
Regarding further allocations, ceftainly, as I have made
very clear, the department is keen to use available housing

Local Authority Housing - Allocation - Question by Mr Lowey
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for those in the greatest need. Howevet, we also have to

consider the needs of the health service in particular' I am

sure the hon. member could equally be getting up and

complaining that we were not getting various key workers
in the health service because we could not house them.

This is a question ofgove and I
think it is þerfectly reason ber of
houses, in the past \ile h the
Department of Health and Social Security to help them
gei tey staff, and whether we do this in the fufure is a
matter for the future.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Lowey'

Mr Lowey: Would the minister not agree that the need

for social housing is more acute today than it ever was in
the past?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Of course I would, and that is just why I
said that we would be considering the future, but I
explained why those people were there, and what happens

to ihose housès if and when the present occupants leave is

a matter that is for future consideration.

Property Market - Proposals to Deal with
Gazumping - Question by Mr Rimington

The Deputy President: Question number 11 . The hon.
member foJ Rushen, Mr Rimington, to ask the Minister
for Local Government.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Local Govemment and the
Environment:

Has your departntent any proposals to deal with
the increasing practice of 'gazumping' taking place in the

current property ntarket in the Island?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

that in a depressed housing malket the reverse can, of
course, happen, and the vendor might be faced with a

reduced offer immediately prior to exchanging contracts.

taking too long to progress the purchase of a propefty or
the sale is subject to trustee laws.

In Scotland, gazumping is not a problem, as a legally
binding contract comes into force when a vendor accepts

an offer. Abortive fees and other costs will, however, be

contracts et cetera would be included, and early sight of

advice and, based
ee what effect the
ded on. In the light
ration can then be

given to what measures might be appropriate for the Isle
õf Vtan. I am sure hon. members would agree that we do
not want to blindly follow either the UK or Scotland, but
when we see how their two systems work (Interjection)
and can be compared to each other, we then want to decide
which part or whole schemes are the best for us.

The Deputy President: MrRimington, a supplementary.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I
would like to thank the minister for a very good explanation
of the situation that is taking place and has taken place in
the Isle of Man and the possibilities of reviewing what
mav. in the future, be solutions to that. My only question

to tÍ" hon. minister is: could he make sure that looking at

those proposals does not slip down the agenda and that it
remains high on the agenda? I think changes to the law on
the Isle of Man, if not to outlaw but to change the process

of conveyancing where gazumping cannot take place,

would be of great benefit.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I entirely agree with him about the
undesirability of gazumping. As I mentioned, Mr Deputy
President, the Homes Bill in the adjacent isles has not yet

Mr Gilbey: Indeed, Mr Deputy President, I thank the
hon. member for this question, which repeats the question
he raised in a recent letter to the department. The
department is well aware that, under certain market
conditions, some vendors, and their estate agents, will

or lose the purchase. If this happens just prior to the
exchange of contracts, the prospective purchaser will be
faced with abofive legal and survey fees, and apart from
the cost there will, of course, be the great emotional upset
to the person and probably his or her family as well.
Furthermore, if the property is in a chain, several people
might be affected if the sale falls through. I must point out
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become an Act, and until it does, and until we see how it
operates, I think we would be most unwise to start adopting
it, because: (l) the Bill might be altered in its passage
through Parliament; and (2) we do want to see how it
operates. So, I think that is the time constraint placed on
us, but I totally agree with him: as soon as we can see how
it works and compare it with the Scottish system, we should
do so and consider legislation ourselves. But I would also
hope tlrat there is something that everyone can do, and
that is make it quite clear that such behaviour is totally
and utterly unacceptable and is something that people just
should not do and they should not need a law to tell them
they do not do it. I am afraid I may be old-fashioned, but I
think one's word should be one's bond, and if people agree
a price to sell a house, they should honour what they have
agreed.

The Deputy President: A quick supplementary, Mr
Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Would the hon. minister not agree with me that equally
odious is the increasing practice of companies building
houses purportedly for sale and then sitting upon them to
profit by letting them out?

Two Members: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, I cannot see any reason why people
should not let properties out as long as they are occupied.
What I think is certainly undesirable is if they keep
properties empty and do not either let them out or sell them.
I think we have to be very careful condemning people
letting out properties.

Areas of Dual Responsibility -
Advice and Training for Local Authorities -

Question by Mrs Hannan

The Deputy President: Question number 12. Member
for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the Minister for Local
Government.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment:

Does your departtnent provide advice and training
to local authorities on planning, public health qnd other
areas of dual responsibility?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local
Government.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Deputy President, the department does
notprovide any specialist training to local authorìty officers
or elected members in respect of planning or public health.

It does, however, provide induction ffaining, which may
be undertaken by both officel's and elected members of
local authorities, within which talks are given by staff of
the offices of planning and environmental health on the
general responsibilities of local authorities in these areas.
Two such two-day courses are held each year, and this has
been the case for many years. In general, the department
seeks to provide induction training opportunities for all
authority officers and membels and also provides other
training, such as in areas of IT and financial matters, for
example capital procedure notes or anti-money laundering
regulations. However, the department is always willing to
listen to local authorities' recommendations and to assist,
where possible, in the co-ordination or provision of specific
training requirements. Indeed, at every induction course
the department invites participants to suggest other topics
upon which they feel specific training would be helpful.
In relation to public health, the departmentprovides trained
professional officers - environmental health officers - who
act on behalf of and advise local authorities on all public
health mâtters within the authorities' responsibilities.
Where officers act on behalf of local authorities, they have
regard to the interests ofthe local authority and its statutory
responsibility above all other matters and, where necessary,
will even recommend action against government
departments.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, could I ask the
Minister for Local Government and the Environment if he
would provide training for local authorities with regard to
public health and planning and conditions and joint
responsibilities, and if he would do that as soon as possible?
Some of these issues are causing concern, especially to
constituents and ratepayers.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I think I have intimated that if they ask for
it, we are prepared to offer to help them, but I do not think
we can force them to come to courses. Even if we had the
courses and invited them, unless they want to come, you
cannot make a horse drink its water, so I think it is very
much up to them. After all, they are elected by the people;
they are elected representatives. If they feel that they or
their officers need more training, surely they are
responsible enough to ask for this and to arrange it.
Certainly, if we were asked, we would be more than willing
to help them.

The Deputy President: A supplementary, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Is it not a fact, Lhiass-eaghtyrane, that
we pass legislation and, unless it is brought to the attention
of local authodties and their responsibilities under that
legislation, it is possible that this legislation is never acted
upon?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Areas of Dual Responsibility - Advice and Training for Local Authorjties - Question by Mrs Hannan
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Mr Gilbey: I personally thought that they had a duty to
keep themselves up to date with legislation, as all citizens
have. After all, we do not draw it to the attention of every
business et cetera unless the department concerned feels
that appropliate. But, as I have said, we do have these

induction courses where the main points of law affecting
them are explained to them.

Building Sites - Planning Conditions -
Question by Mrs Hannan

The Deputy President: Question 1 3. Hon. member for
Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the Minister for Local
Government.

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

(I) Is it usual for planning conditions, such as wheel
washers being in place, not to be enforced prior to
developntents c omntencing ; and

(2) why does the Planning Contmittee not set conditions
governing sile workíng and Sunday workings?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Deputy President, I can advise the hon.
member for Peel that compliance with the terms of a

planning approval is the duty of the developer. 'Where a

developer fails in this duty, and where this failure is brought
to the ãftention of the Planning Committee, appropriate
enforcement action will be directedby the committee' With
our current resources, positive monitoring of all active
development sites is not possible but, in my experience,
local residents and local authorities are not slow to identify
possible breaches ofplanning control and to bling these to
ihe attention of our rather hard-pressed enforcement offtcer.

As I believe I have advised this hon. Court before, the

on construction sites is the subject of section 12 of the
Public Health Act 1990. In particular, a notice may be
served specifying the days on which, and the hours during
which, work may be carried out. The Public Health Act
also deals with statutory nuisances, which may include
dust and smoke; it is therefore not appropriate for the
Planning Committee to attach conditions which would have
the same general aim. In conclusion, I should advise that
any particular cases should be brought to the attention of
the department's Chief Environmental Health Inspector
or our Director of Planning and Building Control, as

appropriate.

The Deputy President: Asupplementary. Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane.
Regarding the comments of the Minister for Local

Government and the Environment where he suggests it is
up to the public to draw to the attention of the Planning
Committee various issues, and also under the
Environmental Health Act, one of the conditions with
regard to a development in my alea says, 'All construction
traffic must pass through a wheel wash facility prior to its
exit onto Poortown Road, which must be available at all
times. A plan indicating the location of this facility must
be submitted to and approved by the planning authority

to abide by conditions or not. And could I also ask the
minister: when he states about conditions of working, why
is it that in Glen Vine and Groudle,I believe, there is no
Sunday working, and yet in Peel Sunday working, is
allowed?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, first of all I must make it clear that it
is quite impossible for the staff of the planning directorate
to be investigating every development that is going on and
seeing that the conditio ve
not got the staff to do it to
this hon. Court todaY, of

Attomey-General and have
d be even firmer regarding
e allowed to get away with

to the Secretary of the Planning Committee, complaining
about this matter, and the Secretary replied very promptly
two days later on 4th JulY and
being dealt with, which I am su

is a good example of a member
a member of this hon. Court
attention to a shortcoming, and that was extremely helpful
and has been pursued.

Mrs Hannan: Can I ask about the Sunday working,
Lhiass-eaghtyrane?

The Deputy President: Minister'

Mr Gilbey: rüell, I am afraid I do not know the
conditions of the hours of working in other places, As I
have said, there should not be unnecessary noise under

the Public Health Act, quite apart from planning.I know
another circumstance in my own sheading where people

have complained abou e coming
from a government PossiblY
comment on cases in me other
location, because it is not part of the question. I cannot be

expected to know the answers about all these things.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Singer.

Building Sites - Planning Conditions - Question by Mrs Hannan



T1112 TYNWALD COURT, TUESDAY, IOth JULY 2OOI

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr Deputy President, Could I
ask the hon. minister: if your environmental health officer
is aware of mud being deposited on roads from a
development site, either because there are no wheel wash
facilities or the wheel wash facility is not being used, will
your environmental health officer take it upon himself to
instigate a prosecution?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: We do not believe in prosecuting if we can
avoid it; we try to persuade, and I am sure thatis the right
policy. If the party has flouted the law, either regarding
planning or regarding public health, despite requests to
accede to the law, there is no doubt that we would consider
prosecution.

A Member: It is the law.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mrs
Hannan.

individual's drainage system has overflowed and flooded
their own property, then that individual should claim
against their own household insurance. In the event that
an individual has no insulance, then the costs would have
to be borne by them. Under the provisions of the Public
Health Act, any pool, ditch, gutter, watercourse, privy,
urinal, cesspool, septic tank, drain or ash-pit or other
receptacle for waste matter so foul or in such a state as to
be prejudicial to health or a nuisance are deemed to be
statutory nuisances. The person responsible for abating a
nuisance is the person responsible for that nuisance, or if
that person cannot be found, the occupier of the premises
on which the nuisance arises.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane. \ilould
the minister not agree that sewage flooding into a number
of properties is a problem that could be assisted by a
government department or a local authority?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Indeed, as the hon. member is well aware,
immediately she contacted the deparlment's environmental
health section regarding this matter only a few days ago,
on 2nd July, most urgent action was taken about it by one
of our officers, Mr fan Mansell, who I think did everything
possible to deal with the problems.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mrs
Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Would that environmental health officer
be acting for the local authority or would he be acting for
the Department of Local Government and the
Environment?

The Deputy President: Ministel to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am not sure which he was acting
for without looking through these notes more, which would
take a time, but certainly he was acting in the interests of
public health and the unfortunate constituents of the hon.
member who had suffered from this, and it is most
unfortunate that they have suffered, quite considerably in
at least one case.

Mrs Hannan: Four times this flooding has happened,
Lhiass-eaghtyrane. Could I ask the minister

The Deputy President: Are you asking another
supplementary after the final one? Mrs Hannan, a final,
final supplementary. I really must push on with this
question paper. ( Int e rj ect ion)

Mrs Hannan: I am sorry if you consider my questions
are not important, Lhiass-eaghtyrane. ( Inteflections) Could

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane.'Would
the minister confirm that he will then take a prosecution
should the conditions not be enforced, otherwise surely
there is no point in having conditions?

A Member: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: You are quite wrong to talk about
prosecutions in this Court in respect of a particular case.
As I have said before, Mr Deputy President, we are very
firm that deliberate flouting of the planning laws and
regulations will not be permitted, and where people
persistently do it despite requests to stop doing so, we shall
consider prosecution.

Flooding and Egress of Sewage -
Assistance for Householders -

Question by Mrs Hannan

The Deputy President: Question 14. The hon. member
for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the Minister for Local
Government.

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

(1) Following flooding and egress of sewerage into
yards and properties, can householders expect any
assistance froru any local authority or goveruulxent
departntent, especially when this has happened two
or three tin'¿es recently; and

(2) who would be responsible under the Public Health
Act to abate such a nuisance?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local
Government.

Flooding and Egress of Sewage - Assistance for Householders - Question by Mrs Hannan
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I ask the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment if the Department of Local Govemment and
the Environment will look at providing some assistance
for the local authorities, so that they know their
responsibilities along with the minister's department?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Firstly, I can say that we are aware that
this sadly has happened four times in the last six months,
Mr Deputy President, but we were only informed of this
on the last occurrence, in July of this year, the 2nd July to
be precise. Regarding helping people, certainly we can help
with advice et cetera, but it is the responsibility of those
responsible for the system which is causing the problem
to deal with it. That must be right. We have not got the
staff and all the resources to deal with sewers.

Petition for Redress of Grievance of
Jean Noreen Thompson -
Question by Mr Shimmin

The Deputy President: Hon. members, we now move
on to question number 15. The hon. member for Douglas
'West, Mr Shimmin, has my leave of absence, attending an
urgent meeting at the Post Office headquarters, and I have
allowed his question to be asked by the member for
Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

A Member: Hear, hear.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I
beg leave to ask the question standing in the name of the
hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Shimmin:

When do you intend to bring foruard the rcport
reløting to the petition for redress of grievance of Jean
Noreen Thontpsort, whichyoa did not tnove øt tlrc þnwald
sittíng of October 2000?

The Deputy President: Minister for Local
Government.

Mr Gilbey: I have to say, Mr Deputy President, that I
can answer this very quickly. I propose to bring forward
to the October 2001 sitting of this hon. Court the report
relating to the petition for redress of grievance of Jean
Noreen Thompson.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Following further consultations with the subcommittee of
the Council of Ministers, is it the minister's intention to
bring forward the recommendation that no ex gratia
payment be made to Mr and Mrs Thompson?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply

Mr Gilbey: There is no point, Mr Deputy President, in
my saying I am going to bring forward a repoft in October
and then starting going through the details of it now.

The Deputy President: Mr Karran, a supplementary.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, would the minister not
agree that this issue has gone around for so long and we
have seen little light (Ä Member: Hear, hear.) as far as

this scandalous situation is concerned? Would he also not
agree, like the great revelation with his previous question,
that now if you get sewage in your house it is your own
responsibility? Will the hon. minister look back and see

whether we can get some ansv/ers and some decisions as

far as this issue is concerned? It is a growing problem with
the number of people who are forced to buy flats (A
Member: Hear, hear.) because we are not prepared to
release land outside the syndicate that has the developable
land, so it is more important that this issue is developed
sooner rather than later.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I think I should correct one point, Mr
Deputy President, and that is that I only pointed out that if
the problem with the sewage system was in somebody's
houie, that was their responsibility, which I am sure all
hon. members and members of the public would accept. I
also pointed out ith the sewage
system outside s control, it was
the responsibili thoritY or the

to deal with it themselves.
Regarding this petition for redress, it has been looked

at in detail. We delayed it in order to have meetings with
various hon. members. A final conclusion has now been
reached. Unfortunately, it is not before us at this hon.
Court's present sitting but, as I have said, it will be before
this hon. Court in October.

The Deputy President: A supplementary, Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Will
the minister, when he is reading out the proposed agenda
for the next meeting of Tynwald, make sure that he asks

the question of the Chief Minister and the other ministers:
is if not more appropriate for Tynwald to try to dght
injustices than to calry out supposed policies of
departments that do not have any backing of what he would
quote, and has quoted, as being any sort of precedence?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I find it a very difficult question to reply
to. I see some other hon. members look rather perplexed. I
really think that all I can say is the report will be on the
October agenda -

Mr Delaney: That is right.

Petition for Redress of Grievance of Jean Noreen Thompson - Question by Mr Shimmin
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Mr Gilbey: - and it would be quite wrong to start
debating it now. (Mr Delaney interjecting)

The Deputy President: A final supplementaly. Mr
Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Is
the minister aware of a letter which his department sent to
Mr and Mrs Thompson in March 1993, advising them that
the best course of actiou would be to form a management
association, which could then be recognised by the
department under section 13.2 of the Property Services
Charges Act, and that this advice was wrong? They
achieved nothing, apart from legal costs.

Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I am not going to ansv/er little detailed
questions like this. The whole thing is part of an overall
picture on which the committee, which was not myself
alone, but on which the hon. member for Onchan, the
Treasury minister and the learned Attorney-General sat.
We have all considered it. We have considered all the points
regarding it, including the one which the hon. member who
has just spoken has raised, and they will be commented on
in our report before this hon. Court in October. I appreciate
some of the hon. members would prefer to have the report
now, but I am afraid it was not possible to have it now, so
it will be before this hon. Court in October.

Mr.Delaney: A supplementary, Mr Deputy President.
Is it not the fact that the only reason you are giving for not
coming forward with compensation is that no precedent
has been set for paying compensation?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Deputy President, as I said, I am not
prepared to answer questions like that, because to do so
would be starting to talk about what is in the report.
Members will see what is in the report when they get the
repoft, and then they will be in a proper position to discuss
the arguments in the report and either agree with those
arguments and conclusions or not do so.

The Deputy President: Hon. membe¡ the minister is
not prepared to answer questions.

Prescription Charges -
Exemption for Full-Time Students -

Question by Mr Singer

The Deputy President: Question number 16. Hon.
member for Ramsey, Mr Singer, to ask the Minister for
Health and Social Security.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
Ieave to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security:

Have you, as yet, ntade a decision whether or not
to exentpî full-tinte students from prescription charges?

The Deputy President: Minister for Health and Social
Security.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, I can advise the
hon. member that my depaltment has not made any
decision in relation to an extension of the criteria to provide
for automatic exemption from prescription charges for full-
time students over the age of 19. As the hon. member will
be aware, the Standing Committee on Expenditure and
Public Accounts has recently completed a report into the
administlation of the prescription of medicine under the
National Health Service, part of which referred to
prescription exemption criteria. The variou s

recommendations within the report are currently under
consideration by the department, and the subject of his
question will fall into those discussions.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: I thank the hon. minister for her answer.
Could she possibly tell me when these discussions are
likely to be concluded and when some decision will be
made? And does she, in fact, berself accept the principle
of the question?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I cannot tell the hon.
member when the decision will be made, but the committee
will be meeting during the course of the summer and is
expected to reply on part of the report to this hon. Court in
October. However, I do not consider that the particular
issue that he is asking about ìs one that will need a long
period of time for consideration; I would expect that that
would be dealt with fairly promptly.

The hon. member asks whether or not I accept the
principle of his question. The question simply relates to
whether or not a decision has been made. I presume the
hon. member wants to know whether I agtee with him.

Mr Singer: Within the question.

Mrs Christian: The hon. member has had an indication,
in answer to his question in April of this year, that the
department will consider this matter. I have not indicated
whether or not we will accept it at this stage and do not
intend to do so now, sir.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mr
Singer.

Mr Singer: In that case, could I ask the hon. minister:
is she aware of recent research whicli shows that low-
income persons often pick and choose which of their
prescribed medicines they will use because of the charges
involved? And would the hon. minister agree that, in the
interests of good health, this is unacceptable and that, in
fact, many full-time students come within this low-income
category?

Prescription Charges - Exemption for Full-Time Students - Question by Mr Singer
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The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, I accept that the
hon. member is alluding to research from other places
whe¡e the costs of prescriptions is considerably higher than
it is in the Isle of Man. I would consider that thele are few
people who would need to p
of prescription charges tha
that, the very considerable
we have, because the vast majority of prescriptions in the
Isle of Man are already free. I do accept the principle,
though, that low income is a matter of concern when one
has to pay for prescriptions. There are pre-payment
certificates available to those who have a need for ongoing
regular medication, which limit the costs to those people,
and these matters will all be taken into consideration when
the matter is discussed at the prescribing forum.

Breast-Feeding - Promotion and Advice -
Question by Mrs Hannan

The Deputy President: Question number 17. The hon.
member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the Minister for
Health and Social Security.

Mrs flannan: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security:

(1) Does your departrlxent prcnxote breast-feeding in
its antenatal trainíng cløsses and support ntothers
who are breast-feeding in hospital and in the
contnuniÍy; and

(2) do you høve a dedicated nùdwife/nurse to give
advice and support?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, in answe¡ to the
first part of the hon. member's question, I can advise that
the department, through its midwifery service, actively
promotes breast-feeding through advice and support
commencing during the antenatal period and continuing
both in hospital and at home following the birth. Full
support is, of coulse, also provided to those mothers who,
for whatever reason, choose not to breast-feed.

With regard to the second part of the question, I can
advise that all midwives, both hospital- and community-
based, are committed to, and experienced in, providing
consistent advice and support on breastfeeding.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister, then, if it is the
policy not of promoting breast-feeding, as it would seem?
Does the minister accept that the quality of life for the
long-term life of the child and the mother is extremely
important if breast-feeding takes place? And would the
minister investigate whether there is anything else that can
be done within her department to actively promote and
actively support women who wish to breast-feed and

actively encourage women who have not thought about it
before because of the very great health promotion activities
of breast-feeding?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, I would refute
tlre statement made by the hon. member when she alluded
to my answer implying that it did not support breast-
feeding. Quite the contrary: the policy is to support bteast-
feeding. The hon. member seems to imply that because
some women choose not to breast-feed, the department
does not promote that as a benefit. There is clear
information given to all mothers in the Island, indicating
the benefits of breast-feeding, both to their child and to
themselves. However, in the circumstances where women
choose not to breast-feed, they also need support and are
given that support. If the hon. member would care to
indicate to me, outside of the hon. Court, why she feels
that this is not being pursued actively, I would be prepared
to discuss the matter with her, but so far as I am concerned
the policy of the department is to support and educate and
encourage mothers to breast-feed for the benefit of
themselves and their child.

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. lvfts
Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Would the minister not accept that if there
was someone dedicated to promoting breast-feeding, both
antenatally and in the community, then the department
would have a positive approach to breast-feeding? But as

it is, they do not.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Again, Mr Deputy President, I do not
agree with the inte
placing on this.
knowledgeable abou
that there is not one
mean that all midwives are ignorant of the facts in relation
to breast-feeding. One also has to look at the geography of
the Island to consider whether or not a dedicated breast-
feeding nurse could get round to all the people on the Island
who need her care and attention on a daily basis, perhaps,
after the delivery oftheir children. So, I do not accept the
point that a dedicated nurse is absolutely essential. All the
midwives have various experiences and knowledge which
is networked and exchanged and, indeed, midwives attend
specialist groups in the north-west of England on breast-
fèeding suppofi and so on, which information they bring
back to the Isle of Man and shate with their colleagues'

Dyslexia - Visual Aids for Children -
Question by Mrs Hannan

The Deputy President: Question number 18' The hon'
member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the Minister for
Health and Social Seculity.

Breast-Feeding - Promotion and Advice - Question by Mrs Hannan
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Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health
and Social Security:

Has your departntentfonned a policy on visual aids
for children having dyslexia prcblents?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Yes. Mr Deputy President, jn answer
to the hon. member's question, I can advise that recent
research in the United Kingdom has indicated that the
provision oftinted lenses and coloured overlays could assist
children with dyslexia problems, enabling them to be able
to read more easily. The department is currently in liaison
with the Isle of Man Opticians Association and is
considering the efficacy of providing this service as part
of the NHS. In the United Kingdom, it is provided as part
of the education programme; we believe that it would be
appropriate for us to introduce it under the NHS and are
taking steps to examine how that might be done.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane. Could I
ask about the equipment that has been provided to the
department; is it yet in use to examine children's eyes?
And when is there likely to be a response from the
Department of Health and Social Security?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: MrDeputy President, I understand that
equipment was bought through the services of MrTravers,
the Consultant Ophthalmologist, and the department
provides testing through the orthoptist at Noble's Hospital.
Now, in terms of when we can proceed to having an answer
on this particular topic, we are awaiting information from
the Isle of Man Opticians Association, and until we have a
response from them we cannot proceed.

Health Promotion Programme -
Sex Health Literature -

Question by Mrs Hannan

The Deputy President: Question number 19. The hon.
member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, to ask the Minister for
Health and Social Security.

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health
and Social Security:

WiIl your departntent produce explicit sex health
literature aimed at gay, Iesbia.n, hontosexua.I, bisexual and
transgender persons as part of its long overdue health
promotion progranune?

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, in answer to the
hon. member's question aboutexplicit sex health literature,

I can advise that the department has recently made
arrangements for the distribution of sexual health
promotion materials appropriate to the groups mentioied
in her question as required. The degree of explicitness of
this material will be that which is appropriate to the
prevailing circumstances.

The Deputy President: Mr Karran, a supplementary.

Mr Karran: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, would the minister not
agreethat it ìs important to highlight, when we talk about
sexual health and the transmission of diseases, that the likes
of HIV and hepatitis B are issues that affect the whole of
the community? They are not an issue for one section of
the community. And would the minister not agree that it is
important that we mustnot allow this situation - sometimes
by well-meaning questions - of allowing the bigots to
delude the situation? Sexual health is an important issue
as far as the whole community (Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.)
is concerned, whether they are heterosexual, homosexual
or whatever else that is in this question.

The Deputy President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Yes, Mr Deputy President, I would
agree with the hon. member that it is a matter of concern
to the whole of the community. Indeed, the depailment is
in the process ofpreparing a sexual health strategy for the
Isle of Man, and we have consulted many groups on the
content of such a strategy. We have to be aware that there
is an increasing concern about sexually transmitted disease
in the Isle of Man, but our emphasis should be on sexual
health strategy so that people are not demonised or
identified in particular groupings and so on, and that is
what the department is aiming to do.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister if she would
not agree that all sexual health literature should be explicit
for that particular group? And could I also ask: when was
the last time that literature was circulated to all sections of
the community?

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: MrDeputy President, thehon. member
has asked a number of questions over recent months about
health promotion, particulady in relation to literature about
sexual health, and I have answered those questions to say
that information has been circulated and posters put up.
Now, I have been round and I know that they get taken
down again, (lntefiectíon) so it is a difficult area for the
clepartment to pursue. However, the department has
strengthened its health promotion team and continues to
do so, but they have started from a low base, which I have
indicated in this hon. Court in the past, and have much to
do as the team is built up. In so far as explicit information
is concerned, there was a move a number of years ago to
ask the department to circulate certain materials which,
frankly, were, even to the medical profession, offensive.
Now, it is not the department's responsibility to circulate
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such materials, What we intend to do is circulate explicit
appropriate materials, and that has been agreed with the

relevant groups who are involved and hopefully will be

under way quite soon.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Would
the minister agree that her depaltment, I think namely the
pathology department, is leading the world now in the early
detection of a sexually transmitted disease that is rife at

the present time, and that is chlamydia in teenage girls,
and I think our department sl-rould be cong atulated on their
leading in this particular field.

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, indeed the
pathology laboratory is carrying out tests on a new system,
ihe first in the world to do so, to speed up the detection of
chlamydia. I would suggest, though, that the hon. member
should not allude only to teenage girls; in fact, the problems
in relation to sexually transmitted disease are not primarily
in the area of teenage behaviour but in older age groups -

Mrs Crowe: Oh, right.

Mrs Christian: - and so it is a matter for the whole
population to be concerned about and aware of,

The Deputy President: Definitely the final
supplementary. Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Could the hon. minister confirm that there is a post of
Director of Health Promotion, on some considerable salary
and would she underlake that this post is evaluated for its
effectiveness? And would she agree that it is obvious that
it may not be as effective as it should be in this particular
circumstance?

Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr Deputy President, this has already
been undertaken by the department, and steps are in hand
to put the situation right to I hope what will be the
satisfaction of all members.

Queen's Pier, Ramsey -
Report on Refurbishment -

Question by Mr Singer

The Deputy President: Question 20. The hon. member
for Ramsey, Mr Singer, to ask the Minister for Transport.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Transporl:

What sÍage have you reached in your joint
investigationwith Manx Natiottal Heritage to produce the
report ro Tynwald in October with regard to the
refurbishntent of the Queen's Pier iru Rarnsey?

The Deputy President: The Minister to reply.

TheActing Speaker: Thank you, MrDeputy President.
At the end of June 2001, I made a public announcement
regarding the appointment by my department of the Motton
Partnership as the appointed engineers to undertake the
survey of the Queen's Pier. The Morton Partnership have
a well-respected track record of working with and
preserving histotic structures, including iron piers, and I
am satisfied that tlieir appointment will enable Tynwald to
make a fully informed decision regarding the future of the

Queen's Pier. Thank you.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: I thank the hon. minister for his information.
Can he indicate at this time whether what is obviously a

strict timetable will be adhered to, or is being adhered to,
in order to be able to put the full report to this hon. Court
in October as this Court indicated they wished that
timetable to be?

The Deputy President: The Minister for Transport.

TheActing Speaker: Yes, MrDeputy President. I made

the point in the public announcement that I made, where I
said that although it is a very tight timetable to provide a

complete and thorough analysis of the problems, my
I Heritage are eager to ensure
before it as soon as possible,
decision can be made with

regard to the pier's future, and it is ceftainly my endeavour
to comply with the motion approved by Tynwald.

Harbours - Removal of Derelict
and Abandoned Boats -

Question by Mr Houghton

The Deputy President: Question number 21. The hon'
member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to ask the
Minister for Transpotl.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Transport:

Why does your depørtnrcnt take trc (rction to t?t'nove

derelict and a.bandoned boats frotn its harbours?

The Deputy President: The Minister for Transport to
reply.

TheActing Speaker: Mr Deputy President, I thank the
hon. member for his question, as it gives me the opportunity
to publicly clarify the position regarding derelict and

Queen's Pier, Ramsey - Report on Refurbishment - Question by Mr Singer
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abandoned vessels left within the Island's harbours, I
would, however, refute the hon. member's assertion in the
question that my department takes no action to remove
such vessels. I can confirm and assure the hon. member
that my department does and has taken action to remove
such vessels as we are permitted to so do within the powers
available to my department, as contained within the
Harbours Act of 1961. I can confirm, however, that
recently, due to staffing changes and the extra work
involved in assisting with the foot-and-mouth precautions,
this matter has received a lower priority status than would
normally be the case. We are presently endeavouring to
catch up with dealing with the vessels that may be derelict
or abandoned within our harbours, as my department and
myself do not wish to see such vessels being abandoned.
Thank you.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Does the hon. minister acknowledge, though, that there
are still at least six derelict boats which can be found
cluttering the harbour in Douglas? Now, they have been
there a lot longer than the foot-and-mouth problems that
we have had thus far; they have been there for years. Some
are, in fact, partially sunk and have been so for years and
years. The same situation exists in Ramsey Harbour. Can
the minister explain, therefore, why this matter is allowed
to continue, which is potentially hazardous to other harbour
users who pay their fees and expect his department to
maintain its harbours free from wrecks? Does he not agree
that the situation is a complete disgrace and that the matter
should be sorted out immediately, sir? (Interjection)

The Deputy President: The Minister for Transport.

TheÄcting Speaker: Thank you, Mr Deputy President.
I take note of the lion. member's personal views as to the
state of tlre vessels. (Mr Houghton interjecting) Quite
clearly my department has to work within the law and we
have to give an opportunity for any person who owns a
vessel to say what they are doing with it.'We are aware of
four vessels in Douglas Harbour which have potentially
the problem of being derelict. Two are smaller vessels
which are up at the upper end of the harbour, and they
have water in them, which is being retained within the
vessels when we have spring tides. Inquiries are to be made
with the last known owners. It is quite an onerous situation
to deal with it. As far as saying that we are not keen to deal
with this matter is concerned, I would say to the hon.
member that in Douglas and Castletown there are 14 small
boats and trailers that have been taken and are to be
disposed of and that two vessels were scheduled to be
removed from Peel Harbour yesterday, so my department
is not complacent with this. However, the Act is quite
specific, and a person may well have a vessel that to the
hon. member is derelict, but the individual may well be
putting the vessel into reasonable order, and we have to
allow them that opportunity. V/e do not have the right to
remove the vessel if the owner is definitely endeavouring

to put the vessel into reasonable order and, as hon. members
will know with their experience over many years, there
are owners who take many years to put their vessels into
good order because firstly itis part ofa hobby and secondly
they may not have the financial resources to so do. My
department would not wish to act unreasonably in such
matters. We accept the responsibility of endeavouring to
keep the harbour tidy, but we will also act reasonably in
dealing with anybody who owns a vessel and who is
genuinely endeavouring to bling it into good order. Where
that is not the case, we will then set in motion the procedure
to have it removed.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mr
Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President. I
am afraid I am unable to accept the answer of the hon.
Minister for Transport. \Mould he invite hon. members to
Douglas Harbour to view the situation? I am more than
willing to go with him at any time to view the situation so
that we can see these de¡elict and partially-sunken boats.
And if he does agree that they are fully sea-going boats,
would he like to take one out to sea so we can watch to see
how he gets on out there? (Laughter and intejections)

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

The Acting Speaker: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy
President. As the hon. member knows, we employ
professional people who have responsibilities to ensure
that matters are dealt with within the harbours. It is not a
matter for a politician to go round arresting boats or doing
things like that. We are aware that there are four vessels in
the inner harbour of Douglas which may fall into the
category of being vessels that need to be removed. We
will pursue that and we will act within the law.

Tourism Strategy -
Question by Mrs Cannell

The Deputy President: Hon. members, question
number 22. The member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell,
to ask the Minister for Tourism and Leisure.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I beg
leave to ask the Minister for Tourism and Leisure:

(I) What is your departntent's future strategy for
ensuring sustainable growth in the touristn industry
in the nrcdium to long tenn; and

(2) how do you propose to stabilise the industry in the
short tenn, beøring in núnd rhe effects on lhis
indu s t ry front the fo o t - and -nto uth p rc c aut i o n s ?

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Lhiass-eaghtyrane. I thank
the hon. member for her question, which is very pertinent

Tourism Strategy - Question by Mrs Cannell
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at this time of great difficulty for the industry. To answer
the first part of the question, I would refer members to the
tourism strategy 'Building for the Future'. This five-year
strategy was launched in 1998 and is now in its fourth
year. Had it not been for the crisis caused by the United
Kingdom outbreak of foot-and-mouth, a staú would have

been made on renewing the strategy with a view to
launching a new five-year plan during2002. However, the
scenario now faced by our industry is likely to be one of
considerable change. Whilst the basic aims and objectives
of the current strategy are likely to remain the core of any
new plan, we need to consider with our strategic pal'tners

a number of difficult decisions that may need to be made,
Of course, it would be of great assistance if circumstances
permitted a change in policy in relation to animal health
which would allow the full use of the countryside again
and a commitment that affangements are made with all
interested parties in allowing the TT, Manx Grand P¡ix
and other major events to again take place. Without such a
decision, which I believe is necessary and should be made
sooner rather than later, it will be very difficult to determine
the way forward for those important elements of our
tourism industry. Such an announcement would also give
confidence to the industry and perhaps encourage the
industry to allow investment to continue to take place.

For the medium- and long-term future, it is my intention
that my department will shortly begin a full review of the
future tourism strategy in the Isle of Man. This will be
undertaken in full consultation with our strategic partners,
with whose help and assistance the current plan was
delivered. I believe there are ways of ensuring long-term
sustainable growth. With their help, some of the issues
which require addressing include: the need for yachting
marina facilities to attract the growing yachting-based
tourism market sooner rather than later; attracting new
events, many of them based indoors in new all-year, all-
weather facilities - the National Sports Centre has already
been successful in attracting such business, and possible
future development at Summerland may provide a further
boost in attracting such business; new conference business,
in part based in the redeveloped Villa Marina, which will
reopen in2004, subject, of course, to Tynwald later today;
a future based on quality - as part of the ongoing investment
in quality, my department is preparing to introduce a new
quality-based registration and grading scheme which will
be effective from the 2003 guide, and members will have
this placed before them later today; additional marketing
spend to underpin new initiatives and raise awareness of
our beautiful Island, which will be essential as we move
towards 2002, which, after all the difficulty of 2001,
particularly in view of uninformed comment about the
Island, requires a co-ordinated message to be given on
behalf of the Island; and finally, a review of financial
support packages for the industry, particularly in the areas

of marketing and redevelopment. There are many more
such initiatives, but I would remind hon. members that 75
per cent of our visitors state that it is the countryside and
the associated activities which are the main reasons for
their visit. Should the countryside remain closed, then in
reality we need to address the issue of l0 wasted years of
effort to reposition the Isle of Man away from its old tired

image of a faded seaside resort. I remain convinced that
there is a sustainable long-term future for the tourism
industry, but it cannot continue to fàce the uncertainty of
the use or lack of use of two of its key elements, namely
the countryside and majol sports events. Our strategy
review will aim to provide the secure future for our industry
that we all seek.

In response to the second part of the question, moving
on to the short term, I believe tbat the financial assistance
currently provided by my department is addressing tlris
issue. The accommodation scheme introduced in the May
Tynwald and the Tourism and Leisure Support Scheme,

again before this sitting, have been designed to assist such
businesses with the effects that restrictions placed on the
industry and associated businesses have had on their
business, In addition to such measures, the department,
with Treasury support, has been able to increase its
marketing spend for this year. The second phase of the
additional campaign will begin in mid-August and is
designed to attract new business in the autumn and winter
period, Whilst the initial phase of marketing resulted in
new business, such business will not make up in total for
the earlier losses faced by the industry. Every opportunity
will be taken by my department, in partnership with
operators, carriers and other strategic partners, to continue
to promote the Isle of Man as a tourist destination, Most
of our other attractions, including our widely acclaimed
heritage sites, are open and there is much for our welcome
visitors to enjoy. The department is already in advanced
discussion with organisers ofnew events, and a new darts
festival will run this October and is likely to attract 500
visitors. It is ironic to note that, before the foot-and-mouth
outbreak, officers of the depaltment were in initial
discussions to hold a major walking event on the Isle of
Man next year, with a view to making this an annual event.

Members will appreciate that this is now on hold until we
are able to reuse the wonderful range of country walks
that we have here on the Isle of Man.

My depaltment's main objective has been, and will
continue to be, to consult widely to seek to find ways of
minimising the effects of the foot-and-mouth restrictions
on the tourism industry. That said, it would be foolish of
me to gloss over the problems. However, I am firmly
convinced that the combination offinancial assistance and
increased marketing is the best way forwald in the short
term. These together with the close working arrangements

with the industly, are even more essential at this time.
Finally, Lhiass-eaghtyrane, from a personal point of view,
can I thank those people involved in the tourist and retail
sectors who have been so supportive of my efforts during
this present difficult time.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I also

very much appreciate the great wolk that has been
undertaken by the hon. minister and his department whilst
he has been at the helm, but does the hon. minister realise
the valuable spin-off for the Island's image in terms of
attracting valuable publicity abroad - not just in the United
Kingdom and Ireland, but abroad - ultimately leading to a

Tourism Strategy - Question by Mls Cannell
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viable tourism industry if greater emphasis and investment
is afforded to our spoits bãys and girls, men and women,
to enable them to compete and represent the Isle of Man at
national competitions ãnd, ultimátely, the Commonwealth
Games and, hopefully, the Olympics one day? An Island
of sport. To my mind, Mr Deputy President, we had a very
able cyclist by the name of Marie Purvis who did enter the
Olympic Games, but other than that there is very little
investment. Does the minister realise what we could gain
there in the medium- to long-term and would he further
appreciate that at the last Olympic Games the competitors
themselves representing the United Kingdom stated that
they had better chances and had won more medals and
gained more publicity for the United Kingdom - Great
Britain - since the UK Government had put more
investment into sport?

The Deputy President: Can we have a question, hon.
member, please?

Mrs Cannell: I have asked two, Mr Deputy President.

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Yes. I had a rough idea that might be what
the supplementary was, because I read last night's paper.
(Laughter) Lhiass-eaghtyrane, let us just get one thing
clear: in terms of the spofting infrastructure on this Isle of
Man, we have got something which this week we can be
absolutely very proud of. (Members: Hear, hear.) People
from all around the world, from22 different islands, are
competing in 15 different sports. We have thousands of
people here having a wondedul time and acknowledging
the investment that has gone on by this government over
the past number of years. We should all be very proud of
that. I accept, however, what the hon. member says in
relation to supporting our sportspeople when they go
elsewhere, and we do so.

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.

Mrs Cannell: Not enough.

Mr Cretney: It happens via the Sports Council, who
have funding from my depafiment, fi'om Treasury, and yes,
we can always do more. If we talk about any element of
Island life, we can always do more, and the hon. member
has my assurance, given how dedicated I am and how
interested I am in sport, that whilst I remain there I would
want to do what I can. I, for a long time, have acknowledged
what good credit people from this Island who have gone
around the world representing this Island at the highest
level in sport have brought back to this Island, and
obviously we have to do whatever we can to support them
in the future.

in his reply; these are taking place at the present time and
have brought a welcome boost to tourism on the Isle of
Man, with over 2,000 competitors plus nearly as many
supporters and world press. I would like to ask the minister
if he would congratulate all the volunteers and the
organisers of this wonderful event. It really has been
magnificently organised, and what I would say is that it
has focused the whole sporting world on the Isle of Man. I
believe that this morning we were told that the World Wide
Web had over half a million hits yesterday, so I would ask
the minister if he would congratulate all those who have
done such a wonderful job.

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Lhiass-eaghtyrane,I am delighted to have
this opportunity, provided by the hon. member's
supplementary question, to thank all those many people
who not only with the Island Games, but also with every
other event that goes on in this Isle of Man. . . It would not
be possible (Mrs Crowe: Hear, hear.) without the support
of so many volunteers (Two Members: Hear, hear,), and I
will always be grateful to them for that. I do not need to
quantify bviously, as
the Islan is occurring
on the Is people, and
I am sure that those thanks are reciprocated around this
Court also.

Two Members: Hear, hear.

The Deputy President: A supplementary. Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I am
delighted that the minister did touch on the Island Games

The Deputy President: A final supplementary. Mrs
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Yes, thank you, Mr Deputy President.
Bearing in mind the answer given to my first two-part
question, can the hon. minister advise this hon. Court what
the Sports Council are provided with in terms of their
annual contribution from government, and how many
sections or strands do they have to cover for distribution?
Am I correct in assuming it is something like 45 different
sections from one pot of money? Is that enough?
(Interjections)

The Deputy President: The minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Lhiass-eaghtyrane, the question on the
question paper is about future tourism strategy. I am sure,
and I acknowledge, that when sportspeople from the Isle
of Man go further afield they represent the Isle of Man not
only with distinction, but also as good ambassadors for
the Isle of Man, and obviously there are others who get no
support at all. There are other people who are not
considered to be spoltspeople, but who are considered to
be leisure pursuits, and I am trying to get support for them
also. I do believe that there are many people who go further
afield and who represent the Isle of Man, and we should
be very content and we should be doing whatever we can
to help them. Yes, the Sports Council would always like
more money. Yes, we work very closely with the Sports
Council and will continue to do so, and what we have to
do, when we reach a certain level in our government
activities, is to balance all these things about. We cannot
pick one off against the other; we have to look across the
board and try and do our best fol many different things.

Tourism Strategy - Question by Mts Cannell
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The Deputy President: That, hon. members, brings to
a close oral questions in accordance with standing order
3.5. The remaining four questions will be circulated in the
normal manner as written answers.

Crime Prevention -
Grant Support for CCTV Installation -

Question by Mrs Cannell

Question 23

The hon, member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell, to
ask the Minister for Home Affairs:

WiIl your deparfinent consider grant support towards
the cost of the installation of CCTV for the Island's
newsagents in a bid to help the police contbqt crint.e?

Answer

I understand that this issue has been raised by the
National Federation of Retail Newsagents and a number
of hon. members have been contacted as a result.

Currently my department has no specific plan to provide
grants towards the cost of the installation of CCTV for the
Island's newsagents. If a scheme were to be forthcoming,
it would need to be much broader and apply equally to all
sections of the retail sector, including the licensed trade, it
is were to be fair.

The police give regular advice to small retailers on rvays
of improving methods of crime prevention, and I believe
this has been generally welcomed by the trade.

My department is sympathetic to the suggestion posed
in the question but recognises that there would be a very
substantial cost to the taxpayer if a full-blown scheme were
to be introduced.

When tl-re police consider that the introduction of CCTV
into retail outlets is a high priority within their overall
budget, then my department would give it its full support.
To date that has not been the case and therefore no scheme
has yet been developed.

Onchan - Proposed Secondary School -
Question by Mr Karran

Question 24

The hon, member for Onchan, Mr Karran, to ask the
Minister for Education:

(1) What progress has your departntent ntade in
preparing a lwo-phase development of the proposed

Onchan secondary school, with the first phase being
the sports facility ; and

(2) when is suchfacili4t likely to be available?

A.nswer

(1) This department would like to see the projected
capital programme for Onchan School brought
forwald by one year so that:

(a) a high pressure gas main across the site can
be re-laid away from the main school
building site and allow any levelling work
on the site to be made ready for games pitches
to be made without disturbing the gas main
further;

(b) the grassed playipitches areas can be created
and seeded ready for the school completion.

It could be possible to place one or two
synthetic pitches on the school site.

However, I must stress that at this stage the
only work done on the proposed new secondary
school is a concept layout of the possible access,
parking, sports pitches and a fooþrint for a building.

In due time, I would hope that the secondary
school project will be given the green light in the
capital programme.

Once that go-ahead is given, then designs
will be considered and tendered for.

(2) I cannot therefore give any exact date that any sports
facilities could be completed and ready and suitable
to play on.

At present, it is envisaged that all changing
facilities and showers will be integral to the school
building and not separate buildings. Without
changing facilities, the date is even more
speculative, but in principle I can confirm the
department's intention that, if at all possible, football
pitches/playing-fields will be phased in as the first
stage of this new school development.

Manx Language in Schools

- Question by Mr Karran

Question 25

The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, to ask the

Minister for Education:

Is the Manx language offered as an option in all Island
schools, and if not, why not?
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Answer

It is the policy of the department that Manx language is
offered in all schools, primary and secondary, as an option.

Petition for Redress of Grievance of JiII
Dugdale - Select Committee Report -

Question by Mr Houghton

Question 26

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to
ask the Chairman of the Select Committee on the Petition
for Redress of Grievance of Jill Dugdale:

When does the select committee expect to report?

Answer

I thank the hon. member for his question regarding this
very important matter.

As a select committee, we have undertaken a fairly
comprehensive look into both mental and physical
handicap and the range of services provided by the
Department of Health and Social Security to the
handicapped community, their families and carers and
considered where and how improvements could be made.

We had hoped to report to the July 2001 sitting of
Tynwald, but unfortunately, due to availability of staff and
last-minute submissions, have delayed report.

However, I am hopeful that the final draft report will
be agreed towards the end of August 2001 and provided to
hon. members to enable the committee to report at the
October 2001 sitting of Tynwald.

Serial SexAbuse - Review of Sentencing -
Question by Mr Singer for Written Answer

Question 27

The hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer, to ask HM
Attomey-General:

What were your reasons for not requesting a review of
the six-yea4 nine-nrcnth sentence recently given to a sex
offender elescribed as a serial abuser?

Answer

After careful consideration of the facts of the case and
taking into account current sentencing policy in relation
to cases of a similar nature, I concluded that although the
sentence fell at the lower end of the scale of sentencing in

relation to the facts of the case, it could not be described
as being 'unduly lenient' for the purposes of section
a1(lXa) of the Criminal JurisdictionAct 1993.

TT 2001 Concerts - Question by Mr Quine
for Written Answer

Question 28

The hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine, to ask the
Minister for Tourism and Leisure:

(I ) How much didyour deparÍtlxent spettd in organising
the two open-øir concerts held at the Villa Ma.rinq
during TT 20A1 (the TT 2001 concerts) in rcspect
of:

(a) artists' expenses - including fees, travel on
and off Island, accotnmodation, artists'
catering and other expenses;

(b) staff expenses - including third pqrty
pronroter's fees, fees for recruiting security
staff and stewards, fees (htcluding overtinte
and bonuses) for other on-Island staff,
enxergency services staff hire, fees for other
off-Island staff, stafftravel expenses (on and
off Islønd) and staff accomntodation
expenses;

(c) site andtechnical expenses - including stage
hire arld construction, PA system hire,
installation and operation, lighting and
speciøI effects ltire, installation and
operation, backline þnusical instrwnents et
cetera) hire, equipnxent transportation on

and off Island, power generation (a.nd
anc ill ary fu e I ), on- s ít e c o mtnunic at i o n s ( e. g.
walkie-talkie hire), toilet hire, security
fencing, rubbish tlTatxagetnent and disposal
(including skip lúre), and otlter stctff and
lecltnical;

(d) marketing ex.penses - including on-lsland
mørketing and miscellaneous rnarketing
expenses;

(e) professional expenses - including legal,
insurance (e.g. audit) and nùscellaneous
p rofe s s ional exp ens e s ;

(f) adntinisfration expenses - including ticket
printing, contntission to thitd party ticket
sellers, postage, telephone bills and
ntis cellaneous adnünistration expenses ;

@ other expenses incurred in putting on the
concerts which are not included iru (a) ro (fl;
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(2) wh.at were th.e receipts front tlte two open-air
concerts in cluesÍion, including -

(o) ticket sales;

(b) advertising;

(c) sponsorship; and

(d) other receipts;

(3) in deternùning fhe pertnitted capacíty, was the
Iocøtion subject Ío a risk assessntent, if so by wh.om,

and was the 'Pop Code' applied in detennining
standatds; and

(4) did your departnxent invite tenders for the
organisation of the aforcntentioned concerts -

(") if so, who was the successful tenderer; and

(b) if not, why not?

Answer

( 1) At this stage the figures quoted should be treated as

provisional as all anticipated accoults have not yet
been processed and final figures have not been
subject to audit.

(a) f96,623

(b) f 15,003

(c) f46,090

(d) f 1,380

(e)f0

(Ð f.8,2s2

(g) f.1,412

(all figures above are shown net of VAI)

Given the sensitivity of the information
contained in this answer and the need for client
confidentiality, we regret that we are unable to
provide any more detail in respect of the information
that has already been provided in this answer.

(2) Receipts for both shows wete as follows:

(a) Gross ticket sales f 160,210

(b) advertising none

(c) sponsorship none

(3) In determining the permitted capacity, a risk
assessmel.ìt was carried out by Special Events UK
Ltd, an established and experienced company in the
management of crowd safety, with particular
expertise in concerts, indoor and outdoor and major
spofting events. The assessment was carried out in
accordance with the Event Safety Management
Guide (purple book). In addition to this, the Fire
Service approval was given for a capacity of 1 0,000.

(4) (a) No.

(b) The organisation of both concerts was canied
out largely by departrnent officers, utilising
existing expertise available within the
department.

Booking of the groups was carried out by an

agent, which is the normal practice in this area of
activity. Approaches were made to a number of
agents regarding performer availability.

General Registry - StaffÏng Structure -
Question by Mr Houghton

for Written Answer

Question 29

The hon member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, to
ask the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission:

With regard to the civil service staff entployed at tlte
General Registry -

(1) will you circulate a chart which. describes the
positions in order of seniority, to gether with grades
of all posts; artd

(2) has a testructure of stffing posts been undertaken
in the last fwo years;

(3) and, if so, whatwas the previous structure, andwhy
has it been changed;

(4) how nxany penlxanent positiorxs are va.ca.txÍ;

(5) how tlxany pernxanent positions have been filled
recently;

(6) have thejob descriptions ofany ofthcsc posts bcen

anrcnded;

(7) if so, wlmt is the reason in respecl of each changecl
job description;

(B) do any revisedjob descriptions prcvenl current staff

fi-oru øpplyirtgfor a nlanxrgenrclLt positionfor wlúch

General Registty - Staffing Structure - Question by Mr Houghton for Written Answer
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they would lzave been previously eligible to apply;
and

(9) if so, what effect wiII this h.ave ín respect of career
prcgression opportunities and staff morale?

Answer

(1) In response to the first part of the hon, member's
question, the cunent organisational structule ofthe
posts within the General Registly is attached as

Annex A to this response.

(2) An intemal organisational review of the General
Registry commenced in February 2000, consequent
upon increasing workloads, changes in technology
and the transfer of the companies registry functions.
This is ongoing, although a number of interim
changes have been agreed to ensure that the registry
can respond to the increasing demands on its
services.

Those changes which have been made to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of administration and service
delivery are summarised as:

Legal Offrcer (Land Registry) - increased to
full-time from part-time

An additional HEO Finance post to achieve
a separation of the Finance and
Administration functions

An EO post and AO post within the
Registries Division to accommodate residual
duties resulting from the transfer of the
companies registry

A new post of Computer Liaison Officer
(Courts) at EO level

A number of existing posts have been
reallocated duties to support the revised
structure

A Management Accountant post for a fixed
term of two years to develop and establish
more effective financial systems and regulate
registered charities.

(3) An organisation structure at May 2000 is at Annex
B and the need for the changes are as set out in (2)
above.

(4) There are four permanent positions curently vacant,
namely:

* AO - Taxation Officer

AO - Civil Registry

AO - Land Registry.

(5) In the period January 2001 to date a total of four
posts have been advertised and have either been
filled or ale under offer awaiting appointment. A
further three posts are in process of recruitment.

(6) In accordance with good management practice, the
rôle of posts is reviewed on a regular basis, and in
particular when posts fall vacant. This can result in
changed job descriptions and priorities or emphasis
on particular aspects of the job to ensure a match
with changing demands for services. This is of
particular importance when seeking to recruit
individuals with the lelevant skills and abilities to
perform the rôle envisaged.

Therecentvacancies of Legal Officer (Land)
and HEO Courts Division were subject to such a
review and consequently there was a revised job
description to reflect the current rôles and
responsibilities.

(7) The Legal Officer (Land) post reflects the changing
priorities of the post as a consequence of the phased
implementation of land registration and its future
adjudication rôle. The job description for the HEO
Courts Division post was subject to refinement and
brought greater clarity to the duties of the post and
reflected the technical skills and management
experience required.

(8) The Island has a unified civil service and as such
all civil servants are eligible to apply for posts
advertised and will be considered where they are
able to demonstrate they have the prerequisite
qualifications, skills and abilities to fulfil the duties
of the post. The revised job descriptions mentioned
in this response would not have precluded current
staff from applying. It would be for individuals to
decide whether they felt they matched the
requirements of the post.

(9) The staff in the General Registry, as members of
a unified civil service, enjoy the same
opportunities for career progression and
development as all other civil set'vants. Therefore
revisions in the staffing structul'e at the General
Registry would not be detrimental and should not
impact on staff morale. In fact, some might argue
current staff have greater opportunities as a
consequence of the increase in posts agleed by
the Civil Service Commission.

,(

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

HEO Finance post,1.
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Procedural

The Deputy President: Hon. members, I think the

whole of this Court will join in congratulating theMinister
for Tourism for the outstanding opening of the Island
Games (Several Members: Hear, hear.) and wish the
Island Games all this week success, enjoyment andpleasure
to all competitors, from wherever they have come. Thank
you, Minister.

Members: Hear, hear

The Deputy President: Hon. members, we will now
adjourn for lunch, and the adjournment will be until 2.30.
Thank you, hon. members.

The Court adjourned at 1.06 p.nr

President of Tlnwald -
Congratulations on Re-election

The Speaker: Mr President, before we proceed, on
behalf of all of us here in Tynwald, congratulations, sir, on
your re-election this moming to the high ofñce of President
ofTynwald for the ensuing five years. It is a great privilege
to you, sir, for your leadership and we will stand full square

behind you in the years to come.

Members: Hear, hear

Mr Lowey: Could I, Mr President, on behalf of Council,
associate Council with Mr Speaker's remarks.

Members: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. members, I sincerely thank you
for the welcome that you have given me this afternoon,
and I can honestly say that I certainly consider it a

tremendous honour that you have paid to me by re-electing
me as President of Tynwald. The duties and the
responsibilities of Tynwald Court in providing a framewotk
for the Island and its people to enjoy prosperity can

sometimes be very onerous, and it is to everyone's
advantage to have a strong and open parliament, free in all
its discussion and yet working in harmony. I will endeavour
to work for all members and will do my utmost to see that

the wishes of Tynwald Court are carried to fruition.I thank
you all for the support that you have given me in the
previous 15 months in this chair and, while we may be

nearing the end of a parliamentary term, we do have a
long and important order paper in front of us, which I hope

we can complete in good time, and I think, hon. members,

it is time for us to retum to work,

Several Members: Hear, hear

Bills for Signature

The President: Hon. members, we have seven Bills
for signature, and if you are agreeable, we will continue
our business whilst they are being circulated for signature.

Members: Agreed.

Manx Radio -
Review of Threats and Opportunities -
Debate Concluded - Motion Carried

The President: We now turn to item 4 on the order
paper, which is the resumption of debate on the motíon
moved at the June sitting by Mr Corkill:

That þnwald -

(a) approves the expenditure of a sum not exceeding
{.395,000 to enable Radio Manx Limited to
undertake a review of the threats a,nd opponunities

facing Radio Manx Limited in the light of
technological and other changes in the media and
conununications sectors worldwide and on the
Island ønd present the fi.ndings, intplications and
costs of tlnt review to þnwald and to the directors
of Radio Manx Limited, in order to deterntine
recommendations for the future operation and
structure of the contpany, and

(b) approves the expenditure of a sunx not exceeding
f300,000 from general revenue for the year ended
3lst March 2002.

At that sitting, hon. members, MrHoughton, MrLowey,
Mr Singer, Mr Henderson and Mr Shimmin spoke to the
motion. Are there any other members who wish to speak

to the motion? I want to make it quite plain that I would
permit those hon. members to come back again. Hon.
member of Council, Mr Delaney.

The Speaker: Mr President, sir, could I move that, in
the importance of this debate, the fact that it was adjourned
for members to obtain further information and the debate

adjourned on the information they had, it might be
appropriate not only if those who have already spoken be
allowed to speak again because they now bave the greater

information, but it may be that the mover of the motion
may wish to move, sir. I ask for your guidance on that
polnt.

The President: The mover will, of course, have the

option of reply to the debate, but I am quite happy to put it
to Mr Corkill if there is anything he wishes to add.

Mr Corkill: Am I being invited to reply to the
debate. . .

Procedural
President of Tynwald - Congratulations on Re-election

Bills for Signature
Manx Radio - Review of Threats and Opportunities - Debate Concluded - Motion Carried
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The President: No, sir, Mr Speaker is suggesting that
maybe, with the additional information, you may wish to
add to youl submission to the Court from last month. If
not, sir, we will continue with the debate.

Mr Corkill: No, I presented the case, Mr President,
and I am interested to hear what members' views are. I
have taken account of those views at the start of the debate,
and I am happy to listen to other members' contributions
and then reply in the normal way, sir.

The President: The hon. member of Council, Mr
Delaney, moved the adjournment, and I call on him first.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President. The
adjournment of this debate was for members, as we are
well aware, to get further information and to have the
opportunity to talk, if possible, to the directors and those
people appoìnted by this Court to be our representatives
running Manx Radio, which includes the policy. I can say
quite clearly that I am not against nearly f400,000 being
spent to find out where our national radio station is going
to, but, having had the opportunity to listen to the chairman
and directors, the question that is still in my mind is, 'Is it
right and proper for a publicly-owned undertaking to look
at its own navel?' Think of it. We are saying, 'There is
nearly f400,000. I am sure they have discussed it with the
Treasury. Get someone to look at where we should be
going.' If the objective is to find out where they are going
in planning terms, as explained to us by the chairman and
his colleagues, I would much prefer that this be totally
under the supervision of either the Treasury or the
Telecommunications Commission, so they can say, 'These
are the terms of reference that we want from these people
who are going to look at the radio.' So many members
have clearly said - and we all understand - that the target
of communication, be it radio or anything else, is moving
very rapidly and changing instantly, virtually. I would much
prefer to see it done, if that is what is required, under the
direct supervision, clearly stated from a department, Why?
That is the right way to look at something which virtually
has no representation in here other than the Treasury
minister, and even today it is a large sum of money. (Mr
lloughton: Hear, hear.)

It came out quite clearly that if, for example, they want
another frequency band radio wavelength, they are going
to cost about f350,000. That came out in our discussions.
That is less than the figure we are asking to find out if that
is where we are going. We know that there is nothing here
in the budget for this. We are told it was not a crisis. I
accept that if it is not a crisis, but why then is it f400,000
to find out where we are going? I know from experience
in this Court and other places that when we get someone
to look at it, they are going to tell us to spend an awful lot
of money. They are not going to come back and say
everything is fine; they are going to come back and say to
you, hon. membets, 'We need an awful lot of money. This
is what you should do:A, B, C, D, E, F, G.'They will do
all that and say, 'Well, it is up to you now if you spend the
money.'So the new House coming in will be facing up to
that. I am not against the money being spent, as I say, Mr

President; I just wonder if this is the way actually to get
the right resolution of it. If we have got some sort of
problem on the planning terms, as explained to us by the
chairman and his colleagues, isn't it better to have it done
through a govefiìment department than to have all the pulls
and the pushes from the Chief Minister, the other ministers
and everybody else? All the ministers in this Court and the
departments have to go and get quotations for jobs. They
have to include their estimates, their scheme, et cetera, et
cetera, but we are told, 'No crisis.' So why wasn't this put
down for notification at budget time or why can't it wait
until next budget time? It is a question you should ask
yourself. If there is no crisis about, why is there such a
rush to spend f400,000 to find out where we are going? It
is a simple enough question, it should be answered, and I
say, Mr Pre sident, that if it i s a question that needs answered
at this moment in time, give it to a department, either under
the Chief Minister, Communications or the Treasury, and
let them find out what the answers are. Give them the
money to control directly. I think you might get a clearer
picture of what is required. Nobody in this Court, to my
knowledge, is against Manx Radio or funding it, and
nobody in the past has been against it, but what they are
against, I think, is just willy-nilly asking for f400,000.
That is not the way we do it in departments. We have to
get all the reasons. We have to get all the figures. We have
got to put it forward and have it debated at budget time.
All these things for f400,000 and a lot less. Why should
they be any different?

Mr President, I was happy with the adjoumment. I think
members got more information which they did not have at
hand before and are thankful to the directors for giving us
the opportunity to meet them, but I think members still at
this time should consider where exactly we are going with
f400,000 of public money, (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.)
not to do anything, but just to find out where we are going.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr
Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Let me say at
the outset - and not unexpectedly, I am sure - that I like
Manx Radio. And I know, as a famous lady once said, 'He
would say that, wouldn't he?' Well, of course, because it
has played such a big part in my life, in one form or anothe¡
since its inception in 1964. Manx Radio is experiencing
difficulties, we are told, and now wishes to have an
investigation into where it is going to go in the future. I do
not know who you are going to get to be able to do it,
because what you would get independently, as we have
been already urged this afternoon, would be someone who
would not be able to guide Manx Radio, because you have
had to gro\il up with it to know all that it does.

Manx Radio is not typical of any other station probably
in the world. It tries to be all things to all men and it falls
into the usual problems that trying to achieve that brings
about. The reason is that it has such a diverse audience. It
was establish edin 7964 and went along reasonably menily
for a long time, probably 10 years, and its concept as a
national station was wonderful in its inception because it
was so near to what people want. I have an abiding memory

Manx Radio - Review of Threats and Opportunities - Debate Concluded - Motion Carried
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of, even before it started, people laughing at the notion of
having Manx Radio or, indeed, as it was being mooted,
Radio Manx, but when it came about it soon found its
establishment, and it did that at the instigation of those

who pioneered it, Ray Joyce and his friends, and it was
aided largely by the personal endeavours of Peter Kneale'
Peter Kneale carried Manx Radio and made it what it was,
because its main plank of success was broadcasting the

TT. They had to go through a metamorphosis with the BBC
and the ACU to establish themselves, and that is exactly
what they did do. They soon had a reputation for being an

extremely competent radio station and broadcasting not
only the TT, but many, many other outside broadcasts, and
they hinged on that in those early years. It was not long
before I became personally involved in some of them and,

as most know, still am.
Manx Radio is at a crossroads, but f300,000 - this

f400,000 is not what we are being asked to back today, it
is f300,000 - is still a lot of money for what will be an

exercise to try to tell Manx Radio its future. (Mr Delaney
interjecting) Without being naive or big-headed,I could
tell Manx Radio what its future is likely to be, and I will
bet I will be right, because it will not have to change that
much from what it is doing now. It has lost its direction a

little bit. It appears a little rudderless, but at the end of the
day, when I go around the Isle of Man, I do not hear many
complaints about it. Manx Radio always has been (A
Member: Hear, hear.) and always will be an Aunt Sally,
matched only by the Steam Packet Company. Everybody
knows what is wrong with Manx Radio, and everybody
knows that you should be able to sail across the Irish Sea

for a 10th of the price and at twice the speed. (I'aughter)
No-one has managed it. Manx Radio broadcasts now
throughout the day, throughout the week, throughout the
month and throughout the year -

A Member: And the night.

Mr Cannell: - and, with some exceptions, it is a very
fine radio service. It provides what the Isle of Man needs,
and even though the population make-up of the Isle of
Man has changed so much in recent times, I have not heard
anybody unduly screaming that it is old-fashioned. I have
not heard them saying, 'This is what we want' or 'That is
what we want.' Of course there are 78,000 or whatever
expefis on Manx Radio, and whenever you turn it on you
will not always find the broadcasting of your choice, but
over a given period you will. You will find the information
you need, because we have now got into the habit that if
something is happening the chances are there will be
reference to it on Manx Radio. If it is an emergency or if it
is a major event, the chances are it will be covered. There
are exceptions; I accept that. There are exceptions which
have been given as excuses when really they should not
have been, but in general, when you swear in new
Lieutenant-GovefiIors or when you cover pafticular notable
events, Manx Radio are there doing it and bringing it to
the nation.

We sit here this aftemoon with probably about 20 people
in all mustered in the gallery. The chances are that most of
those are involved with Manx Radio in some way. I cannot

see up into the gallery. The directors may be listening by
some method, because it is possible to actually hear
Tynwald within goverrìment, but the only way that people
know what we are doing in this hon. CouÍ here in general
- our business, our agenda, other than Question Time this
morning - is to hear it through Manx Radio or to read the
newspapers a little bit later. I have been involved with
newspapers and I have been involved with the radio, and I
well remember being told that the newspapers would fold
up because of Manx Radio, because they would not have
any news to put in their papers, because everybody would
have heard it on the radio. It has not worked out anything
like that. They have worked out to be totally
complementary to each other, where you get a taste of what
is happening on the radio and you follow it up with pictures
and a much more in-depth story in the newspapers.

We are being told that technology is overtaking Manx
Radio. Mr President, it is not many years since the
technology at Manx Radio certainly was very poor, but it
had an overhaul at public expense and it lifted itself into
the digital age. I know there is much more to be done in
digitalisation of the production of radio, and I know that I
am too old to contemplate quite what is happening, but I
see it being computerised and I see all of that, but that is
not what we are talking about. What the motion calls for is
the sum of money to actually tell Manx Radio where it is
going. I defy anyone to be able to do that, but in any case

they have had now since the gathering at Douglas Head,
which I rnercifully avoided because I had been and had
my own personal briefing, and which I gather was rather
bad tempered at times, so that would not have suited me at
all, (l,aughter and interjections) we have been given a copy
of the Ron Coles report. I took the trouble to read this last
evening again - I had seen it at the time, of course - but it
is a very fine document, and I do not think very much that
is in it actually has been overtaken by the seven years which
have elapsed since its production. I do know that there
was a further report into one aspect of Manx Radio written
by a gentleman called Simon Corns, which was nothing
less than a witch hunt in an attempt to actually secure a

position for himseli mainly, but also to totally discredit
people that he thought were old hat. I would like to say -
and I hope probably to his embanassment - that the absence
of the gentleman who is sitting on the press bench here,

Mr David Callister, from the news and current affairs
proglamme by the choice of his retirement has actually
diminished the service of Manx Radio considerably'
(Members: Hear, hear.)

It falls upon the directors to rescue this, Mr President;
that is why they are directors. It is no use having dilectors
if they cannot direct. If they are not the right directors,
then let us get others who can, because when I see the
line-up of directors, I only see one who apparently knows
an What ntants
be ir way Hear,
he om tho Hear,
he I try to that is
the nature of accountants. They will try to say, 'These books
must balance and preferably make a profit.'We are not in
the business of tlying to profit nor racketeer out of our
Manx national station. We have a very fine service, which

Manx Radio - Review of Threats and Opportunities - Debate Concluded - Motion Canied
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has survived all manner of batterings - and do not forget
that in its early days it had to compete with Radio Caroline
for music - and it has had to compete with a variety of
other media to continue to hold its place, but hold its place
it does, and when you turn Manx Radio on, you do, in
general, know soon thatyou are tuued into the station which
belongs to the Isle of Man. We do not want another
independent local radio where you turn it on and all you
get is tadio gaga; we want something that identifies with
the Isle of Man and promotes the Isle of Man. You might
say, when you hear, 'Is that you, David?'that that is not
promoting the Isle of Man, but in a way it is, because that
is our Manx way of life. When Dorothy rings up or Roy
rings up or anybody else rings up, that is Manx Radio.
That is a local radio station, although we may tire of some
of the contributors and we may feel that some of them are
on too often. At the end of the day that is Manx way of
life, and let us not throw that away. At our peril we should
do that, sir.

So, we have the commercial difficulties of Manx Radio,
and in Mr Coles' summary - it was not just him of course,
there were two other worthies with him on that committee
- they made a number of recommendations. I make about
half of them have actually been addressed, but it does say,
in point 1, that recognition must be given to the fact that
Manx Radio is a unique national station with special
obligations and responsibilities. It does not cost f300,000
to say that, but if you vote to spend f300,000, that is all
you will get at the end of the day. There might be another
600 pages in the report, but it will only say that Manx
Radio is a unique national station, and certainly it is, and
you might say it is unique. Lots of things are unique that
you do not want, but this is a unique jewel that you do
want. You want to keep it, and you want to keep it not that
much different to what it is now. Yes, there are reservations:
the news and current affairs. David Callister was a hard
act to follow, and so were previous people in radio: Harry
Carpenter was rctired off from the BBC, but when they
put the new young whiz-kids in, they did not last very
long, did they? What were they doing? They got Harry
Carpenter out of retirement. That is because the people
who have grown up with the radio and have grown up
with television have the experience and they know the
pitfalls. (lnterjections) It is very, very difficult to actually
do live radio broadcasting, and there are few people who
actually have that talent.

So, when you come to it, we are voting to spend a third
of a million pounds to get a thicker version of this - and I
mean thicker in volume, not thicker in content. It might
even be thicker in content, because I do not know where
this wizard is going to come from to reporl on Manx Radio.
I would not think the person who knows the most about
ladios in the world could address Manx Radio; he would
probably come over here, scratch his head and remember
a prior engagement in Guatemala, because he could not
possibly address the functions that go into making up a
year's transmissions on Manx Radio. It is trying to be all
things to all men, and of course it naturally upsets people
along the way: 'I do not like the music on KiK FM; 'I did
not cal'e for that news item; it did not show so and so in a
very good light.' That is half the fun of it. Manx Radio is

no different to another real direct local radio station, in
that it gives people the opportunity to kick it, but you know
when you hear it that you relate to the people you hear
about on it. We do not want to hear about all the wonderful
appointments that the pink pages of the newspaper actually
bring out. We do not want to hear about 65 different
appointments to banks and the following week they are
off somewhere else because they have been offered another
f 100. We want to be hearing whatis going on in ourlsland.
Everything about it. If I had the reins myself, I would
considerably enhance the outside broadcasting (A
Member: Hear, hear.), but I do know that there was at one
time a block being put on it because it was inconvenient
and costly to do it. But outside broadcasting of the Isle of
Man events has improved considerably recently and, at
the risk of being right in here - let me detach myself from
it - we have an incredible exercise taking place right at
this moment: a complete wavelength has been turned over
to the Island Games, with 8 or 10 reporters in the field,
and it is jumping about. You would need two or three
hundred people from the BBC to run that, and they have
got a handful and it is being done on a wing and a praye¿
and it is working. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.) It is going
down really well. The expansion opportunities for similar
things are absolutely immense.

We have had the failed Kreisky attempt to have Manx
Radio, and when you look back on it, I have a lot more
sympathy for the aims of those who pushed that than I did
at the time, mainly, of course, because I was an employee
at the time and I defended my right to still be employed
there. Times have changed there, but the Brian Kreisky
attempt was something that was dreamed up very quickly.
It might have been gone into by the people behind it, but
at the end of the day it did not have even a cohesive business
plan, and the notion of what was going to be done witb the
thing was so preposterous that it would not have lasted a
week before the station would have been closed.

Now, as the hon. member of Council, Mr Delaney, has
said, what is the rush? Why do we need this slapped on
what is already a busy agenda? Well, far from me being a
cynic, of course, but one cannot help but think it is a move
to try to get everybody to suppofi it at a time when we are
running up to a general election and it is important that
people come over on the radio to their constituents as being
able to present their views, and someone who speaks out
about it might not be afforded that privilege. I do not believe
that is so at all. There have been all manner of fights
between people with newspapers and ladios, but they need
us as well, but we do not do much to help the radio, as I
have mentioned before. There is no reason why our major
debates - andit might even have included this one - should
not be taken on tlie radio, where the public can hear what
is going on. So we have a lot to do as well. We need to
boost our image and come over as a bettel national
parliament on our national radio station, but f,300,000,
when in the DHSS we would love to have that sum awarded
for an MRI scanner or some other major set of equipment
for our new hospital, (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) would
be money much better spent (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.)
than trying to get someone who does not know anything
about Manx Radio (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.), because
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at the end of the day it will still come back to here for
approval (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) and we will end up
with a report which we might not like. Okay, it is the
directors who are calling for the money to do it themselves,
but they ultimately would be answerable to Tynwald for
the actions they would take, not least, of course, because
it would require money to actually be spent upon the
wonderful proposals that would undoubtedly come out of
this.

Technology, TV the radio is supposed to be needing to
expand and to work into other medja. In other words, you
no longer turn the radio on; you can hear the radio through
your computer. What kind of tripe is that? (Mr Houghton:
Hear, hear.) Okay, there are computel buffs who do get
Manx Radio, and of course it does give the chance to other
people around the world to actually tune into Manx Radio
via the internet. That is fine, but unless there is going to be
a wholesale improvement in technology overnight, you
cannot imagine for a second that there is going to be a big
change away from having the radio broadcast by the type
of method it is now. TV was going to kill off the cinema.
That was the information. It was the end of the pictures,
and for a wliile it was, but look what is happening now:
people are tiring of television. It was also said that the
intemet would actually finish off reading books. It is not
the case at all. In fact, people are ordering books through
the internet and they are enjoying them. So there is no
suggestion that radio is on the way out. It rnight be given
in a different form, probably through your television
speakers. It might be done through methods which I do
not know anything about yet.

I am too old for modern technology, but I do not \ilant
to see f300,000 of the taxpayers' money, plus f95,000 (A
Member: Hear, hear.) of Manx Radio's money, most of
which, in one way or another, comes from the taxpayer,
put through to have something that a select committee or
some such gathering of worthies in the Isle of Man . . . If
you want an updated report, I do not know what Mr Coles
is doing now; why doesn't he just look at this again and
have another go at it all? Find someone like that who will
do that, because I am sure Mr Coles did not get f300,000
for it. I know Mr Coms got f30,000 or some figure like
that to compile his, and in actual fact it was f29,999.50
over-priced (lnughter and intejections); that is actually
being generous.

So you switch on and you get your Manx Radio. You
do not have any problem with it. It i s not that far out. What
is wrong? Okay, you are sitting on a building on Douglas
Head that is worth a fortune. If you want to save money to
invest, move Manx Radio to somewhere else. It does not
have to be on Douglas Head. It is a prime site. Victor bought
Manx Radio's building fi'om theAir Ministry, I think, and
he got it for a song. It is worth a bomb up thete; it is a
prime development site, but you do not have to have a site
ovellooking Douglas Bay to broadcast. I know very good
stations where you have great difficulty actually finding
the location of them because they are tucked away in
industrial estates. Now, all right, if we are going to have a
proud Manx nation, perhaps we can say, 'We do like our
station on Douglas Head'; that is a choice we have to make,
but if you need to raise money that is one way of doing it.

But we are not against spending money on Manx Radio.
We need to have a look at it. Certainly there needs to be an
appraisal and certainly the job is down to the directors.
They are the directors to direct, and if they do not feel
they can do it, then they should go. And that is not an
original script; that is me interviewing Mr Kneale in the
Legislative Council buildings, and he said on that occasion,
which would be in the early 1970s, I think, or perhaps
mid-1970s, that we are not running a BBC establishment.
In fact, I have still got the interview, and he said we are
not running a 'BB establishment', which was capable of
misinterpretation, and he said then, because those wele
the days when Roger Watterson and Mark White were
beginning to convert Manx Radio into something that was
a rival BBC station, though they both had exceptionally
good ideas and they did lift it to another plane, unfortunately
M¡ White's BBC training demanded that it was virtually an
open cheque book, and of course Mr Kneale held slightly
the opposite view, where the whole thing could be run for 30
bob a week. But in the middle of it all, somewhere came the
notion that Manx Radio was a jewel in the crown.It was and
it still is. It is vital that Manx Radio actually is retained.
According to theinformation which wehave been given here,

what is needed is a report, and we will receive that report or
Manx Radio will receive that report. As I say, I come back to
the original point: I cannot for the life of me imagine who is
actually going to do it. I do not know where you hnd the
individual. If you put an advert in, you will get all sorts of
no-hopers. They will not know anything about the Isle of
Man, because you need the Isle of Man's input into Manx
Radio ifyou are going to advance a study, because you have
to have the history. You cannot start cold; you can come in
and say a business plan and a frnancial plan, but you cannot
say what Manx Radio should do as a station. So, I am afraid
to say that, despite all my allegiance to the station and my
hope that I shall continue to be involved with it for a

considerable time to come yet, I could not possibly entertain
the notion of spending this sum of money for what will only
be an altemative report.

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.

The President: Now, hon. members, I appreciate it is
warm in the Court, and I have had a request that you should
be able to remove your coats. If you wish to, hon. members,
feel free. I call on the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I would like to
thank the Minister for the Treasury for arranging the
briefing, which I attended, and I did actually stay for the
whole of the briefing (A Member: Hear, hear), unlike
some.

I cannot aglee with the comments made by the member
of Council, Mr Delaney, or the member who has just
spoken, Mr Cannell, member for Onchan, because I believe
they have got it wrong; I believe that they are looking at
what they see as being the future that they would want to
impose on the radio station and making comments about
the directors. The briefing was quite clear that the directors
do need assistance to seek a way forward, and I do not see

how theTreasury orthe Council of Ministers couldpossibly
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look for a way forward; they are not there with the everyday
running of the radio station. It is not they who are running
it, it is the directors. It is all very well; the directors were
appointed, and we should give them the equipment to do
the job.

A Member: Hear, hear

Mr Houghton: They have got it.

Mrs Hannan: They have the interest in Manx Radio
and they have a purpose for Manx Radio, but they need
assistance to see a way forward. They couldjust throw the
towel in, as the previous member has said; they could just
walk away from it. There are not enough resources there
to put on a presentation to the public in the way that they
would like to do, and I think the way that possibly all the
presenters on Manx Radio would like to do. As I say, they
could just throw the towel in, but they have not yet, and
what I am suggesting is that we do give them the funding
so that this job can be done properly, so that whoever is
taken on to do this work along with the directors is to see
that ajob is done properly and carried out properly.

The only area that government actually supports is the
public service side of broadcasting. We do it to a small
sum, somewhere in the region of f230,000 per annum; the
actual cost ofrunning a public service as it is now - and I
am the first one to be crjtical of the public service that
they run now - is f550,000 ayear. I have not got the exact
figure. And I do not think it is good enough. And so if you
are looking at it from that point of view, they do need more
funding, but it is not just safe to say, 'Oh, well, they can do
it; they don't need any help or assistance. Victor Kneale
saw to it a number of years ago that they ran a tight ship,
and somebody else wanted to do this.'This is all history.
'What we are looking at now is the future; we are not
looking at the past; I think we are looking at a way forward.

I have to say that before the briefing that I went to -
and, as I say, I found it most helpful - I was not terribly
'moved' by this motion - for want of a better way of
expressing it - but listening to the comments made by the
directors there and also the members that attended from
here, then I really do think that we need to fund this
investigation to seek a way forward, because, as I say, I
am not happy with the public ser.¿ice that is being presented
at the moment and I feel that if it is costing that at the
moment, and with all the conttols of spending and
everything like that which they have imposed, then if we
want to see an increase in public service - and I think that
there are areas where we could look for this parliament,
this Court, the House of Keys and the Legislative Council
being broadcast or at least being broadcast to be used later
- that is all going to cost money. This is all getting
infbrmation out to our public and, as I say, I do not feel
that Manx Radio does a good job on the public service
side now, and it costs over f500,000. And if it is costing
over f500,000 now, f300,000 now so that they can do a
study into the future of Manx Radio is surely a small price
to pay.

We actually, and all the members here actually, act on
information. The public acts on information. We want to

get information out to the public, so we use the media.
The media supports us and we support the media, and
therefore it is important that we do. I am forever critical of
the media that we have, but if we do not put the right funds
in and if we do not have the right study carried out now, I
believe that we will be to blame in the future for a
substandard radio station. As I say, more funds are needed
now just to stand still. There have been programmes on
Manx Radio - and the member for Onchan has mentioned
David Callister and the amount of time and energy and
effort that he put into producing radio programmes - and I
know Charles Guard and David Doyle, when tliey did their
parliamentary pfogramme, it was most informative, but
that was only for a very short period of time. These
programmes are expensive to put on. We cannot take on
the BBC, and no more would we like to. We have not got
the funds that they have got, but I think it is beholden on
us to have the facility to get information out to the public
and for the public to understand the legislation that we
pass to bring it to them. Tynwald Day is fine; we go out
and read the breast laws, but most of the public only hear
the name. Whether it is the Broadcasting Act or the
Criminal Justice or whatever it is, that is all they hear;
they do not understand that it impinges upon them, and I
see the media, broadcasting and papers, has been one way
that we can get this information out to the public. (Mr
Cannell: Hear, hear.)

I think we can sit back and we can say, 'Oh, we're
not going to give them this sort of money.' I am sticking
my head over the parapet today; there is an election
coming up and there might not be very much support
for this from the public out there, but I believe the public
deserve a better radio station, and I believe that in the
long term we will have to pay more if we want that
radio station. I would urge members to support this
study that the directors are proposing, supported by
Treasury. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

The President: The hon. member of Council, Mr
Kniveton.

Mr Kniveton: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I am not
dependent upon an election in November, so I can speak
fairly freely. First of all, going back to Mr Delaney's words,
I cannot support Mr Delaney on this occasion. As far as

Mr Cannell is concerned, I thank him for his résumé of
Manx Radio, much of which I knew myself. It was
excellent and I am sure we were all interested, but I cannot
agree with all that he says. I am inclined to go along with
Mrs Hannan to some extent.

Unfoftunately, I was not able to be present at the June
sitting of this hon. Court when this debate was adjoulned.
I have, however, had the opportunity to consider what was
said and also to visit Manx Radio for the briefing. I have
to say from the outset that I have much sympathy for the
directors and I can understand the dilemma in which they
find themselves, not, I believe, a fault of their own, but
thlough and mainly in the light of modern technology.
When I was told that you can walk down Victoria Street
and can listen, through a fitting to your ear from a device
in your hand or strapped to your waist, to Radio San
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Francisco and such like, then I realised just what they and
we are up against, And I, too, wonder what the way forward
is in this very hard, commercial and modern technology
world today. I believe it is very easy to criticise the
directors. I believe they are in a very difficult position.

they have no personal financial
f2,500 each; that is not a lot of
put in. That ìs f2þ00 each in

fees. They have no surplus funds. They are limited as to
what their radio station can bling in in income. I guess
that life is difficult. Life, I would say, must be very
frustrating at times. It is okay saying that they have had
two reviews or reports within the past few years, but the
main one, the Coles report, referred to earlier by -y
colleague, Mr Cannell, goes back eight years, and I would
suggest much of it - he will probably say some of it - is
now out of date in this modern world, V/hat in our lives,
Mr President, hon. members, is still unchanged after eight
years? Not a lot.

Manx Radio is very important - you have already been
told this - to this Island and its 75,000 or so residents. It is
our national service. It is expensive to operate, certainly it
is. What is not costly today? It plays a very important part
in the lives of the people of this Island. There are a number
of programmes we groan about, but I believe that most
local people, including hon. members, are switched on
between 0730 and 0900 most mornings - not Saturday and
Sunday. It is a local station with local news items. Some, I
agree, are a little bit stale at times, but there \ile are.
Emergency notices, road information, weather and even
obituaries. The Radio San Francisco and such like, in my
opinion, will never replace these items. However, they may
replace other times of the day, and more so evenings and
all night, and thus reduce station revenue.

The main thing, I believe, to remember at this stage is
that there is no crisis at Manx Radio, that is in the
immediate future. We are told that and we believe that.
They are very wisely, I believe, talking to Treasury about
their future, and that is notjust the next year or so; it is the
long term. As a result of these talks, Treasury, through this
motion, are talking to us, as you might say. I doubt whether
there are many, oreven any, hon. members who arefamiliar
with modern technology as far as broadcasting is
concerned. I am not, and again I lefer to Mr Cannell, the
hon. member for Onchan; if anybody in this room should
be familiar, he should, although he says he is not. I doubt
whether many of us, or many or any of the directors, are
totally aufait with the subject. If they were, I am sure they
would expect a lot more than just the f2,500 per annum
each receives. That, I believe, is why they have consulted
with Treasury. They are directors responsible, with the chief
executive, for running the station on a day-to-day basis,
even for the l2-month period, but they do require experts
- consultants, advisers, whatever you call them - to show
them the longer-term view forward, just the same as we
have for our hospital, our possible operation of an
incinerator - I am careful about the way I word that - the
IRIS strategy and indeed, for the members for Ramsey,
the Queen's Pier. We do require consultants and we must
have them. We all do, from time to time, require regular
updated advice, not an eight-year-old Coles report like that
in the hands of Manx Radio at present.

Today I am not going to go into the needs or arguments
of FM or AM bands or types of programmes; that is for
others to advise. I do, however, accept that it is a
considerable amount of money in this motion, but so much
is involved, Hon. members may by now have gathered
that I do support the motion as it stands, and in so doing I
give a vote of confidence to the directors and management,
who, I believe, do a good job for nominal reward and in a
very difficult revenue situation. Thank you, sir.

The President: The hon. member fol Ramsey, Mr
Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I am grateful to
you for being given the chance to speak again. I attended
the seminar which was arranged by the directors of Manx
Radio, and I am grateful for them giving us the opportunity
to listen to their views, but I have to say that, in my view,
there was no strong case made for the need for the
f395,000, In fact, the board seemed to me to be very
defensive in its general attitude (Mr Houghton: hear,
hear.), and although they tried to explain why the service
needed to spread its wings and expand, a case was not
made other than to say, 'We'11 fall behind and our listener
base will reduce, and consequently our advertising revenue
will suffer.' But there was no case actually made for that
statement. To put it bluntly, I cannot accept the need or the
reasoning for a consultant to spend such a vast amount of
money to find an answer to the questions the directors feel
they need to ask. Many of those questions, I believe, can
be answered by consulting with the staff, the advertisers
and the listeners of all ages, because on one hand the
directors were claiming that they had no money and on
the other hand they were looking to expand into the world
market from its present position and duty, which is to
provide a service to the population of this Island.

I could not accept the directors' premise that by being
available on the intemet and broadcasting more widely,
say to areas of the United Kingdom, advertising revenues
would rise considerably, I also could not agree that within
a few years no-one will use radios or that other people
will want to tune into stations all over the world to the
detriment of Manx local radio, because that is what it is -
it is local radio -

A Member: National.

Mr Singer: Well, national local radio; Isle of Man radio.
It does, with certain gaps, a good job, except, I would say,

for the use of theAM frequency, and I would tell the Manx
Radio directors that Manx Radio is not out of date, and
they seem to say to us that it rapidly is becoming so. In my
view, the population tune into Manx Radio to hear the
Island news and views, the music and the sport. The young
people, as I have said before, do not specifically tune into
KiK FM to listen to the chart music; they tune in, I believe,
to the national stations Radio 1 orAtlantic 252,andIcannot
believe that the directors of Manx Radio would try to
emulate those stations. I am not saying there should not be
a wavelength for the younger people; I think there should,
because the younger listeners become the older listeners,
and Manx Radio is a station that you grow into.
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I would be willing to consider and support a case being
put forward to seek another FM channel (Mr Houghton:
Hear, hear.), because that would clearly provide a better
service for the population of this Island, as the AM service,
with its poor leception, is, in my mind, much of a waste of
resources. Co-operation with other media companies could
be a way of enhancing the service, but I do not believe
that within a short time the majority of Manx Radio
listeners will be throwing away their radios and only
listening via their PC or their mobile telephones, I believe
that the directors should get their feet back on the ground
and ensure that the programming they give continues to
be a good local service. There is always room for
improvement, and change is essential. Radio TT and the
Island Games station are excellent innovations and they
fall in with the whole essence of the service, that is to
provide to the population of, and visitors to, the Isle of
Man. Therefore, Mr President,I will not be supporting this
proposal, as I do not believe that a case has been made to
justify this expenditure.

The President: The hon. member of Council, Dr Mann.

Dr Mann: Thank you, Mr President. First of all, I think
the debate so far has to be somewhat confused, and I have
to admit myself that, seeing the resolution as printed, I am
very definitely confused, first of all as to the motivation
and secondly as to what is to be achieved. I did not attend
the presentation, but I have had a long association with
Manx Radio, and a lot of what the hon. member for Onchan
has said is very true.

I have to first of all try to clarify what the Treasury
minister is trying to say in this resolution, and first and
foremost, of course, I suspect he is responding to the legal
responsibilities of the directors of this company. I think
many of us do not appreciate that we appoint directors to
companies owned by govemment without resources but
the directors of those companies have the same
responsibilities as a director of any other company. So,
first of all, we are not criticising in any way the actions of
the directors of this company in bringing their problem to
this Court.

It does not matter what we think about the output of
Manx Radio at this particular moment. It does not matter
what we think at this particular moment about who the
personalities are and how they are acting; they are
producing a service within their resources. I come back to
the core of what must be the motivation and the intent: it
must be purely financial. It must be not only purely
financial but it must be structurally questioning the
structure of Manx Radio and its relationship with this
strange entity sitting on the periphery of govemment, which
has neither been wholly financed by government nor
allowed to be entirely free, but at the same time it has
never been a whole-time public service. Those who are
criticising the public service output are actually, deep down,
suggesting that this company should be a purely public
service station, but this Court has always shunned away
from ever financing this station because of the fear that
somehow it will be interpreted as political intervention in
an information medium. Everybody is proud of Manx

Radio (AMember: Hear, hear.). Wherever you go, people
are proud of Manx Radio; they certainly do not wanr it to
go. They are proud of Manx heritage as well, but we finance
Manx heritage without question. So what is the motivation?
This company has falling revenues. There is nothing
unusual in that. If you look at the annual reports of almost
any commercial radio station in the United Kingdom, they
have also got falling revenues. And the falling revenues
al'e not due to radio being unpopular; they are because there
are so many media opportunities for advertising that it
dilutes and spreads the spend. And so the directors are
seeing falling l'evenue; the directors of every other radio
station ate seeing falling revenues. In the larger groups in
the UK, they are spending, and borrowing to spend, huge
sums of money to get digital licences. In no way is Manx
Radio ever going to be in that sort ofposition, and I suspect
that what lies beneath this resolution is an acceptance that
there is a falling revenue. Either we have got to accept that
the station remains as it is, that is a local radio station
respected by the people and financed to a certain extent -
or a larger extent - by government, or the alternative which
is suggested here is that somehow this very small station
with very small revenues suddenly stafis getting involved
in all kinds of other media, and if it does, and if we say,
'Go ahead', the costs are enormous and the returns within
the economy of this Island - because that is what we are
talking about - will be very small.

I can quite understand now why the hon. member for
Onchan says, 'Why spend the money?', because I think
the question is far simpler than what is put forward here.
The question is quite simple, and the answer does not lie
in seeking further technical advance. The question is
looking at the relationship and structure between this radio
station and government, in the share of the resource from
advertising revenue and the resource coming from
government, and this is why I am very unhappy about
supporting this sum of money (Mr Houghton: Hear,
hear.), because quite honestly I do not think it is going to
make the slightest bit of difference. (Mr Houghton: Hear,
hear.) The question at the end will remain; the question is
here and now. The answer is not going to come from some
whiz-kid -

A Member: That is right.

Dr Mann: - wlro we bring in from outside and who
will not realise the size of the market and the demands
that the public would like to make in the public service
area; itis here between government and this station. There
is a cry for help tied up in this from directors to whom we
have given ajob to do. They cannot do it, or they can see
the prospect of their inability to fulfil their obligations,
which are legal. I would suggest that we should find a

different way of doing this. I am not against Manx Radio;
I want it to be there. In fact, in many ways I want its public
service element to be strengthened. (Mr Cannell: Hear,
hear.) That means we have got to be prepared to finance it,
and at this particular moment we are seeing huge sums of
money being spent everywhere else, and yet somehow we
cannot allow it to happen here. This has always been the
problem with Manx Radio. The member for Peel says,
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'Why look at history?'Unfortunately, like every other
unresolved problem elsewhere, it comes down to history,
and Manx Radio's problem also comes down to history.
There needs to be a look - an urgent look ifnecessary - but
that look should come from government (Mr Cannell:
Hear, hear.) in my view.

The President: Hon. member for Castletown, Mr
Brown.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. First, I would
like to congratulate the directors for putting their heads
above the parapet and actually saying there is a problem
and not just sitting back and saying, 'Well, everything is
fine. It is ticking over well. Manx Radio can carry on',
because it can carry on; there is no doubt about that. It can
just plod along, cany on as \ile ale and it may be the right
way and it may not be the right way. All I can say is that in
my time in this hon. Court, now and then Manx Radio has
ended up on this flool, and when it ends up on the floor of
this hon. Courl it gets bashed, shouted at, told what is wrong
with it and told what it should be doing, and if Manx Radio
has a problem, the problem is that it relies on politicians to
survive. That is the problem, because if we do not provide
the funds, then Manx Radio would have real difficulty.
We are getting criticism here today that they dare ask for
f395,000. If that f395,000 had been in the Pink Book in
column 2, under executive government, we would not be
asked anything, and govetnment would have just said,
'Appoint and do this job that we are now asking Tynwald
to do.'The only reason it is here is because the work that
was being undertaken by the directors of Manx Radio in
conjunction with government had not been completed in
time to enable it to be included in the budget, and it was
decided that whilst it could be left until next year, in fact -
because let us be honest, we have a general election coming
up in November - the people who have dealt with it are
here today, and who knows who will be in government
after November and who will be in this hon. Court? So,
logically you say that we have gone through all this work,
so let us tidy this business up and let us carry on and see

whele we are going to go.
The last speaker, the hon. member of Council, Dr Mann,

said quite a bit. What he did not say was what he thouglit.
All he said was, 'Well, this is what is happening'and 'Here
are the questions' and 'I am minded not to support it', but
he did not say what he felt. He did not say where he felt
there may or may not be problems. The one thing we know
is that part of Manx Radio's chequered history was because
of direct political involvement in those days because the
system allowed for it. Some would say that the actions of
some of the hon. members of this hon. Court in the past
have actually delayed Manx Radio at stages advancing.
There has been investment, but they have struggled to get
the money for that investment, and they certainly have not
been encouraged by many within this hon. Court to
undertake that investment over the years. So, it is all very
well us standing here criticising the directors for daring to
ask for f395,000 to actually say to somebody, 'Have a

look at us and see what we need to do'. When I was asking
questions, I made a fundamental mistake - but an innocent

one - in one of my first opening remalks. It was not meant
in any detrimental way to Manx Radio, because it is how
we perceive it. I said, 'It is our local radio station', and
one of the directors said, 'No, no, it is our national radio
station', and it is, and we forget that, because we tend to
see it as a local radio station. It is a mixture of both, I
suppose, but the point is that it is Manx Radio and it is
about the Isle of Man. And our problem is we - and when
I say 'we', I am talking about members in this hon. Court
and the public outside - expect it to do so much for so little
cost. I have no doubt - and I have said this in the past and
I will say it again - that we under-fund Manx Radio. We
do not fund it properly to provide the service that we expect
it to provide for the Isle of Man. Why have things faded
off? We talked before about outside broadcasts and other
things; why have they dropped off? It is quite simple: they
cannot really affold to do it now, unless they have got
somebody willing to pay for the outside broadcast unit to
be there to cove¡ the event. I can remember, going back 15

or 18 years ago, that they would turn up at Castletown
Carnival, they would tum up at May Day, tin bath and
other things around the Island in Ramsey and so on,
because in those days they had the funding - albeit that
they were struggling - to actually provide that sort of
service. But now costs are so much greater that, in fact,
they have a problem in that they are a commercial radio
station which is also expected to be a Manx Radio for the
Isle of Man in providing all the things we want.

Mr Cannell: The staff wanted paying -

Mr Brown: So the point we have is that we also have
another problem that I understand is hitting Manx Radio,
which I understand hon. members have been told about
and which is the change in the style of businesses in the
Isle of Man, and especially the retailing sector, There are
now more multinationals which do not advertise on the
local radio station, i.e. national radio station - Manx Radio
- because the likes of the big stores advertise on the
television. They do not need to advertise on Manx Radio,
because, as the 'group', that is where their advertising goes,

and there are not enough small local businesses who are
available or able to support doing regular advertising to
help make up that difference.

There was criticism because we have got accountants
involved in Manx Radio. Let me make it clear: I believe
that, unless you have got a good person, an accountant
should not have freedom to totally run anything. An
accountant is thele to advise, put his expertise in and look
after where the funding is going, but we have a group of
directors who are not just accountants - one is an
accountant, I think, but the others have different
experiences in life - and that is what we want, because
they are able then to input their views and professionalism
into helping the radio station to move forward. Whether
we like it or not, radio and television ate moving forward
and technology is changing all the time at a pace far faster
than any of us can believe. You buy a computer today, and
in six months' time it is out of date. The one you have got
will still work, but it will not have all the facilities that a

new one of six months down the road will have, and all
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technology is changing so fast that people are having
trouble keeping up with it.

What I want - and I do not have a problem in saying
what I want - is a Manx Radio that is our national station
and that first and foremost looks after, and provides a

service to, the people of the Isle of Man. And if from that
there is a spin-off that in fact its broadcasting reaches the
ears of people wherever they are, however they find it,
however they get that reception, that is fine. I do not have
a problem with that; no ploblem at all. But the one thing
that has to be done, even to ensure it can meet what we
want - and when I say 'we', I do not mean us in here, I
mean the people of the Isle of Man - is that it has to be
funded properly. Hopefully, out of this investigation we
will get some idea of whether or not it is funded properly,
because I do not believe that f230,000 or thereabouts as

our contribution for what we expect the station to do is
realistic. I honestly do not believe that. That is why there
is criticism about some of the programmes that Manx Radio
has on it. And why do they have them? Some of the
programmes that I have heard criticism of are on because
some of those organisations are the best payers to use Manx
Radio to broadcast through. It is as simple as that; it is
about money. There is a guaranteed income, and they can
put it on at a certain time, and it is meeting a certain
audience, but at the end ofthe day that organisation is able
to fund whatever it costs to provide that. But is that always
the best way forward? Or is it that Manx Radio are doing
that because they have no choice if they are going to make
the books balance? I do not know the answer to that
question, but I suspect that they have - and rightly have -
an eye on their income to ensure they can fund the resources
they want to make sure the station survives.

I have always been a supporter of Manx Radio. I do not
believe it should be in private hands; I believe it should
always be owned by the government. The hon. member of
Council, Dr Mann, made the point that there was a problem
in the govemment/Manx Radio structure he indicated or
hinted at. I do not believe that. It is set out in legislation;
we have a Communications Commission which has a
responsibility to oversee it if it steps out of line. We, as
politicians, may or may not express concern or make a
complaint about Manx Radio, but the structure between
government and Manx Radio and this Court is quite
straightforward, as far as I know. Where we let it down is
in our funding, and I do not believe that because we
provide, or if we do provide, the right funding that
compromises ourposition, because we are not doing it for
us; we are doing it for the nation, the Isle of Man. And
what we are doing is saying, 'Let us fund it correctly to
make sure that we can have a station that we all want to
see.' The terms of reference are clear. Those telms of
reference will guide whoever looks at Manx Radio, and
whoever looks at it hopefully - and we can only all say
'hopefully', because we have not got a clue who is going
to do it - will be someone who can actually look at the
station to meet the needs that are in the terms of reference,
and hopefully they will do their job professionally.

It is easy just to have a go and say, 'We are not going to
fund this. Do not bother, It is a waste of money', and we
can all pull out of the hat different things and say, 'Oh,

well, that f400,000 would be much better spent on that.' I
can pick half a dozen. We can all do that, but we also all
know in here that that is not how it works. We all know in
here that we all have to look at the priorities. There are
schemes that will have far less effect or benefit for the Isle
of Man for which Tynwald in the last year has approved
the potential for substantial expenditure because ofpressure
publicly or other issues. All I can say is that here is an

opportunity where the directors themselves, the people
whom we have appointed, after a peliod of time have said,
'There is a problem with the station for the future. We
need to sort it out. We need to know where we are going.
We need to know how to take the station forward in the
modern world of technology.' I think we should applaud
that and say, 'Yes, well done, because we did not appoint
you to sit there and stay in a room and just keep quiet. We
want you to look after the station.'And as Dr Mann, the
hon. member of Council, said, whether they are directors
appointed by govemment or not, they have responsibilities,
and those responsibilities are to ensure that they do the
best for the station. I believe we have a group of directors
who are dedicated to Manx Radio. Many of us know them
personally; I am sure most of us know them personally.
They are straight, they do theirjob professionally and they
are committed to the station, and whether or not we will
agree with everything they do, the one thing we do know
is that they want to see Manx Radio succeed, and I believe
that is what we want to do, and the argument is about
whether or not we fund it in this way. I say that if we are
going to do something, we have no choice, and to start
justpicking out oddbits which we can all do is a nonsense.

Mr President, I hope members will support the motion
before us, because we do need to say where we are going,
and if you do not think that, I will just make one point.
Just remember when Mr Kreisky wanted to buy the station
out. Everybody ran round like headless chickens looking
for a way to improve Manx Radio, the station themselves
included. They decided to revamp their programmes, and
that pressure was on them. That is not a way to run
anything. What you do is you plan, you get your strategy
right and then you fund it properly so you can do what is
required to meet the needs of that station, in this case Manx
Radio. I support the motion.

The President: Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. When
the hon. member of Council, Dr Mann, was speaking, he
suggested that really the core of this problem was about
money. Should government pay more or less? Have they
got the balance right? I would suggest that if that is the
core ofthe problem that is facing us and tlre directors and
so on - I do not believe it is, (lnterjection), but if it is - then
it is all the more necessary to suppott this resolution as is
written, because if it is just about the apportionment of
money, if it is just about increasing the subvention, if it is
just about giving them more, perhaps taking away the
commerciality of the station and paying for the station as

a national radio station, then there is a need to know about
the future, and I think that that is the question mark. What
is the future? How is this service going to be delivered to
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us, our families and the people in the Isle of Man? How is
it going to be delivered? That is the question that I believe
the directors need to answer, and in this resolution it seems
to me that what we are doing is supporting the directors.
(A Member: Hear, hear.)

The hon. member, Dr Mann, also said, 'We need to look
to see what the Treasury minister is trying to say in the
resolution' or words to that effect, and I think it is probably
worth referring back to the resolution at this stage of the
debate: 'Tynwald approves the expenditure of a sum not
exceeding f395,000 to enable Radio Manx Limited' - that
is the directors - 'to undertake a review of the threats and
opportunities facing Radio Manx Limited in the light of
technological and other changes in the media and
communications sectols worldwide and on the Island and
present the findings, implications and costs of that review
to Tynwald and to the directors of Radio Manx Limited, in
order to determine recommendations for the future . . .'To
avoid doing that exercise, I believe, would be a very sad
mistake. The directors need to know what the future is
going to be like, and to do that they have to get in specialist
opinion. They have to hire in expertise, and if they have
got to do that they have got to pay for it, and they do not
have the resources without a vote such as this. They
certainly cannot spend the f,240,000 subvention or
whatever it is on this sort of exercise, and the station and
its management, I guess, have greater demands on the rest
of the revenue that is coming into the station than paying
for this sort of advice. So, I think it is important we do
support the directors in their onerous task, the one that we
have given them, the one that we have asked them to fulfil,
and they should not be allowed to opt out of it by giving it
to somebody else; it is their responsibility, and I believe
they should keep it and they want to keep it. There is no
suggestion that they want to opt out, certainly at this stage.

The money that is being asked for, f395,000, is a lot of
money; I think we would all accept that, and we could
spend it in different ways. We could also spend the f.l.25
million that Manx Radio is going to get ovff the next five
years in a different way as well, so it is wrong, I think, just
to take out one portion of proposed expenditure and say
that we should spent that in a different way when we know,
under the current situation over the next five years, that
f 1.25 million or thereabouts is going to go down the way
of Manx Radio. So, it is a lot of money, but if we compare
it with f240,000 a year or whatever, it is less than two
years' subvention to Manx Radio, and it seems to me, on
that basis alone, that it is a good investment to make.

I want to be assured that our national radio station has a
future, and members may believe it or not but that has
been my motivation over the last 15 or 20 years or so. I
think it is important, it does play an important part in our
life, and whether it is in public or private ownership seems
to me but one part of the debate. I have to say that I do not
think that Kreisky suggestion was all bad, and if I look to
see what Manx Radio ale doing now, they are very much
following the blueprint that was suggested at that stage.

Mr Cannell: Not at all, No way.

Sir Miles Walker: More outside broadcastings, a split
between younger and older listeners, all that stuff was

suggested there. The hon. member says, 'No', but by his
own admission he said a few moments ago, 'Well, of
course, I was looking after my job as an employee' and so
on. Absolutely right, and I recognise that -

Dr Mann: Well, he is now!

Sir Miles Walker: - as do many other people -

Mr Cannell: It worked, too!

Sir Miles Walker - and people at the station. All I am
saying is that there are more ways than one of skinning a

cat, but I do believe that the future is so important and it is
changing so quickly that few of us of our generation, if I
may be so bold, (lnterjection and laughter) can really look
into the future. And I look at the younger generation and I
have question marks there as welll (Interjections and
laughter) The future is changing. How are we going to
have this service delivered to us in the future? \Who should
be delivering the service that we all want to keep?'Will it
be Manx Telecom? Will it be some telecom provider rather
than the station itself? Would it not make sense for Manx
Radio to be delivering what we want to hear but leave it to
somebody else to send it down the line to our houses? I
know not, but I do know that these questions need to be
asked; I think it is as fundamental as that. (A Member:
Correct.) The amount in the resolution is f395,000,
f300,000 in this year. Do not forget that Manx Radio will
be getting f250,000, or almost that, subvention for its
public service anyway. Keep it in perspective, hon,
members; it is not that much greater an amount of money
in terms of the total. (Interjections)

It is also said that this debate is not about the present,

and I think that is right. It should not be about the present;
it is about the future. It is about how this service is going
to be delivered in the future and who is going to pay for it,
and I have no doubt at all that the public purse, or the
listener, will pay one way or another. I would be interested
to put forward the view that perhaps there should be a
licence fee. Of course the people are not going to complain
about the level of setvice of Manx Radio when they are

not paying for it directly. It may be very good for checks
and balances if there were a licence fee, and then people
would decide whether or not they were going to get their
money's worth and whether they really wanted this service
or another service.

So there are a number of options. I hope those options
will be looked at. I believe they should be looked at by the
directors (Interjection), and the directors will need suppoft
and expertise that they do not possess. It has got to be paid
for, and we are the only place that an exercise of this sort
can be funded from. It should be funded from it, and I am
supportive, Mr President, of this resolution.

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

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I spoke prior
to the adjournment at the last sitting, sir, and, of course,

we were invited to attend this meeting at Manx Radio,
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which I also did attend. I waited for my opportunity, I
listened to all the other questions and answers, and I myself
asked two questions. The first question was: where was
the Simon Corns report? I wished to view this report. I
had contacted Manx Radio on at least two previous
occasions and also the Minister for the Treasury, and no
report was folthcoming, with no reason why. So I asked
them outright at the meeting, and all I got was my head
bitten off.

A Member: You deserved it!

A Member: Yes

Mr Houghton: Perhaps I did, but whilst I am here I am
able to ask those questions. That arrogance then continued
to prevail from those people when I asked them, 'Well,
how much did the report cost?'They did not want to even
tell us that. The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, has
disclosed a figure, which he believes is true, of some
f30,000 - and it was not worth 50 pence, I think he put it
in alternative sources - but we were not even told that. If
this previous report by Simon Corns and Deloitte and
Touche was f,30,000, there are two points: (1) I bet it was
more than that; and (2) why did they not tell us? They
would not tell us, and it casts a whole shadow on what
Manx Radio are actually doing in their meetings with their
directors when they would not disclose to members of
Tynwald, who they are seeking some f400,000 -

Mr Cretney: They told you why.

Mr Houghton: Yes, they bit my head off. They did -

Mr Cretney: No, they told you why,

Mr Houghton: After putting them under quite severe
pressure, they told us that the report was done into the
personalities of the staff of Manx Radio. There were a
number of ways that they could have got round that and
the issue of that repoft by taking away the names, or, to
answer the hon. member fol South Douglas, I would have
quite clearly accepted one of two things: if it was a
confidential report, not issuable to all members of Tynwald,
it could have been sent to the Treasury for their vetting
and then an overview come of it; or it could also, possibly
even better, haVe been sent to the Communications
Commission and the Minister for Home Affairs (A
Member: Hear, hear.) and given an overview of what that
report was all about, plus the cost, because we are dealing
publicly here with an amount of money. I wanted to know
- it has never been disclosed, apart from the -

Mr Cannell: It was libellous, that is why!

Mr Houghton: Was it?

The President: Hon. members.

Mr Houghton: Now it is now starting to come out as

to what is going on. That report then was libellous. If it

was defaming people, an overview report from one of the
organisations, Treasury or the Communications
Commission, should have told us just that. But if that is
and the Manx Radio directors backed that report, which
they did when they appointed a gentleman by ihe name of
Rodney Collins to the position - so they obviously backed
that - I wanted to then know why they did if that report
was not the standard of report that one would expect in
this hon. Court.

Mr Cannell: How long did he last?

Mr Houghton: Indeed, so he must have been an honest
man too, mustn't he?

I then asked myself this - and all hon. members must
ask themselves this when information is not being divulged
to the people who are responsible for this public money:
they must have something to hide, because if they have
not, they would tell you, or you would think they would,
and when somebody has got something to hide, I always
delve deeper. I would ask the hon. Treasury minister, on
what I have just said there, to perhaps attempt to clear the
name of Manx Radio and its directors and in view of what
I have to say, whether in his reply he would be willing to
do one of two things. Would he be willing to send the
internal audit team into Manx Radio to look into the way
that they account for moneys such as this, for moneys that
they spend and have spent in the past on consultancy? That
is the first question. Second, if he will not send an internal
auditor to look into the accounting process and what they
are actually doing in there - because none of us can find
out, not even the Treasury minister - would he then ask
them and find out what is going on with tlìis Simon Corns
report, exactly how much it did cost and what was done
about it and report back? Again, if it is libellous, as the
hon. member for Onchan, who knows more than the rest
of us do about this, said, I would accept an overview from
an outside source. So, I ask the hon. Treasury minister':
notwithstanding the vote on this money today, would he
do that?

The President: Hon. member, it is your second bite of
the cherry. I would like it if you would come a little closer
to the motion before us, please.

Mr Houghton: Yes, sir, I had already spoken quite
strongly against this motion, and all I am really trying to
do now is sum up my appraisal of the meeting that took
place and that I indeed attended. (Mr Corkill interjecting)
Well, perhaps the hon. member can give us the outcome
of that.

Moving on to what the hon. member for Onchan said,
in his knowledge of the station, he made a number of points.
He says that the technological equipment is being
overhauled on a legular occasion and the radio station is
improving. We have all agreed that we all see that, so I do
not see a problem there with Manx Radio and its excellent
name, because that is what Manx Radio the way it is run
is. It is run in an excellent way and, okay, as other people
have said there is a fall-offin listenership throughout any
radio station, and Manx Radio will always, I would
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imagine, be a casualty to that, He also made a very pertinent
point too, the hon. member for Onchan, in the fact that the
said that half of the recommendations of the Coles report,
done some seven years ago, had already been addressed.
What about the other half of this report? And is that also
not a benchmark for, if this motion was approved today
and they came back with a huge report, just how many of
those recommendations would actually be addressed and
actioned? And those are the pertinent points. This is just
purely a consultancy into the future, nothing else. I would
rather see this money spent better. I have mentioned the
hyperbaric chamber befole; I would see it rather better
spent on equipment or, as the hon. member, Mr Singer,
had mentioned, another FM wave band. I would much
rather see that than see money wasted on this consultancy,
so I shall be voting against. Thank you, sir.

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. I am going to try
very hard and keep to the point and answer some of the
points that have been raised to justify the reason for this.
Hon. members know that I am not enamoured of the
original resolution and why. I went to that meeting with
the directors, and I have to say that I have no axe to grind
with either any individual director or collectively, and, yes,
they have a job to do and they have done it. As I said at
that meeting, my cry of frustration is how the Treasury
have permitted them to come along with this at the time
they did. Mr Brown says, ''Well, viie are coming to the end
of a parliamentary session and it is better to tidy it up.' I
can go along with that argument, and if it was in the Pink
Book, we would not even be voting on it. We would have
had the debate at the Pink Book time, and it is about
priorities. As I said at the meeting up at Douglas Head,
this is about priorities. To be fair to the directors, they said
there was no emergency and there was no crisis. They were
concerned about the technological advance of radio, and
they wanted to get some direction. Again, the myth was
expounded to me that they were short of personnel; they
did not have people to sit down and do it or write them up
or type them up, the inference being that the rest of
government is awash with civil servants, with a tribe of
Israel there waiting to service you. I have news for the
directors: everything that they were experiencing up there,
every department of govemment down here deals with
exactly that. (A Member: Hear, hear.)

I have to say I disagree with my friend Sir Miles when
he says, 'Well, it is only f395,000, and spread over five
years in which they are going to get f 1.25 million, it is not
a lot.' I totally disagree with him. It is a huge amount of
money (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.), and you spend it once.
I say that if the cjrcumvention money which we . . , Now,
let us get something else quite straight, hon, members: the
money that Manx Radio receives today for the public
element of its service is that which was agreed by this Court
and the directors, and we gave them a set period of time,
so the directors have had - which, in many instances, they
have not got in the private sector - a guaranteed sum of
money, which they agreed. It was not forced on them; they
agreed, and it takes two to agree, The first I had heard that

it was costing f500,000 was the directors saying, 'We only
get f235,000 for the public element, and we have costed
it.' The directols have costed it, and forgive me if I have
not got it exactly right, but I think they said f530-odd
thousand. That was the value that they had placed on what
they were doing, but they were choosing to do that. Now,
if they were not satisfied with it, why did they not go
through the normal channels which are open to them
annually to come in and say to the Treasury, 'By the way,
we need more money. We did agree this, but we want tnore
money for that'? So, do not think that this element has
been put into this equation to justify the rather large sum
of money to pay for it. They cannot provide it because
they are spending it somewhere else. It is back to what
evely member of this Court does, which is prioritising
expenditure. When we go to the Treasury, they will tell
you, 'That is so much, now you pick your priorities.'What
we are saying here to the radio station is, 'Don't.'

There are alternatives, as I have said before. What, in
technological terms, is being faced by the radio station is
being faced by the media generally, telecoms and the
printed word. They could have chosen to go down that
loute with a joint venture. They could. I may have upset
the directors, but I believe the definition of a friend is
someone who tells you what you need to hear, not what
you want to hear. So I took the opportunity when I was up
there to tell them wliat I thought they needed to hear. I am
sorry if that upset them, but that is me. I have to say to you
that the option they have taken is to come, if you like, to
government where they know there is a nest egg where we
can get the money. As a first option, I would have been
impressed if the directors would have gone and come with
a joint venture, and a lesser amount of money. (AMember:
Hear, hear.) I would have been prepared to listen. Hon.
members, it is about money. It is about a very large sum of

responsibility and you have to manage. I do not object to
them coming to the Treasury. They said that there was no
emergency. We got it that first of all you put forward, out
of the blue - it was out of the blue to me - that f400,000 is
needed for Manx Radio for their survival. I am sorry; it is
not survival. The directors told us that; they have not got a

crisis. Far from the money, as my hon. friend Dr Mann
said, radio stations are dwindling. The directors told us, in
fact, that KiK FM had actually seen revenues raised. Not
my words; the directors used the phrase that they had raised
it. Good luck to them. This is their job, and I certainly do
not want to inteffere with the directors of Manx Radio,
but when they come along here and ask, or the Treasury
comes along - it is not the directors, it is the Treasury
coming along - and asks us to give money out of the public
purse to the station, I say that the case, as the hon. member
for Ramsey said, has certainly not been met. This case
certainly has not been made, and I repeat that you can only
spend f400,000 once, and I do not believe this is a priority
of expenditure for the government of the Isle of Man at
this particular time.
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The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr
Cretney.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Mr President. I will be very
brief, because I think most of what needs to be said has
been said, but there are several points that I would like to
just put on record as far as I am concerned. First of all, the
hon, member for North Douglas, Mr Houghton, refened
to the Corns report, and it was made quite clear at the
meeting which some of us attended at Manx Radio on
Douglas Head, that this was a staff, in-confidence report.
This was a report which referred, warts and all, to members
of staff. It is not something that should be bandied around
amongst members of Tynwald, and I think we should just
have that clear.

The second point I would like to make is in relation to
the contribution from Sir Miles, where he refen'ed to the
concept of, perhaps, a licence fee. Well, there is a licence
fee which people on the Isle of Man presently pay to the
BBC (lnterjections), and as far as I am concerned it would
be very nice if the element of that which is supposed to go
to radio broadcasting was able to be diverted to the national
radio station of the Isle of Man, because part of it is for
that purpose.

The final point I would like to make - because I am
going to be brief, because I am supporting this - is that we
spoke this morning about those people in the Island Games
or those people in the TT Races who voluntarily give of
their time for the good of this Isle of Man. In my opinion,
the directors of Manx Radio do exactly that as well. The
point was made by Mr Kniveton that they get an annual
sum of f2$00 or something. They are not doing this to
benefit themselves; they are doing this because they are
making their contribution to the Isle of Man, in my opinion.
Finally, my colleague and friend Mr Lowey, from the
Legislative Council, referred to friends saying not what
people want to hear necessarily. It was not what was said
to them, in my opinion; it was how it was said to the
directors. Again, I am back to the point that these people
are volunteers. These are people who are trying to do their
best for the Isle of Man, and I believe that members of
Tynwald in that situation, io 

^y 
humble opinion, they were

a bit rude, putting it nicely.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. I can accept that
there is a changing backdrop to the operation at Manx
Radio. There is a merging of the media sector and the
communications sector, and I can understand that the
directors and the management of Manx Radio must take
account of that shifting situation. But whether it has a direct
bearing on the potential of a small national local radio
station, whether those changes really are of such import
as to call for any major shift in the movement of Manx
Radio, I am still none the wiser after the papers we have
had and the debate that we have had today. I do not think
we are any further forward. What we have got is
information which really, if anything, I feel tends to confuse
the situation. (AMember: Heaq hear.) It couldbe argued,
ofcourse, that even if that is the situation, even ifthere is

a direct connection here, it is for management and the board
of directors to keep abreast of that situation and to take it
in their stride as those responsible for planning the move
forward of Manx Radio. It cannot stand still; it has to move
forward. It has got to be part and parcel of evolving business
plans. Others have said here today that it is unfair because
we are talking of part-time directors, and not necessarily
directors with a direct specialist knowledge in this area,
and I can understand that, but I do understand that we have
a permanent management, and I would expect permanent
management to be knowledgeable of these matters. (Mr
Houghton: Hear, hear.)

So, while I am open to being pelsuaded that there could
be something in the technical developments that are taking
place around us, this merging of the media and
communications sectors, I am open to being persuaded
that there is something that impacts upon Manx Radio to
such an extent that it has to be recognised. I am still not
satisfied that we need to go into an exercise spending this
sort of money to find out the relevance of that to Manx
Radio. I am still uncertain about that, and at the back of
my mind I have this fear that if we do go along with the
f,300,000 today for this study, that is really going to be, in
a way, a commitment to a much larger expenditure, because
they are going to come back - this may well be the intention
of the exercise - and justify, through that report, very
substantial expenditure for Manx Radio to go off in a
different direction. So, I hesitate on that ground as well,
Had they come to us in a more direct fashion and said,
'Look, we recognise that Manx Radio is going to stay in
more or less the conventional form that it is in now, but
we need a new FM channel. May we have f300,000 for
that?', I would not have batted an eyelid, because I would
know exactly where we stood vis-à-vis that sum of money.
(lntejections) I would have known what it was for, and I
can recognise immediately the importance of that in terms
of the quality and the breadth of the service which Manx
Radio delivers. But that is not what we are into here; we
are into just putting our toe in the water, and I am afraid
that once our toe is in the water, a great big crab is going
to grab it, and it is going to cost us many hundreds of
thousands of pounds, and this report here is going to be
what that is intended to fund, so I have hesitations about
that.

But as I say, I am open to being persuaded. I am open to
looking at this issue of need, and I am looking to the
Treasury minister to justify that. He can certainly revisit
this issue of need. I am open to him persuading me that
such an exercise would have the potential of a direct
bearing on the future of Manx Radio. I am open to be
persuaded that this matter has been dealt with in an even-
handed manner, which brings me on to what really is my
final point: I do not believe it has been dealt with in an
even-handed manner. Ordinarily, of course, with a matter
such as this, we would have had some opportunity to
discuss it as a matter of policy, and from there on we would
have had notice and it would follow normal, conventional
budgetary lines. What we have here is that this is just pulled
out of the air within a couple of sittings from the
determination of the life of this Court, and I wonder why.
We are told it is not urgent. Manx Radio told us thele is
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nothing urgent about it, but suddenly, having not come
through what I would call the conventional policy lines, it
is here, it is before us and we are asked to bite on the bait
and go along with it, and later on we will see what comes
out of the report. Well, if a case is made that justifies that
course of action, then I will listen to it, but it has not been
made to me today.

On this matter of even-haudedness, I am very conscious
that there is also a matter of priorities here. Within the last
couple of weeks, I have endeavoured to persuade the
Treasury, outsjde of the policy circle, to give their blessing
to a rent subsidy scheme for housing. Hardly a higher
priority than that, but was it approved? Not at all. 'Get
back in the queue. Deal with rhrs in the normal policy way.'
Now, is there a higher priority at the moment than trying
to help people in that area? The feeling I get here is that
there is some preferential treatment being given to Manx
Radio. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) It is preferential
treatment that flows from its relationship with the Treasury,
and the man in the street who is having diffrculty paying
his rent does not have that direct line, and he can sink.
Well, I will take a great deal of persuading unless that issue
of the circumvention of policy and this question of even-
handedness and this matter of priorities can be adequately
addressed by the minister in his summing-up.

The President: Hon. member for Middle.

Mr North: Thank you, Mr President. Governments
anywhere in the world do not communicate well and, in
my opinion, there is no doubt that we are going to need
Manx Radio now and very much so in the future, and we
have to make sure that we do not lose Manx Radio. Whether
we like it or not, change is on the way. That is a fact, and
whether those people want to believe it or nol that is up to
them, but I can assure them that, in my opinion, and
certainly that of the majority of the westem world, it is on
the way. Manx Radio, as I think the hon. member for
Onchan, Mr Cannell, my good friend, said, does rise to
the occasion tremendously. Like the Island Games and
others, they always rise to the occasion. They put
themselves out, and what they do as a local radio station, I
do not have any problem with at all on that score. But in
10 years' time there will not be radio.

A Member: Rubbish, absolute rubbish! (Intejections)

Mr North: Right, that is all on Hansard, Mr President,
and I shall look forward -

A Member: Rubbish!

Mr North: - to some of these Luddites -

Mr Delaney: V/e will talk about this in -

A Member: Only if we are still alound.

Mr North: I am sure the old dinosaur on my left will
go on forever (Lauglúer and Interjections).But there will
be no radio; there will be sound broadcasting -

Mrs Crowe: Yes.

A Member: Absolutely

Mr Houghton: That is radio.

Mrs Crowe: No.

Mr North: No, it is not. Manx Radio has not sold us
the vision. That is the problem. They have not sold us the
vision.

Mrs Hannan: That is what they need this money for.

Mr North: Yes, and this is just a request by the directors
of Manx Radio to actually look at the strategy. They need
to, in my opinion. Obviously, these figures of f395,000,I
do not believe that they will spend anywhere near that
amount of money, but -

Mr Cannell: No, much more.

Mr North: The hon. member, my friend, should know
they cannot spend more than that, but I do believe they
can spend a lot less.

Just one thing: ifyou canjust understand, I have heard
people saying that e-commerce is on the down and it is on
the out. Just think of just a little bit of vision. And we
heard somebody else say how difficult it was to get on to
the internet because they cannot afford any more
connections. Now, if you just imagine how it is going to
change, just think of how many people with Manx
connections there are in the world. There are more people
in Cleveland, Ohio (Mrs Crowe: Exactly.) with Manx
connections than there are living on the Isle of Man, and if
you just think that people will be using the internet in 5 to
10 years' time, and if you just think of the marketing
opportunities for this Island if we use it ploperly, then the
potential is quite fantastic.

This is, I believe, a cry from the directors. They need to
look at this and, although I agreed with a lot of what the
hon. member of Council, Dr Mann, said, I totally disagree
that this is not about technology. They do need to get their
strategy and look where they are going. And I wonder:
where do the directors go for money? They cannot go
anywhere else but here. They can only go to Treasury and
to this hon. Court. I would also just ask the question: have
we starved Manx Radio into the problem that they have
for the future? I do not think there is a problem now,
because they have said there is not a crisis, but should we
not have been putting more money in for this to happen
over the years? I think the hon. member of Council, Mr
Lowey, made that point. I ask the question: I do not say

anything else.

Mr'North: - who have no vision - they cannot see

furthel than next week - (Interjections) I iistened very
carefulfy to what other members said, and I hope they will
do me the honour likewise.
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A lot of other things have been said. I know there are
those for and against. I would just ask hon. members to
look at the deficits that we subscribe to on an annual basis
on many other things. I do not believe that this will be
wasted money. By gosh, after they read this debate, it had
better not be a waste of money, because certainly the hon.
member for North Douglas . . . The point was made that
they would be hung, drawn and quartered, and I believe
that we need to give the confidence to these directors. Get
on with the job, lf they waste the money and they produce
a load ofrubbish, then, by gosh, I will not be here, as you
know, but I am certainly sure that you will have plenty to
say, those who return. So, Mr President, I think we should
support this. Just give the directors the confidence that they
are looking fol from us to do the job for the Isle of Man
for the next - it must be - 10 or 20 years.

The President: Hon member of Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. It is just a short
comment. With regard to this request, I am a bit
disappointed that Stuart Watterson, an ex-civil servant, does
not know the way to apply for money from Tynwald, but
that being said, it has come before us. It has been said that
this is a request from the directors, who know the situation.
My only concern is that, as other departments do have
problems, they very rarely ask other departments for any
help. I would congratulate the Department of Agriculture
and Fisheries when the foot-and-mouth disease came up.
He got a lot of people around him, he got expert advice
from within and without govemment, and he attended to
it. I do not think the radio station has done that, actually.
(Interjections) We have just appointed a Director of
Communications with qualifications coming out of his ears;
we have got a film commission; we have got computer
gurus down at the ISD department; some of the e-
commerce people are now so superior that they are calling
them 'tsars' (Interjections and laughter); we have got
media experts and we have got marketing directors -
marketing directors with an 's'; and we have got Mr
McKenzie from the Department of Trade and Industry with
his meny men, with whom I went to a very informative
presentation the other day with broadband
communications. I would only say thatif they used people
and there was more harmonisation throughout govemment
to help people along when they are getting into difficulties,
I think the directors should get the support they request
today. If they make a mistake - and it could be a very
expensive mistake if they go their own way and do not
take on board the information - we would be tlie first to
jurnp on them. They have asked for our lielp, and I think
we are here to provide it. Thank you, Mr Plesident.

The President: Treasury minister to reply.

Mr Cretney: Richard, you will catch the 5 o'clock
news. (Laughter)

Ä Member: I hope we can, too. (Laughter)

Mr Corkill: Yes, Mr President, I am glad that cynicism
still reigns. In winding up this debate, I suppose my

qualifications are that I am one of the 74,000 experts on
this Island about Manx Radio. Can I firstly thank hon.
members who have been supportive of this motion. It is a
motion which is about Manx Radio, Radio Manx and their
attempt to face up to a fast changing world. To those who
have spoken against the motion, I ask the question, really:
why the red mist? It seems to come down from one or t\Àro
people at the very mention of Manx Radio and, indeed,
public servants in total. I would ask those hon. mernbers
to reconsider and have foresight and support the directors
in what they are asking. Since last month, when the debate
was adjoumed, members have had the briefing, as we have
heard. They did have that opportunity to meet with the
directors, and I am only sorry that we did not do that
initially, and I take responsibility for that. It was with my
concurrence and the Council of Ministers' concurrence that
this motion did go on the agenda, but we did get there
eventually, and I think it was a very useful presentation. I
think the directors made it quite clear that they do not have
the necessary in-house resources, people or money, and
that they do not wish to commit the company down a
certain route before a professional and careful review or
appraisal is carried out. I know the directors. They are not
going to spend the money that we vote here today just
because we put a figure on it, they are going to spend it up
to that limit. Tliey may have to, and, in fact, the figures
that are in the explanatory memoranda which total up to
the f395,000 are estimate figures, and at this stage the
actual cost is not known. Other members have said they
could do it for less. Well, I hope they do, and that is the
position that a lot of departments find themselves in when
putting forward estimates. I do believe that they will be
prudent - I know Mr Lowey, member of Council, hates
that word - in their financial control, and I expect them to
be and, in fact, I know they will be.

This motion is all about the forward planning of a
business, but it is a very special business in the hearls and
minds of the Manx public. It is a business providing a
valuable public service, as we have heard. I am sure that
those who have run a business will acknowledge that the
best time to plan for the future is when there is no crisis
and there is time for rational thought and, as difficult as

this debate has been, I think it has been a useful debate in
terms of moving things forward. Hon. members, the
directors are genuinely interested in the future of Manx
Radio, as indeed are the staff, but I think that we as

members, the directors, the staff and the public all recognise
that changes will be required in the future.

The hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey, at the last
sitting - and it has been reiterated today - and one or two
others have been critical of the rôle of the Treasury in the
way in which this bid has reached the older paper. Can I
say that Radio Manx does not fit the normal pattern of
government funding, and I think the hon, member of
Council, Dr Mann, said it sits on the periphery, It sits on
the periphery for a reason, because it should not have direct
political interference. We found that out once before, and
that is why the trustees are there. That was one of the
recommendations of the Coles report, it has been
implemented and I think it works well. The trustees are
100 per cent behind this motion on the agenda paper. They
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want to see the directors planning a strategy for the future.
Treasury is the shareholder, and I think the trustees provide
a valuable buffer against us, the politicians, directly
controlling the station. They represent the public views,
and I think that is good. To Mr Lowey and Mr Delaney
and others I would say the rules are there to be interpreted
by the politicians - and I think I have heard the hon. member
of Council, Mr Lowey, actually say that in motions on other
debates - not to be slavishly followed. When I was
approached by the company in a way which I thought was
quite refreshing, I think it would have been a mistake to
turn them away and melely preach tlre budgetary rules'
Instead, I listened and I urge hon. members to think of the
issues. Put aside the desire to criticise the Treasury, because
I know that is nice to do and it is easy to get on board with.
It is very tempting. Put aside that criticism of Treasury
and the criticism of the programming. We have heard about
a lot of that in the debate. This motion is nothing to do
with programming, but we have all got a view on the
programming. The 'Mannin Line' drives me crazy, and I
only ever listen to it when I am in the car going from A to
B (lntetjectíon), and at the end ofitl usually get out ofthe
car feeling really angry, because it gets to me, and that is a
point of view I have. Other people love it.

I think the comparison was made with our good old
Steam Packet, and the hon. member for Onchan, my
colleague, Mr Cannell, said, 'We like to kick these footballs
around, but as soon as some outside force tries to threaten
it, we all close ranks.' I think Manx Radio is one of those
Isle of Man political footballs at times, but when I brought
this motion to this Court, I hoped in my heart that it would
not become one, and I think even at this stage it has not
become one, Our company, Radio Manx, is asking for help
and guidance at a strategic level. As the hon. member, Sir
Miles, said, this expertise will have a cost. That is in the
explanatory memorandum. There is the breakdown of the
figures, but they are estimates. All govemment departments
employ consultants from time to time, and it is easy to
give them a black name. I know the Public Accounts
Committee is looking at the rôle of consultants throughout
government, and this will be one to add to their list, but
the reality is that we are not, and the directors are not, all
experts about everything and there is nothing wrong, in
my view, in employing services when they are needed.

I have made comment about the programme content,
and I will not go on about that, except that obviously, in a
debate such as this, we will perhaps vent our frustration
about the media, and certainly I think I have got the T-
shirt in previous years with regard to that.

The other thing - and I think my hon. colleague, Mr
North, mentioned this in his speech - is that some members
seem to have decided in this debate to sideline the
technological issues confronting Manx Radio. They like
it the way it is. 'There will always be transistot'radios, and
Manx Radio can sail on sublimely.' I do not believe that.
The directors do not believe it. That is why this motion is
here. I do not believe that option is there for ever, and I do
not believe it is there for much longer, but what the time
span will be, I do not know, We talked about broadcasting.
Yes, people will listen to all sorts of radio broadcasting,
but the way in which programmes are sourced, produced

and distributed, and the equipment that the listener has,
are going to rapidly change. Just think back, hon. members:
in 25 years the fax machine became the most wonderful
invention that we had ever played around with in our
homes, and it is now redundant.

Members: No, it is not. No, No.

Mr Houghton: It is still hele, just like the radio will
be.

AMember: I haven't got mine workin gyet. (l'aughter)

Mr Corkill: Well, mine was hit by lightning last week,
and I am not going to replace it, because the internet has

replaced it. You do not need a fax machine if you have got
a PC,

A Member: Hear, hear.

A Member: I do not know how to work it.

Mr Corkill: Well, we will learn to use it. (lnterjections)
So, I make the point that probably, when I say 25 years, in
the mid-1980s the fax machine was a novelty. It was in
1994 when the Coles report surfaced, and the company,
the directors, have applied those recommendations. It is
now history; 1994,in my book, is history.

Now we come to the issue of the Corns report, although
it was not really a report as such, and I know the hon.
member for North Douglas has got very upset about this
particular issue.

Mr Iloughton: Very angrY.

Mr Corkill: It would not be legal. It would not be the
right thing for the directors of that company to release that
report, a management report which talks about individuals
in depth, their strengths and their weaknesses, as the hon.
member alluded to in his comments. There is a comment
about Mr Geoff Cannell in there. There are comments about
all the staff.(Interiections) He regarded that report as a
'witch hunt'. Those were his words. I do not know what is
in the report because it was a management tool. It should
not be public, and that is what was being asked for. I think
it would be quite wrong, and I would be quite disappointed
in our directors if they had actually given up under that
pressure and said, 'Well, okay, you can see it,' (A Member:
Hear, hear.), but the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr
Houghton, goes on to make sort of shadowy suggestions
that there is something to hide up at Manx Radio.

Mr lloughton: Well, there seems to be.

Mr Corkill: The directors have come to Treasury. They
have said they have not got enough money. They want to
plan for the future. They need that strategy, and it is going
to cost this amount of money. If that is not transparency,
tlren heaven help us. They, perhaps in the past, have been
criticised for not coming to government when they needed

to, for staying out on the periphery, and I think one thing
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that has come out of the debate - or I have picked up on -
is that there is a willingness from mernbers to say, 'Come
a bit closer into government.' That is one of the very
questions that the directors are asking: can Manx Radio
play a stronger part of the Isle of Man Government? It has
a certain amount of expertise, but it is also aware of the
expertise in all these other areas that Mr Waft just listed:
the ISD, the Communications Commission and all of these
areas to do with the media and the private sector wlrere
there are changes going on. They are wanting to know
how to guide the station in the future into these areas, or
indeed whether they should be in those areas, and they do
not know the answers at this point. They want some help
in order to come to those conclusions, and I think that it is
a very responsible attitude that the directors are taking by
acknowledging that, because they are lay persons like all
of us. They are not running a big multinational company
like Boots or whatever - and for the hon. member, Mr
Cannell, who said none of the directors know how to run a
radio because they have had no experience, the chairman
of Boots is not a pharmacist, and so things sometimes are
structured in that way. What we want is an input from our
community to run our station, and I hope - because certainly
for f2,000 a year, if I was a director of Manx Radio, I
would be saying, 'What the heck am I doing this for?' -
enjoying this democratic debate. I want to give them the
resources to get on with the job of directing Manx Radio,
and that is why I am asking for these funds today.

Regarding the Coles report, it was made clear at the
presentation, and it is quite publicly obvious, I think, that
nearly all the recommendations have been implemented.
Of course, we had a letter circulated last month from a
certain well-known Mr Juan Turner, who I know and have
a lot of time for, who said that these recommendations had
not been implemented. Well, I would take issue with that
and say that most of them have. He, in his letter - and I
thank him for the letter - highlighted the problems of
television transmission off the Island. Well, it is something
that has driven me crazy for years. V/e do not have proper
TV links (Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.) not only to the world,
but to the adjacent islands.

Mr North: Because it is too expensive.

Mr Corkill: It is too expensive. Now, this is an area
that maybe Manx Radio can be a facilitator in. They are
asking that question. They do not know the answer, Mr
President, but with some proper professional investigation
maybe they will have that answer for us.

Going back to another issue: calling in the internal audit.
(Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) Will I request that? The
directors are responsible people. We have got an
accountant, a chartered accountant, who is the chairman. I
have a lot of respect for the people who are the directors.
They have annual accounts. They have their audit process.
They are responsible. They are the directors. It was Dr
Mann who said, 'We expect these people to have the same
responsibilities as directors' as if they were purely
commercial directors, but they do have this public service
ethos in the backglound. So, I certainly am not going to
call in the internal audit, unless the hon. member can give

me facts or a reason as to whether he thinks there is some
financial impropriety going on at Manx Radio, and I have
not heard any evidence. (AMember: Hear, hear.) He says,
'Will I clear their name?'There is nothing to clear name-
wise except the allegations that the hon. member himself
has insinuated, certainly not from me. Then his final
comment was, 'It would be nice to have an extraFM band.'
Well, that is what I think. I agree with the hon. member. I
think Manx Radio would be good if it got rid of the medium
wave and just had two FM bands to cover the Island
properly. That is my point of view, and I have heard some
concuffence around this hon. Court, but I am just one of
the 74,000 experts, and I do not know that for sure. The
directors are asking for help.

I do not want to prolong the debate. It has been
interesting. I do not want it to be acrimonious. I want some
help for Manx Radio. It would have been easy for me not
to bring this motion to this agenda. Some might say, 'Why
did you bother? Take the easy way out', but for the first
time that I can remember, there was an openness at Manx
Radio and there is a need to go forward with Manx Radio.
That is what this motion is about. There has been discussion
that the money could be spent better in other directions.
My hon. colleague mentioned an MRI scanner. Come to
Treasury, DHSS, and talk about the MRI scanner. The last
I heard was that there was not sufficient volume through
in the Island to make a viable process.

Mrs Christian: Oh, no.

Mr Cannell: I will be round in the moming.

Mr Corkill: Fine. I mean, if you want to talk about
these things, we are entering the policy time. (Interjections)

Mr Cannell: Make a note of that, minister.

Mr Corkill: The hon. member Mr Quine had a dig at
the end: 'Itis amatterof priodties.'He had been toTreasury
not very long ago with a rent subsidy scheme. 'How do I
explain that to the man in the street?' or words to that effect.
In my opinion, in Treasury's opinion, in the opinion of a

numbe¡ of people, but not in the hon. member for Ayre,
Mr Quine's mind, this scheme that is being proposed is
inflationary. (Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.) It will actually
potentially push rents up. I know this is nothing to do with
the motion, but I cannot not respond to a point that is being
made. The issue was debated at the policy time rather than
just saying 'No', so I take exception to the comment that
in some way Treasury is thinking more about Manx Radio
than the high rents that people are having to pay for their
accommodation. That is a suggestion that I object to, and
it is not the case. Maybe the hon. member should think
about the way land has been zoned over the last five years.

A Member: That is right. (lnterjections)

Mr Corkill: Right, so, I have probably thrown a vote
away, because he was a floating vote, I guess, at one point,
but I could not resist that. (Laughter)
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A Member: No chance!

Mr Corkill: I will leave that comment with Mr Quine
to think about. I thank hon. members for their input. I thank
them for coming to the presentation and thinking deeply
about the subject of Manx Radio. I beg to move the motion
in my name, sir.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you,
then, is printed at item 4 on your order paper. Will those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.

A div is io n w a s c alle d fo r and v o t in g re s ult e d a s fo Il ow s :

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Gilbey, Rodøn, North, Sir Miles Walken Mrs
Crowe, Messrs Rimington, Brown, Cretney, Duggan,
Brqidwood, Sltinunin, Downie, Mrs Hannan, Messrs
BelI, Corkill, Gelling and the Speaker - 17

Agøinst: Messrs Quine, Houghton, Henderson,
Mrs CønneII, Messrs Sínger and Cannell - 6

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the
House of Keys, with 17 votes in favour and 6 votes against.

In the Council -

For: The Lord Bish.op, Messrs Waft, Kúveton, Radclffi,
Mrs Christiaru and Mr Crowe - 6

Against: Mr Lowey, Dr Mann and Mr Delaney - 3

The President: Hon. members, with 6 votes cast for
and 3 votes cast against in the Council, the motion therefore
carries.

Hon. members, I think it is an appropriate time at which
to cool off with a cup of hot tea, so the Court will resume
its deliberations at item 5 at ten minutes past five, hon.
members.

The Court adjourned at 4.47 p.nt.

Procedural

The President: Hon. members, it is my intention this
evening to go through until about 7 o'clock, with your
agreement, and we will see around 7 o'clock where we
are. (lnterjections) I think if we are sensible and pace
ourselves in a sensible manner, we should be able to clear
our agenda, bearing in mind that we move on to 7 or half-
past-seven in that regard on each night. I would much prefer
to pace ourselves steadily over three or maybe four days
rather than sit late and then the. . . (Interjections)

I would like to say that I will be taking item 57 after
teatime tomorrow. In other words, we will deal with the

petition for those who are interested in the petition, if we
give the time for the petition. We will be dealing with the
Braddan one at 10.30 in the morning.

Weights and Measures (Testing Fees)
Regulations 2001 - Approved

The Presideut: Hon. members, we have then reached
item 5 on our order paper', Weights and Measures Act, and
I call on the Chairman of the Office of Fair Trading, Mrs
Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Weights and Measures (Testing Fees)
Regulations 2001 ISD No 377/0]l be øpproved.

These regulations, which have Treasury concurrence,
prescribe the fees to be chatged for the testing and stamping
of weighing and measuring equipment which is used in
trade. Before any such equipment is put into use for the
first time, it must be tested and stamped by an inspector of
weights and measures to ensure that it is accurate and
suitable for the intended use. Equipment which has been
repaired or adjusted since it was tested and stamped must
also be retested before being put back into service. Where
routine inspections of equipment are carried out by an
inspector, no fee is charged. The fees were last increased
in 7999, and these regulations increase the fees on average
by 5.4 per cent, which is in line with inflation over this
period. The fees are based on an hourly rate of f49, which
ensures full recovery of costs of the services provided by
the offîce. Mr President, I beg to move.

Mr Waft: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve
my remarks.

The President: The motion, hon. members, is printed
at 5 on the order paper. Those in favour please say aye;
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Department of Education - Payment of
Excess Expenditure - Approved

The President: Item 6. The Minister for Education to
move.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I beg to move:

T hat þnw al d autho r i s e s the Tr e as ury t o a p p ly fro nt th e

generøI t?venue in respect of th.e year ended 3I st March
2001 -

(a) surplus receipîs totalling f.476,202 of the
Departntent of Education in payment of excess
expenditure; and

Procedural
Weights and Measures (Testing Fees) Regulations 2001 - Approved
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(b) the sum of f.I,302,111 in payntent of excess
expenditure of the Department of Education.

The department is coming forward with this motion at
item 6 on the order paper today to seek Tynwald approval
for extra spending within its revenue account. During the
2000-01 financial year, the Department of Education was
faced with additional costs which it was unable to contain
within the approved budget limits. The reasons for the
increased costs are many, but can be summarised into the
following main areas: personnel and recruitment, which
includes providing cover for absent teachers, additional
support for schools and in-service training; maintenance
of buildings, which includes emergency landlord works
and minor works schemes; delegated financial
management, and specifically the deficiency budget of
secondary schools; and rising pupil numbers, with the
consequent effect on free meals and special needs transport.
During the year, surplus receipts totalling f4'76,202 were
generated, mainly through increased uptake in school
meals, plus reducing the net overspend of f 1,302, 11 1, the
amount the department is seeking Tynwald approval as a
supplementary vote.

This motion relates to spending which almost entirely
is connected with the delivery of appropriate educational
services and facilities to the children and young people of
the Isle of Man, and as such I make no apology for coming
here today to this Court to seek this. It is a demand-driven
need in consequence of increased demand and increased
uptake of services within the department and increased
demand for services by rising pupil numbers. I do not intend
to go into detail on the specifrc spending ofeach individual
area. An explanatory memorandum has been circulated,
which does detail the many and varied areas of overspend.
If hon. members require specific explanation, I will be
happy to do so in my summing-up; alternatively,I will be
delighted to meet any member individually to sit down
and go through in detail any specific areas of concern, if
that was the wish of the member. Therefore, Mr President,
I beg to move.

The President: The hon. member for Douglas North.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to
second, sir, and reserve my remarks.

The President: The hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. Could I ask the
minister: under 'Building Maintenance and
Refurbishment', where he has got down here about new
mobile classrooms to implement the extended preschool
nursery facility, who is going to staffthese units? I believe
there is a unit set up in Peel, and I would like to know who
is going to staff it in the future I do believe in nursery
education, and I am delighted to see nursery education
being provided in Peel, but I am concemed that again this
could be another area where we are going to opt out of
employing people and contract people in, and I do not think
that is what we should be doing. We should be investing
in our young people and employing people so that they
are part of our personnel.

The other thing is under 'Delegated Financial
Management' and also 'School Meals', where there is a
budget overspend in these areas, and I wonder: is it just
the secondary school that is over-budgeted? Is it mainly
'School Meals' or is it the 'Delegated Financial
Management' which does not provide enough funds for
the governors and the heads to run the schools? Thank
you, Eaghtyrane.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr
Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would like to know whether
it is possible maybe that we could see, with the issue of
the recruitment incentives for housing assistance,
something raised at the Chief Minister's Office in the
Council of Ministers with the hon. minister to find out
what sort of costs we are having to put out in order to get
people to come to the Island to take up jobs, just to show
another of the costs that we have got due to the housing
crisis at the present time.

I would also be interested to see, as far as the building
maintenance is concerned, whether the Minister for
Education could inform this hon. Cout whether there has
been an increase as far as the costs are concemed, because
we have sort of set it adrift from the direct management of
the Department of Education. I would be interested to know
if has that been a factor as far as that is concerned. I know
I will more than likely get the usual response on these
things.

The next thing that I would just like to ask is like the
teachers' recruitment costs, and I haVe to be perfectly
honest with you: I do not believe that it is unique to the
Department of Education, but it is of no surprise to me
that we have to spend more on advertising. I know myself
where I have had resident teachers who wanted to go out
to the private sector, who trained in the public sector within
the state system in the adjacent isle, and who came here
and were so appallingly treated. I had one on the phone
only the other day. Again, there seems to be a situation
where, if you are domiciled on the Island - admittedly it
used to be if you were only purely Manx and you were on
the Island you were at a disadvantâge as far as this is
concerned . . . But it is no wonder we have this problem of
having to adveftise when we have some of the horror stories
of certain individuals who give up posts outside the
Education Authority in this country and then are treated
so despicably. This is not an isolated case, and we obviously
need to look, as far as the f55,000 is concerned, if we
have a situation where we are getting good, trained people
who will then not come into the education service here
because ofthe situation. I know I have spoken about one
particular case to my friend, but I had another case left on
my answerphone only the other day, again of where a Manx
qualified teacher is almost regarded as a second-class
citizen in this country. And I must say that it would be
wrong of me to say that it is just the Department of
Education; I think I have got problems and I think other
departments may have problems, but I think that we need
to concentrate when we see the fact that we are having to
increase. We have got this f123,000, which obviously our
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locals cannot compete with, They are not going to get
anything as far as this is concerned, and we have got the
f55,000 there. So, I just think that it needs to be raised
back there that we are concetïed that legitimate people
who do not need work permits for teaching posts are not
even being considered, and I cannot believe that they are
all bad as far as that is concemed. I would not have raised
it if it had been the one issue of the one individual which I
have talked about with the Minister for Education, but I
had another one on the othelday, and I had one on a couple
of weeks ago, and I think it would be unfair to say in this
department, but we need to look, as a Council of Ministers,
at the issue of housing assistance and of how much the
true cost is to government as a whole.

The only other issue I must say that I am disappointed
with is the fact that we have not seen an excess expenditure
cost on the youth service. I never realised how much we
need to bolster up and get things done in order to try and
alleviate the problems we have got at the present time and
the pressures that are being put on our youth at the present
time, and I would have been quite happy to have seen an

excess ofexpenditure as far as that is concerned, especially
if we could have had a full-time youth leader in Onchan,
in the second biggest conurbation in the Island at the present

time, which is desperately needed. Somebody full-time,
not there on a part-time basis, trying to sort out and get to
the real problems in the second biggest conurbation on the
Island.

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Yes, thank you -

The President: Minister, if you would, a moment,
please. The hon. member for Ramsey. Now, hon. members,
if we try not to debate each heading on it as a matter of
policy (Mrs Cannell: Heat hear.) and just stick to the
motion on the orderpaper, we will move steadily forward.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. Very briefly,
could I ask the minister to give me the figure for the supply
teaching original budget, because we see that it has been
overspent by f356,400, and was this a particularly bad
year for long-term sickness and possibly, should we say, a
good year for pregnancy? Are enough allowances made
under this heading or is it going to be a continually
overspent item?

Secondly, could the minister tell me: whereas the budget
deficit for this year is f 1.3 million, how does this compare
to last year?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the three
members who have spoken.

The hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, had a couple
of specific points, first of all relating to mobile classrooms
and specifically the staffing. I think she wanted some
assurance as to where the staffing was going to come from.
Of course, those mobile classrooms that are referred to in
the explanatory memorandum relate to six mobiles for the

provision of new nursery units in Peel, Castletown and
Ramsey. As far as Peel is concerned, the staffing is to be
delivered by contract with Mooinjer Veggey, and in the
other two nursery units they are with other organisations,
nursery education providers, and there is a contract in place.
And I make no apology for doing it this way; it was the
only way to bring forward nursery provision without
breakilg government's personnel cap (A Member: Hear,
hear.), which is one of the biggest issues confronting the
Depafiment of Education, and we have to be extremely
imaginative in working within that constraint, I can tell
this hon. Court. I wish it Ìvere not so, and I wish we could
have in the permanent establishment these nursery teachers
in Peel and in other places, but it is far betterto do it this
way and review the situation.

As far as DFM, Delegated Financial Management, is
concerned, the figures discussed relate to secondary schools
- it is just secondary school provision - and what has

happened here. I do not think the explanatory
memorandum, pelhaps, gives the picture as clearly as it
should. We have, as we know, within the five secondary
schools - and have had for three years - control over their
own budgets, which means they can set their own spending
priorities within an overall budget, but where they achieve
surpluses in certain areas, they may apply them to spending
in other areas. Excess expenditure of f406,500 was
incurred in various areas of activity, which was offset by
surplus receipts by canteens et cetera off368,000, so there
was a net budget deficit of some f37,000. This was
perfectly normal, but it has to be accounted for within the
budget and specific approval needs to be sought for areas

in which surplus receipts are made. So, there is nothing
particularly untoward about that, but it does just refer to
the secondary situation.

The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, raised
concerns about the difficulties of recruitment of staff and

the additional advertising costs and the housing assistance,
which was a cost unbudgeted for by the Department of
Education but totalling some f123,000, and this assisted
more than 50 teachers and support, These are teachers new
to the Island, coming in, who would possibly not otherwise
have come but for incentives towards housing of this soft.
And there is nothing new or unusual in any shape or form
about offering teachers incentives to come here. This is
one particular way we choose to do it. The attractions of
living in the Island and the tax system are other parts of
the equation which is highlighted, I can assure members,
in our promotion and recruitment efforts. Again, I would
say to the hon. member that if there is a specific coucern
about an individual, it would be imptoper to discuss it here,

but I am more than happy to discuss with him the case he

refers to. There is no policy, I can assure him, of Manx
qualified teachers being treated as second-class citizens.
We welcome them with open arms. It is true to say that
while we have filled for this coming year all our vacancies
- and I think it is important that parents and the public do
know this - certainly in the primary, there are areas
outstanding of specific subjects in our secondary schools
which, in common throughout the British Isles, we are
finding quite some difficulty in filling, particularly modern
languages and mathematics.
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The youth service, of course, does not appear within
the memorandum, because we operated within budget -
just within budget: f750,000 was specific 'Service of
Youth' heading expenditure. The hon. member knows that
the department is giving active consideration to the matter
of a full-time youth leader in Onchan, which, I agree, is a
requirement in that area, and I have undertaken and assured
the Onchan members that it will form part of the budget
bid process for the next financial year, and provision is
being made to do just that.

The hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer: I thank him
for bis query. He was asking specifically about the supply
teaching budget because of this area of excess over budget
of f356,000; he really wanted to know how big the budget
was. That excess is some 72 per cent. The original budget
for supply teachers, which includes salary contract costs
in the case ofoutside agencies and housing assistance, was
f493,000; actual expenditure was f849,000.I would stress
that in certain respects those staffÏng costs were the result
of department policy quite deliberately to put additional
support into schools, post-OFSTED inspection in one
particular case, where we wanted actually to address what
were highlighted to us as some areas of deficiency in a
specific school, and that, of course, could not be foreseen
at budget time. But I have to say that the situation is not an
easy one to manage. The question of supply is directly
related to many other factors within the education service
to do with recruitment, pay and conditions, and it is a
problem not unique to the Isle of Man, as I am sure
members appreciate. Certainly, this information will enable
us to better project our revenue expenditures in these areas
for next year. As far as last year is concerned, we were not
in the position of having to come to Tynwald to seek a
supplementary vote in areas of revenue other than the
normal vote in respect of salary costs, and in the past when
we have come it has been for capital items only.

So, Mr President, I thank hon. members for their
contributions to the debate, and I would reiterate my offer
that if any member wishes to discuss in more detail specific
individual items, I will be pleased to do so privately.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you
is printed at 6 on your order paper. Those in favour please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

St John's Primary School - Construction
Expenditure -Approved

The President: Item 7. Again, the Minister for
Education, the hon. member for Garff, Mr Rodan, to move.

Mr Rodan: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

That þnwald approves of the DeparÍment of
Education incurring expenditure not exceeding f4,9 l1 ,000
on the construclíon of the new St John's Prinmty School.

It is with great satisfaction that the Department of
Education comes forward today to seek the Court's
approval for what is a major project, the construction of a
brand new replacement primary school in St. John's. If
this funding and approval is obtained today, work will
commence in August, with a completion date of October
next year. Hon. members will be well aware that such a
facility has been on the cards for many, many years, dating
from long before I was in this place, and it is therefore
gratifying that it has made its way through the programme
and arrived at a most timely juncture, because the additional
pressure for places is acute.

The present school, which, I have to say, is in aVictorian
school building from the 1890s, is extremely cramped,
but the standard of education, notwithstanding the
conditions, is quite excellent, as has been independently
attested by inspectors. That, despite the handicaps of the
facilities, is very pleasing and a tribute to the head teacher
and the staff, who I know are greatly looking forward to
this new facility. The existing school has capacity for only
75 pupils, but there are over 100 on roll, crammed into
four small classrooms, with no proper dining facilities,
no proper office, no proper sports hall or anything of
that sort. This new facility - and hon. members who
attended the presentation, I hope, will agree when they
saw the model - represents a significant improvement.
We have a seven-classroom school with a capacity for
175 pupils, which will provide a one-form entry, a
special needs unit, a preschool nursery, a hall, a sports
hall and a youth and community room, together with
hard and soft play areas. A feature of this project is
also the creation of an amphitheatre area within the
grounds for open-air theatrical performances and other
open-air events, which acknowledges the importance
of its close proximity to the 'spiritual heart' of the
Island, shall we say, at St. John's, and it is therefore
pleasing that that has been incorporated.

For the information of members, the old school building,
that Victorian school, is going to have a new lease of life
as being the centre of a new Manx Gaelic-medium primary
unit, which will take, at the moment anyway, some 20
reception and year-one pupils, when the new school is
completed, who will transfer from Ballacottier. This is an
innovation for the Isle of Man. It represents a real step
forward in Manx-language education, where the primary
curriculum will be delivered to the required standards -
and the same standards as everyone else - in the medium
of Manx, and a good education, I am sure, will be enjoyed
by those who have the privilege of attending that particular
unit. It is very important, I think, to note also that that unit
is attached to St. John's Primary School and in many other
respects will be an integral part of that school, with shared
facilities, a colìlloD assembly, play, sports and so on. So,
it will be very much, although in its dedicated unit, within
the mainstream setting of primary education.

Mr President, I will be happy to answer any more
specific queries in my summing-up, and I beg to move,
sir.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas North.

St Jolin's Primary School - Construction Expenditure - Approved
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Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President' I beg to
second, sir, and reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Glenfaba.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Plesident, I would just like to
congratulate the department very warmly on this quite
excellent school and on the way they have set about
providing it with wide consultation. They very wisely took
into account the views of the very excellent headmaster
there. It is also warmly to be welcomed that the existing
school will, as the hon. minister has explained, continue
as a school in which everything is taught in Manx. And I
would say that when MrWillis, the ministerfrom theLord
Chancellor's Office, was in the Island, he saw the model
of the school and was enormously impressed by it and, I
think, wished that there were many schools in the adjacent
isles of the same standard. So, I would like to thank the
minister and his department and the offrcers who have done
a great deal of work in this, including settling some wonies
by local people as to how their homes might be affected.
Thank you very much, minister.

The President: The Lord Bishop.

The Lord Bishop: Thank you, Mr President. I just
wanted to have a brief word on this item, mainly because,
during the Education Bill, you will recall that I had one or
two comments to make on various clauses there which
might have been considered of an adverse nature, and I
did want to take this opportunity of saying here that I have
always been, and will continue to be, totally behind the
Department of Education in its developing plans for
education on the Island, and I do applaud this current
school, which I was impressed with when I saw the model
at the presentation the other day. In the time I have been
here, certainly, the advance by the various Ministers of
Education and their teams have been quite phenomenal,
with the building of various schools around the Island (A
Member: Hear, hear.) of various degrees of excellence,
the sixth-folm school developments in our senior schools
and so on, not to mention playing facilities which have
gone on in various parts. So, I did want to take this
opportunity of saying that I do support the Education
Department entirely.

My point in the Education Bill was just to make some
soft of marker that lovely buildings are not in themselves
the ultimate. You can have the nicest possible buildings,
the nicest possible social conditions, and forget perhaps
the spiritual qualities that go for making citizenship, good
citizens of the future and people with a very firm base of
moral and religious teaching upon which they can stand. I
believe that the Education Department, as well as huilding
us fine buildings, will concentrate on excellence of staff
and excellence of presentation, certainly on the religious
side, because I believe the spiritual element of any school
is as important as high academic achievement. But I do
commend and compliment the current minister (Several
Members: Hear, hear.) for proglessing this latest school.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: Mr Plesident, I am very supportive, of
course, of the motion that is before us here. I just want to
raise an issue, really, in relation to the determination of
priorities in terms of the capital expenditure to which the
department may have access at any point in time. Just over
10 years ago, the late Dr MacDonald donated f 1 .2 million
and five acres of land to the Education Department to
provide a much-needed new primary school for the children
of Sulby, and we are very grateful to the late doctor and
his family for that. That gentleman's genelosity has
obviously saved the taxpayer - it saved the depaftment,
but more importantly the taxpayer, perhaps - a great deal
of money. But attached to that charitable gift from Dr
MacDonald were certain conditions, and those conditions
were that no building other than the school should be placed
on the site and that the school itself should be designed in
such a way as to be compatible with the suroundings. Now,
Dr MacDonald was motivated by the fact, in large part,
that in the old school children had to track across quite an
expansive area of the yard to get to the toilet facilities et
cefera, which in the winter in the inclement weather was,
he felt, quite unacceptable. Now, regrettably, the agreement
with the lateDrMacDonald and his family appears to have
been - as put to me by the family - reneged upon -

The President: Hon. member, I hope that this is coming
back to St. John's School.

Mr Quine: It is, sir.

The President: Wel1, try to come quickly, if you will.
(Interjections)

Mr Quine: Itis to do with theprioritiesby whichmoney
is attached and, if you will just bear with me for two
minutes, sir, there will be no more than that. The point I
am making is that in determining whether we spend money
on the St. John's school or whether we spend money in
relation to another school, if we have a situation where we
have acquired a property by gift and we have accepted the
conditions attendant to that gift, then I do not think this
govemment, or any other govemment, should renege upon
those conditions, and that is what has happened by the
building within that site now of temporary classrooms, in
effect. And I am just going to ask the minister if he could
take account and explain how his depafment sits in relation
to the breaching of the agreement under which the gifting
of that money and the land was made for the Sulby school.

The President: Hon. members, and to the Minister for
Education, you will disregard that comment in relation to
the Sulby school. It is not relevant to the motion before us,
and I do not expect you to respond. Hon. member for
Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I am delighted today, because

I hear that this proposal which is in front of us retains the
present 1890s school building for further use- I am glad
ioday that we have managed to win through from nearly
ending up with inflatable and all other sorts of things that
were proposed for this building when the new school was
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developed, that we are not going to end up with some new
heritage centre or some other development that there was
talk of for genealogy or whatever, and that it is going to be
used for the language of this country. I am delighted to see
with this development how far the Department of
Education has changed from the days when we would
rather give buildings away than lrave a six-month rent in
advance and full repair and lease to the Manx language. It
is relevant to this, because this ploposal today is notjust
about the new building, it is about the existing building. I
am so happy to see that we have finally turned the comer
as far as linguistic genocide in this country is concerned.
Whilst I am delighted that we have a situation where this
facility will be handed over to the Manx speakers and there
will be the Gaelic unit in the existing facility,I would hope
that we would be looking at putting some of the facilities
maybe out of the old schoolhouse from Caarjyn ny
Gaelgey, because it does somewhat sadden me that we still
have a situation where I could have provided a facility for
something like six or seven years rent free and yet the
charity that I helped to form has had to pay rent and does
not get its rent paid by its sub-tenant for the last year. So,
I do hope that when the Minister for Education replies he
will be looking . . . I am delighted that he is holding on to
the existing facility for educational purposes and that we
are included now as far as that is concerned.

What I am concerned about is that I would like to know
whether we will see the Gaelic library that we have been
trying to get housed. Vy'e have got a small section in the
Manx house at St. John's, but what I would like to see is
that maybe the Minister for Education will look at
providing the Gaelic resource that we believe should be
provided without having to depend on the back pocket of
myself and others in order to try and get these things to
stay afloat long enough in order to see this into fruition. I
do hope that he will look at the issue of setting aside part
of the building for such a facility in the old St. John's
schoolhouse, and we might forgive him, as our sub-tenant,
that we are paying rent to the DLGE but that we get no
rent out of the Department of Education. I do hope that he
will consult with the likes of Caarjyn ny Gaelgey as far as
the full use of the old school is concerned, as I think it is
impofiant, as it is good to see today that maybe we are
going to get back to facilities provided for the Manx
language without having to have them rented from
govemment when individuals like myself were providing
it free for many years. I just think that I do hope he will
open up the discussions about having the old schoolhouse
used for other aspects as far as the language is concerned.

I do think it is a good day today to see the complete
change from the totally hostile attitude towards the
language that there was in the past - and it is all right the
previous Chief Minister shaking his head there, but there
was, and he knows it in his heart - to what we have today.
There is a long way to go, but I would hope that we could
maybe have some discussion from the minister with the
likes of certain organisations which would like to see the
full utilisation of the original St. John's School.

The President: Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, just to clarify an issue. I am
delighted at the development of Manx language teaching
on this Island. I think it is a feather in our caps and that of
the hon. member for Onchan in particular; he has dliven it
ahead. But I do believe we are getting somewhere now,
and I feel very pleased with that, I am supportive of the
scheme, Mr President, and just have a couple of questions,
really, arising out of the explanatory memorandum.

There is a preschool nursery as part ofthe development
of this scliool, and I know it was the policy of the
department, when they were building new schools, to put
in preschool nursery facilities but notnecessarily staffthem
at that time, and that the staffing for preschool nursery
was going to happen in places ofgreater social need. Ijust
wonder: has that policy changed or, in fact, are we putting
a nursery and running it, staffing it, in this school in St.
John's because there is a social need? If that is the case, I
have to say I would be surprised.

I was also interested to see that a youth worker is going
to be employed because we are having a new school in St.
John's, and I just wonder how the employment of a youth
worker fits into the overall scheme of things. Are we talking
about a youth worker forjust a couple of hours a week?
Are we talking about a full-time youth worker? And there
is a matter of priority; if we are talking about a youth
worker, should it be in Onchan rather than in St. John's
just because we are building a new school? I understand
that with the development of a new primary school there
is a need to properly staff it and so on. It is important,
though, thatjust because we are building a new school in
one place, it does not override the policy of the department
in other areas of the Island where there may be a greater
need, and I would just like the assurance from the minister
that that is not the case.

Spending f5.2 million on a new primary school is a
massive amount of money. The hon. member for Ayre
reminded us of the cost a few moments ago of the one in
Sulby: a beautiful school - f 1.2 million; f5.2 million now.
That is not just inflation. Now, I recognise that special
provisions have to be made for buildings in St. John's
because of the heritage of the area and so on, but f.5.2
million is a lot of money, and I just hope that it is not
going be used as a yardstick for other primary schools when
they come on-line.

Finally, Mr President, can I just say that this might be
an appropriate moment for us to mark our appreciation to
Mr Ralph Cowin, the retiring Director of Education. He
has driven this scheme, along with a number of others,
andl guess by the end of the summer he will be gone from
his post, and it just seems to me appropriate that we mark
our appreciation to him for his work (A Member: Hear,
hear.) in this hon. Court. Thank you, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I am brought to
my feet by the previous member, when he mentioned about
nursery facilities and whether they are needed or not and
also youth workers. I think one of the things which we
have to remember is that if we invest in our young people,
they are our future, and that it might be î.5.2 million, as
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opposed to some other time when it was î.7.2 million, but
it was land that was quite easy to develop. But when we
are spending this money, it is spending it on our children.
It is spending it on the future, and I believe - and a lot of
work has gone into this - that money spent in nursery
education can mean less money being spent in the prison
service in later life. That is where we should be spending
our money. We should be investing in our young.'We should
be helping families. We should be providing nursery
education, r'eally good quality nursery education supplied
by people employed by government. That is what we
should be doing. And youth workers are extremely
important; (AMember: Hear, hear.) they are undervalued,
and we need them out there with our young people. We
need them as an investment in their future and in our future
and in the future of elderly people. I welcome this. I also
welcome the nursery facility because I believe that is the
future. Investment in this area is so important, but youth
work also, but also employing people and giving them the
confidence of having government employers and being
controlled by the school. That is so important, and therefore
I am concerned that government is going down this way
of privatisation; I do not think that is what we should be
doing. All right, it means that we are employing more
people, but we have employed more people in the past. It
has meant holiday pay. It has meant paying a proper rate
of pay. And this is what I think we are doing; we are
privatising by the back door, going out and we are not
paying these people the rates. Therefore I think, yes, we
are getting this service, but I think we should also be
providing that confidence to these people who are working
in this service as well.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Ml President, I would like to thank all
members for their support. I thank the member for the area,
Mr Gilbey, for his comments and his suppoÍ over the years.
He referred to the consultation with residents that has taken
place, and one of the keys to getting this right is
consultation. It may well be that the department did not
always, in bringing forward new schemes and new schools,
consult as fully as it should have - consulting with the staff,
for example, and what they actually wanted within the
schools, and consulting with residents as well to ensure
that the school forms an integral part of the community
and is fully accepted.

I do thank the Lord Bishop for his supportive comments,
and I note that he is wholly, generally or broadly (Laughter)
behind the Depaûment of Education. He is quite right that
buildings alone do not a good education make, and it is
what actually goes on in them, the quality of the staff and
the ethos of the school. He referred to matters like
citizenship and spiritual content, and I think he was right
to remind us of those issues in what would otherwise be a
straight financial vote on buildings.

The hon. memberforAyre, Mr Quine: while I have been
quite rightly advised not to refer to matters which are quite
outside the remit of the order paper, on the broader issue
of priority setting within capital expenditure I can tell him
that the department is continually reassessing and

monitoring the demands on its service when setting its
priorities. By way of example of this, it was only in the
last financial year that the need was identified for additional
classroom facilities at Sulby School. That school was built
in 1989. Now, the Island has changed considerably, and it
was and is a magnificent school and was more than
adequate for the pupil numbers of that time. We are in the
position of having to continually assess our needs. We
reqkon that we need, as a department - the Island needs -
122 new classrooms by 2010. The capital programme,
which goes up to 2006, shows 89. We have a shortfall of
33. We work this out on population growth figures and
histodcal trends and project them forward. We have a

shortfall by 2010 until such time as we make provision in
the programme for five assembly halls and seven sports
halls. What has happened is that the pupil numbers have
grown as such, and either the department ignores this and
we are into an overcrowded classroom situation and all
the other pressures on the staff that we are hearing a lot
about nowadays, or the department responsibly reacts to
this. And we have reacted, which is a quick fix of mobile
classrooms. Now, I have to say that the department - and
this will, I hope, feature in the next policy debate or the
next round of budget debates - is actively examining its
capital proglamme whereby it could consolidate its
separate schemes for classroom extensions which are
spread over the next four or five years of the programme
into a single scheme, achieving economies and bringing
forward the provision that would, in the case of Sulby, not
otherwise be met until 2004, or in the case of Vallajeelt
also not until 2003-04. And in putting those classroom
extensions on site, it is possible to do this while
acknowledging the individual characteristics of the school,
in terms of the stone and exterior and so on. So, I can
assure any member who has concerns that mobile
classrooms are going to adversely affect the environment
ofthe school or break through undertakings that may have
been given years ago that that is not the case. We are alive
to the need to ensure that any extension or mobile sits well
in the environment of the school and as far as going outside
for toilets and so on is concerned, modern mobile
classrooms have toilet facilities incorporated; obviously,
in the case of nursery units that is an absolute essential.

I am delighted that the hon. member Mr Kanan is happy
today with this education motion, and I can hardly believe
his supportive comments. Suffice it to say that, yes,
discussion will be ongoing on such matters as the Gaelic
library and the matter of effective utilisation of the old
schoolhouse at St John's, because we have a real
opportunity here now to consolidate a lot of this aspect of
our education service, and the Manx language and cultural
aspects in particular, in St John's, and I would cerLainly
envisage ongoing discussion on that.

I take on board the points of the hon, member Sir Miles
Walker, who wishes some clarity on the policy of the
department in respect of preschool nurseries. Of course,
the policy has not changed, in as much as it is a two-fold
policy. Our policy is to deliver in areas of identihable social
need the new nursery units. We have four, three more this
year, and we are aspiring to three next year in the Douglas-
Onchan area. This is in pulsuit of the social obligations of
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providing not just a preschool childminding service but
an actual education service preschool, and in areas of social
need that is a particularly effective strategy, which the hon.
member for Peel corectly referred to in terms of
investment in the future. So, that is one side of the story,
and the other is that where oppoltunities arise in new
schools for incorporating nurseries; whether it is an area
ofparticularly identifìed social need or not, it is a sensible
thing to do, and it is a sensible thing to ensul'e that, in
building a school, a preschool nursery is incorporated for
the needs of that community and that community does not
have such a facility and will benefit from it. And the same
applies for the youth service. Obviously, we have youth
programmes in the west, in Peel and the St John's area,
and advantage is being taken of our policy oi as far as
possible, incorporating a community hall facility for
community need and that we ensure that there is staffing
there to accompany the growth in the youth service to take
advantage of that facility. I take on board what is being
said about pliority setting and not overriding greater
perceived need in other areas, but I think the hon. member
will agree it is a cost-effective means of addressing what
is a widespread issue. We are never going to be in the
fortunate position of delivering all we would like to deliver
as quickly as we would like to, but where we can take
advantage of other schemes, in this case a new school, we
will do so.

Regarding the î.5.2 million cost of this scheme, there
were some particular reasons for this cost in tems of the
ground works that were needed, which added to the overall
cost, but I would reassure members that we do not look on
buildings as benchmarks against which other developments
must be measured. We will seek cost effectiveness and
efficiency in spending, and what I had to say about our
classroom extensions programme is an example of that,
that we are not looking for the grandiose palace where
that is unnecessary and it would not be right.

I thank him for his positive comments and tribute to the
retiring Director of Education, Mr Ralph Cowìn, and I am
sure we would all concur with those sentiments expressed.
He retires in November of this year.

I thank the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, for her
suppoft. She is absolutely right in referring to the need for
investment in our young people, whether that be through
pre-nursery education or youth workers, and I thank her
for her support. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you
is printed at 7 on your order paper. Those in favour please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Villa Marina - Refurbishment and
Redevelopment F.xpenditure - Approved

The President: Hon. members, before we staÍ on item
8, can I just say that, in fact, sometimes the background
noise is becoming a little bit intrusive, and we are also
running the fans. It is not only for my ears is it intrusive;
remember that they also have to pick it up on the
microphones for Hansat d.

Hon. members, item 8. I call on the Minister fol Tourism
and Leisure to move.

Mr Cretney: Thank you, Ml President. I beg to move:

That Tynwald a.pproves of the Department of
Tourism an.d Leisurc incurring expenditure not exceeding
f,l3,371,242 on the refur'bishnretú and redevelopntent of
tlrc Villa Marina.

It is a matter ofjust over 15 months since my department
acquired the Villa Marina through the provisions of the
Villa Marina Act 1999. The acqui sition of the bui lding was
not, of course, an end in itself, but rather a means to an
end to ensure that the Villa Marina had a long-term rôle as

a major public venue. With the acquisition came a real
political commitment to actually get on with the
refurbishment of the building. Over the last 15 months,
the department has taken the former joint scheme, which
was being promoted by government departments and
Douglas Corporation, updated it and developed it into a
fully designed capital scheme. As we have gone forward
we have consulted widely with members of this hon. Court
and with a wide range of individuals and organisations in
order to ensure that the resulting building meets the needs
of the community which it will serve. The scheme which
is before this hon. Court today represents the culmination
of that process.

The scheme for the refurbishment of the Villa Marina
involves the retention and comprehensive refurbishment
of the Royal Hall and the demolition and replacement of
the later flat-roofed and inappropriate additions. The
principal aim of the project is to provide a top quality venue
which can be operated flexibly to meet the needs of both
our local community and our visitors. The department has
provided a lot of detailed information on the project, both
in a booklet to hon. members and at a briefing session last
Friday. With such a busy agenda, I do not propose to go
through the design in detail, but I would, of course, be
very happy to answer any queries.

The project has been tendered in accordance with the
Treasury's capital procedures, and the lowest tender
received was from Farrans Construction Limited. Based
on that tender, I am today seeking approval of expenditure
of f.I3,3'71,242, andl am able to advise that this is over f I
million less than the financial allocation contained in the
2001 Isle of Man Budget.

The refurbishment of the Villa Marina will, subject to
approval of this hon. Court, commence at the beginning
of September. It will take27 months and, following client
fit-out, the building will be opelational in spring 2004.
Once we have completed the works, we will operate the
new Vlla Marina in conjunction with the adjacent Gaiety
Theatre, and the whole site will become the Island's
national entefiainment and arts centre. What we are seeking
to achieve, both in terms of the quality of the buildings
and of the services which they provide, is the equivalent
for entertainment and the arts of what the National Sports
Centre has achieved for spolt and recreation.

Finally, there is one further aspect I would wish to
comment upon. The scheme before this hon. Court today
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has been progressed in a linle over 15 months since we
took over the Villa Marina, and that achievement is
significant, particularly when seen alongside our action in
getting rid of the props under the colonnade and replacing
that structure, which has been very well received, and
indicates our commitment to the future of that area of
Douglas. It demonstrates what can be achieved with real
will and everyone pulling together. I would like to thank
everyone who made itpossible: my own stafffor their hard
work and commitment, the Treasury for their invaluable
help and our design team, who eventually accepted what
they felt were impossjble deadlines and then achieved
them. It was with a heavy heart that the decision was taken
to acquire the Villa Marina, and I trust that Douglas
Corporation and the Department of Local Govemment will
soon conclude their discussions in relation to the
compensation to the authority for the acquisition of their
asset, which, sadly, we had been unable to redevelop on a
joint basis after such long negotiations over a number of
years. The resolution standing in my name represents a

key step to achieving the objectives ofthat acquisition and
ensuring that, well into the 21st century, we have a Villa
Marina of which we can all be proud. Mr President, I beg
to move the resolution standing in my name.

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. It is a great
pleasure for me to second and reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas North, Mr
Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. In rising, I
wish to support this excellent scheme. I do not just say
that because the department has taken it off the corporation
or whatever has gone on in the history of this carry-on, but
what I was impressed with were the plans of the
presentation that I saw, which were so good and well
thought-out, to my untrained eye anyway. It was a lot more
than what I had expected. There was a lot of spin and
political rhetoric thrown into the public arena on the moves
when the Villa was finally taken over by govemment, and
I think it is fair to say that some of that was rubbish (A
Member: Hear, hear.) and a lot of it was just unfounded
jealousy, for want of a better word, by a minority. When I
studied the plans, I found several things: that it was not
going to be a whole demolition of the buildings, which we
were all given to understand in Douglas - there was this
great cry that this building of extreme heritage value was
going to be flattened, that this was going to happen, that
was going to happen, car parks, no gardens, and all the
rest of it. They must have taken advice from Manx National
Heritage, because the actual multi-sided building is going
to be retained - that is not going to be knocked down -
which is the most important piece of the structure. (A
Member: Hear, hear) The add-on pieces are going to be
refurbished, re-done, and the honible bite we see out of
the front of the Villa, which was knocked down a few years
ago because ofdecades ofneglect, is going to be putback.
Now, to me that is a meld of two things, the modern and

the old, and the multi-sided structure - I do not know what
it is called in the technical terms - is actually going to go
through -

AMember: The Royal Hall.

Mr Henderson: The Royal Hall, yes, but there is a

technical term for the architectural features ofit. It is going
to be refurbished, which is great, brought on-stream and put
back to its former glory, which l think is fantastic. I would
also like to thank the department for the exceptional job they
have done on the colonnade reconstruction and re-alignment.
There was a lot said at the time about that. The department
were damned for doing it and, in all honesty, it is one of the
best things that has happened to the seafront of Douglas,
without doubt, which is another important thing. Douglas
Prom is the gateway for most of our visitors, the national sea

terminal is there and they all come in from the airport to stay
in and around Douglas as well, and I think the project is
øking great shape now. All the fears of the minority have
been washed aside, and I think it is time to congratulate the
designers and the work that has gone on now. Great stuff. I
would like to see more of it.

There is only one thing I would like to add, and I suppose
it could be seen as negative, but not towards the department.
My concerns at the time, two years ago when I posed the
query, were with regard to the electronic shutters in the
place - f50,000 worth of ratepayers' money. I was
lambasted for bringing council issues into this place or
wherever it was because I could not get anywhere else.
They are having to be scrapped, and that is one thing I
lament, (Interjection) so when a full assessment has taken
place itjust goes to show you the reality of the situation,
and I was not far off the mark. But I am so pleased that the
decades of neglect in there have come to an end and there
is a positive way forward now, and I think it is something
that Douglas and the Island are really going to be proud
of, and it is going to set the front off fantastically.

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

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I would also
like to join my hon. colleague in congratulating the minister
and the department for an absolutely wonderful project. It
is going to be the gem of the Island when it is completed;
I think everybody is aware of that. The booklet that we
were given with the drawings in and so on and the layout
as to how it is going to look when it is finished was
absolutely superb; I have shown it to a lot of people who
are most impressed. It is a step in the right direction and,
as I say, I wish the department well in its completion, Thank
you.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr
Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. As one of
the members representing Douglas East, (Mrs Cannell:
Hear, hear.) where the Villa Marina is situated, I will also
be supporting the motion in front of us.
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A Member: But it is for tourism! (Laughter)

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, it is an enormous amount
of money, I realise that - f.ß.3 million - but we have gone
leaps and bounds since the Villa Marina was in the
ownership of government, and the Department of Tourism
and Leisure has to be congratulated in moving the scheme
rapidly forward. The colonnade has already been
mentioned: what an improvement; set back (A Member:
Hear, hear) so buses can come in and dlop the people off;
the ptops have gone; and we will be able to stand on the
colonnade on Friday and watch the closing ceremony of
the games instead of being afraid we might fall through it.

Mr Brown: Have you got your ticket?

Mr Braidwood: I have not applied yet. The minister
has already said 'national entertainment and arts centre',
and the Villa Marina now, with the octagonal Royal Hall
and with all the carbuncles demolished, will be the centre
of this national enteftainment and arts centre. The Royal
Hall will be able to be secured so that the function rooms
will be able to be used separately. It will be a tremendous
improvement on the promenade, and when it is finished in
spring 2004 - and hopefully ,we can then go onto the arcade
refurbishment - that will be the icing on the cake and we
will have a centre which everybody in the Isle of Man will
be proud of. It has been a long time in coming, we are on
our way and I look forward to its completion. Thank you,
Mr Pl'esident.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I have been
waiting very patiently, sir, for us to reach this particular'
item. Today is a historic day in many respects. Going back
to just l99I - that is almost coming up to 11 years ago -
and the election campaign for the House of Keys: 'Villa
Marina is going to fall down'; 'Villa Marina is riddled with
rot'; 'Villa Thrillerl'There was also a petition being run
at that time to save the gardens, because at that time there
was a proposal by the Depaúment of Tourism to have an
aqualeisure centre on that site and for the gardens to be
taken up by this and, of course, car parking. So it has
occupied the minds and the hearts of not only the people
of Douglas but also the people from all across the Island,
the local authority members, in particular Douglas
Corporation, and members of this hon. Court for some
considerable time. We must not forget that,it was under
threat, and has always been under threat and that has been
a view of the Douglas people for some considerable time.
The people were also concerned that the Douglas
Corporation, in whom the ownership lay, were
irresponsible. They were ridiculed at the time for corporate
neglect and so on because the building was falling down.

I am pleased to be able to stand up and acknowledge
the item on the agenda and say that I wholehealtedly
support it 10 or I I years down the road from first getting
involved in this myself. I have to say that the Villa Marina
was the second issue - second to the horse trams - where I

cut my teeth into political life as a local authority member,
and so the Villa has been very close to my heart for some
time. Of course, the fact,that I only live a few hundred
yards away from it also helps. But nevertheless we have
moved leaps and bounds, not only because government
has now taken on the responsibility for this fine building
and its prominent site - a very valuable site in my view -
but also we must not forget that we have passed legislation
in the Villa Marina Act, and included in that was an
amendment to safeguard the gardens from any
development outside of the existing building footprint
without the approval of hon. members in this hon. place.
That is an additional safeguard that we have put in, due to
the public's wish that we should do so, and I am pleased
that we passed that legislation and we passed the
amendment. I am very pleased that Treasury have given
their concunence to this expenditule. I am delighted that
the Department of Tourism has, on this occasion, consulted
with the members for the area at an early stage to talk
about potential problems or mitigation measures that need
to be taken during the construction and building
programme, because let us not forget that it will take some
considerable time before it is commissioned and open, and
that will have a major impact upon that particular area of
Douglas, which forms the heart of the constituency of
Douglas East which I share with my colleague. Now, I
believe the minister and his officers and members have
taken on board those niggling concerns - but ones which
will be major for the people living in the area - and that
they will do their level best to manage the site appropriately
and ensure that mitigations are included to prevent an
adverse impact upon that general area. I am delighted, it is
a historic day and I think we should all be proud. Unlike
so many issues that are debated in this hon. Court over
decades and resolutions and agreements are never reached
and so they keep coming back like old chestnuts, this one
is finally on the starting block, and I am very pleased to
support.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr
Downie.

MrDownie: Yes, thankyou, Mr President. I just get on
my feet, really, as I would like to be associated with some
of the remarks that have been made by previous speakers.
I have been involved with the Villa in one way or another
for the last 15 years - it has been that long - and finally the
grand old lady of Douglas Promenade is at last moving. I
am delighted to see it. I must congratulate the department
and take this opportunity to congratulate the design team
and make reference to Ian Brown, who, I understand, has
not been in good health lately but has soldiered on and has
done a tremendous amount of work, because he has been
involved with this project for a number of years. Although
he is waiting for major surgery, this is really one of the
things that has kept him going. It has been a pet project as

far as he is concerned, and one which he has fought, really,
to bring to fruition. Once again, congratulations to the
depaÉment, and in the not-too-distant future we will see
the grand old lady having pride of place once again, fully
refurbished and activated, on Douglas Promenade.
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The President: Hon. member for Castletown, Mr
Brown.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I really just
want to add a little bit in terms of providing my support
and congratulations to the minister and his department on
the outcome of what is going to be an attractive
development on Douglas Promenade, and I am pleased to
see it come about. But I have to say - and I think it is worth
saying - that it is tinged with sadness, as far as I am
concemed and, I think, othets are. Regarding the proposals
to continue to keep on board Douglas Corporation and for
government and the Douglas Cotporation to have a joint
management board and a joint ownership of that complex,
which included the Gaiety, I have to say I think it is sad

that that did not come about and that we were actually
forced into a position where Tynwald had to take the Villa
Marina from the corporation. I think it is always sad when
you get to that stage. It \üas not through a lack of trying to
get agreement; the whole situation was that it came down
to a lack of trust between the corporation and government,
and I think that is sad. That being said, we are now seeing
it move forward. 'We now are going to see a national
entertainment centre for the Isle of Man, and that is what
it will be, and I think that that is something that the Island
will certainly welcome and will be proud to see. And I
think from a public point of view throughout the whole
Island, the greatest thing that will be in everybody's minds
is that the uncertainty has gone and we are going to see a

redevelopment of this complex, a complex that will play
an important part in Island life for the future. I am happy
to support it, and I again congratulate the minister on
getting to this stage.

The President: Hon, member for Onchan, Mr Kanan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like to say that I
follow the viewpoints from the previous speaker and I think
it is a great shame that we have not been able to get the
corporation on board, and I think it is a little bit naive of
some of the Douglas members. I actually think that the
corporation, as one of the ones who was there at the
beginning trying to make sure that the Royal Hall is not
lost, especially with the Lido gone and the facilities that
the Royal Hall has to provide for the future as far as

conferencing and other facilities are concerned . . . I know
people were saying, 'Why are you interested, as a member
for Onchan?' at the time. Because this was an Island
facility. I actually think that the Douglas Town Council
have played a blinder, because here we have today a

situation where the taxpayer has got to end up picking up
the bill for everything, so I think the members for North
Douglas are well off-beam as far as the corporation is
concerned. The corporation has successfully managed to
get rid of a liability on to the taxpayer, and I think that it
reflects on responsible government, and the minister and
the Department of Tourism and Leisure are now
recognising that this is a national facility as far as the Royal
Hall is concerned, and that is the thing that had to be saved
at all costs. I welcome the proposal today, but I do agree
with the hon. member for Castletown that it is tinged with

sadness that we all complain that we want more things
done by local government, and here we are today, we have
ended up that we have had to take this over solely, and I
think that is a great shame. I think that is more of a great
shame over this whole affair than anything, no matter what
people put in their manifestos of who redeveloped the Villa
Marina or whatever, because, like many other things,
people will view it from different angles and very few
people will remember what was actually startedin Hansat d
a long tirne ago over the Royal Hall.

I think the point is - and the only concern I have today
is - that we have not seen the negotiation with the DLGE
with the corporation over the purchase of this site, and I
do think it is a shame that we have not got that sorted out.
I know it is not the responsibility of the Minister for
Tourism and Leisure, but I think we maybe do need this
hon. House to be told of the implications because, again,
when we talk about people's manifestos or whatever,
whether Council or House of Keys, I think the issue that
needs to be addressed is the fact that we have saved the
Douglas ratepayers an awful lot of money (A Member:
Hear, hear.), and I have not actually seen any benefit to
the Douglas ratepayers (,4. Member: Hear, hear.) as far as

this is concerned. I honestly think that if I was in Douglas,
I would be more worried about finding out what has

happened over that (A Member: Hear, hear.) than who
has got what medal for the development of shuttles or
gardens or whatever. I do hope that the minister will inform
this hon. House, if he can, of the sort of loan charges, even
if it would have been half-and-half, and the revenue costs
that the Douglas ratepayers were being charged today,
because I do think there is an important factor that needs
to be addressed when we are talking about the negotiation
of, here we are, the taxpayer today, no problem, suppofi
the proposal, think it is a wonderful development as far as

that is concerned, but I do feel that it needs to be aired
with the fact that we have not paid the corporation. These
sorts of facts need to come out before everybody wants to
pin their medals for who did what and what was done. I
am not talking about the minister - obviously he came up
with the goods - but the issue is that I do feel this debate
needs to know the liabilities that we have saved the
ratepayers, because that point needs to be aired, in my
opinion. I am happy today. I am delighted that from so

many years ago of wanting to save the Royal Hall when it
was in question of being knocked down - that is an
important facility that we would never replace - that it is
saved, but I do think that this debate needs to look at the
issues, and I have to say that I think the corporation has

played a blinder, in my opinion, (Inughter and intefiection)
If I could get rid of my liabilities like they have successfully
managed to do . . . And as a person who was 120 per cent
behind the corporation - because I thought, 'Big, bad
government' - I have to say that I think the Tourism
Department should be applauded on that issue, but I do
think we do need that sort of information.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Bell.

Mr Bell: Thank you, Mr President. As a former Minister
of Tourism for eight years, I join the comments of
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everybody, really, who has spoken today in welcoming
this resolution. I only wish it had taken place 15 years ago
when I was minister; the Isle of Man would have had a
much better chance in reviving its tourist industry. The
one thing which I strongly, passionately believe in is that
if the Isle of Man tourist industry is to survive and prosper,
it can only do so on one premise, and that is quality in
everything we do - quality in hotel accommodation, quality
in entertainment, quality of service, quality right across
the spectrum - and that js the one element which has largely
been missing from the industry until fairly recently. We
ale now starting to see some of our hotels getting upgraded
and tourism has a chance to make a fresh start again with
this quality, albeit a much smaller industry, but nevertheless
a much higher quality product than we have ever had in
our history, I believe. The resolution before us today, I
think, is a further very major step along that road to
producing a quality, rounded product.

Unlike the other members, I have no sadness whatsoever
that Douglas Corporation is no longer involved in it
(Members: Hear, hear.); I welcome the fact that they have
gone. I think we need first of all to look at Douglas
Corporation's track record over decades, notjust over the
last few years (Two Members: Hear, hear.); that is
precisely the reason why we are in the situation we are at
the moment and has been a contributory factor to the
demise of the tourist industry over that period of time. So
let us not cry crocodile tears over this. We know where the
problem in all this lies and we should welcome the fact
that that is out of the equation now and we have the chance
for a fresh start, fresh investment and new vision at a time
when tourism has the opportunity to make a fresh start in
itself.

I entirely endorse the comments of the hon. member
fol Onchan. I have to say that I think that although they
have been a disaster in the management of the Villa Marina,
they have played a blinder in the sense that they have
offloaded a major liability on the ratepayers of Douglas
onto the taxpayers of the Island. (Mrs Cannell interjecting)
Nevertheless,I do believe that in the long term that will be
for the benefit of Douglas and for the benefit of the Isle of
Man. This is now a national facility and it is now openly
recognised as such, and by supporting this resolution today
we are acknowledging the paramount rôle of the Villa
Marina in the enterlainment facilities on the Island, as an
Island centre rather than just a localised one.

I welcome the opportunity also of the ultimate linkage
between the Gaiety Theatre, the Villa Marina and the
Arcade, and I would also endorse a comment that one
member made that the refurbishment of the Arcade should
be blought forward as quickly as possible to complete that
overall development, because I think the three of them
together in an imaginative redevelopment scheme, and in
particular with high quality, visionary management . , .

Because it is all very well putting this money into bricks
and mortar, but we ultimately need management; we need
enlightened management and enlightened politicians
involved with the management of it to make sure that this
is going to work properly.

Tourism, I believe, although it is going through an
exceptionally difficult year this year, has the opportunity

ovel'the next few years to redefine itseli to reinvent itself
and to give the Isle of Man an extra dimension to its
economic development. Even though we are seeing these
changes, I passionately believe that there is a strong,
positive future for tourism on the Isle of Man (Mrs
Cannell: Hear, hear.) with the right level of support
financially, politically and in every other respect, and that
has not always been the case, We are seeing private sector
investors now coming out prepared to put their money in
and prepared to show faith in the future of the industry. I
look forward also in the not-too-distant future to when the
Deparlment of Transport comes here with a proposal to
extend the runway at Ronaldsway to enable lower-cost,
higher-volume tourism to come into the Isle of Man to
support these facilities which we are discussing today.

I have a slight concern over two points. One is a very
minor point. I really hope we are not going to get so hung
up that we are going to label this particular development
the 'National Entertainment and Arts Centre' forever; I
hope we can find something a bit more imaginative for
this complex than this cumbersome mouthful. I would like
to raise one point, though, if I may: the refurbishment of
the Villa Marina is now under way and it is ploviding, as I
say, something that we badly need. It does, though, now
throw into question the future of Summerland, and I just
wonder if I could plead with the hon. minister. The
intention, I understand, is that the refurbishment of the
Villa will take some three years and it is not the intention
to do anyth'ing with Summerland until the whole of the
Villa Marina complex is finished and then move on. Now,
we are talking about four years down the road, roughly
speaking, from today, if that is to be the case, I would ask
the hon. minister if his department could be more
innovative and imaginative in their approach to this by
making, for example, more flexible use of the Gaiety
Theatre to accommodate some of the enterlainments which
previously have been in the Villa Marina, They are not all
high-volume at the Villa Marina; a lot could fit into the
Gaiety. And I do believe it is quite feasible for the Island
to obtain temporary accommodation for entertainment,
which, perhaps, could be housed in the Villa Marina
Gardens or indeed at Noble's Park, for the duration, to
take the pressure off that and to enable the redevelopment
of Summerland to take place sooner rather than later,
because I think there are a number of opportunities in the
pipeline at the moment, many of which have been
stimulated by the department, albeit in its early stages at
the moment. These are vitally important investments which
could be made in the Isle of Man, and we bave a window
of opportunity which may not last the four years for us to
capitalise on it and give the tourist industry a very major
boost indeed. We have an advantage over the United
Kingdom in a few areas, which would enable this
development to go ahead, developed by the private sector,
not by govemment, and I would simply ask, whilst fully
supporting the Villa Marina, to please not lose sight of the
next project which needs developing on Douglas
Promenade, which is the Summerland complex. Please do
not leave it for four years. Can we find a more imaginative
way to bring this forward earlier, to keep this development
opportunity going?
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I would also like simply to commend the department
for the wolk it has done on the colonnade; it has

undoubtedly been a major improvement to that area, and
it just shows what can be done with Treasury support,
without budgetary provision, when an urgent need to
restore our heritage comes up. And I would like to think
that Treasury and the Tourism Department and National
Heritage could come up with the same imaginative
approach to tlre Queen's Pier in October, but otherwise,
Mr President, I support the resolution.

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President. Just a couple
of points. I am obviously, as a member of the department,
delighted to be associated in a small way with the
redevelopment. Of course, it has played a major part in
my political life over the last 25 years. Mr Lowey
particularly will remember my first thing when joining him
at the Tourism Department was that I was getting a

subvention of f 18,000 towards alleviating the costs of the
entertainment at the Villa Marina. That was 25 years ago.
The fact of it is that it went up to some f80,000 before it
was completed. But I do not want the illusion to go around
this Court, or anyone to claim in the. future, that it was
cleverness on behalf of Douglas Corporation that got them
to the position where they offloaded this. Nothing is further
from the truth. The opposite is true; they could not see the
forest from the trees, and it was this Court, and all of the
members of this Court, particularly, obviously, the House
of Keys, (A Member: Hear, hear) can go back to their
constituency and at least point to one real - more than one
- success. Because what did you have? You had no choice,
hon. members; you had done what had to be done, and it is
no use anybody claiming it was all a matter of design. My
minister and other ministers and ministers of the
government would have been delighted if they could have
had a working relationship with Douglas Cotporation on
this, and we know the debates that took place. They just
could not understand that sometimes you have got to give
a little to get a bit back, particularly on behalf of the
ratepayers of Douglas. I do not know what the final figure
will be, but I know one thing: Tynwald Court made the
right decision. I hope to live to see the completion of it,
and to see also, Mr Bell, the hon. member for Ramsey,
Summerland. (A Member: Heat, hear) What is going to
be the outcome? I have not been involved in the
construction of that. I want to see what the outcome will
be at the end of the day.

The fact ofit is that this Island, 25 years ago and before
then, was starting to get into diffrculties at the Villa Marina.
The numbers of tourists were going down from half a

million because. there were not enotrgh people interested
in that type of entertainment. Do not get the idea in your
mind that this would just lrappen; it was part of the change
in society we were involved in and are still involved in.
The Isle of Man has to look hald and close at the type of
tourists that we are able to get - not that we would like to
get, but that we are to get - and my minister, I believe, and
people who follow me will understand that the Isle of Man
now is a short-stay, second-choice holiday in the main.

That is our future tourism - a cold water resort; everyone
else is following the sun. We have to look for their second
choice. As more and more time is taken, we have to get
some of that time spent in the Isle of Man, and I believe
this Villa Marina complex will play a major part in that. It
will give the facilities we require to put on the size and
type of things necessary to attract small conferences and
small groups of people and provide the entertainment that
slrort-stay tourists to our cold water resort require.

I congratulate the House of Keys and Tynwald in general
for taking this on board and trying to get not the completion,
because it will be some time before it is completed, but at
least getting it started so that everyone can say at least
they have done what they promised. We were told it would
not be done. We were told all sorts of things, but I believe,
when you see the workmen working on that site, that the
Villa Marina will turn out to be something that you will be
proud of, whether you are returned at next election or not.
I hope that all of you are, but the fact of it is that it will be
there, commenced, the work going on, and you will have
a major part to have played in that building. Thank you,
Mr President.

The President: Hon. member Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. Just to be brief,
can I just say that sometimes you are lucky in politics, and
I suppose I am lucky in politics in that I have been here to
pick up the reins at this pafticular time at the request of the
minister, and the Villa Marina dropped in our lap. It could
have been a disaster. It was a hot potato, and I play tribute
to the staff, and in particular the minister, who has been
focused on this for the last two years. He has given us

deadlines to meet - almost impossible at times, but we have
met them - and again the co-operation within the
government has resulted, I believe, in the schemes that
you have applauded today.

Like the last resolution, where we were talking about
building a school and a building itself not being the main
thing but it is the people that are in it, I believe that in this
new Villa Marina, the main hall will be the same only better.
The 'Old Lady' we have called her, the Villa Marina; well,
she is certainly getting a make-over, that is for sure, and
the new parts of the Villa are multi-use, a multi-purpose
building which will be flexible for the new tourism for the
years ahead. There is an interim. What I am on my feet for
is to say that we do have a two-and-a-half-year period
where there will be legitimate concerns by people, in
particular in East Douglas, that we will do our utmost to
meet. They have been tolerant, even in this last winter,
with the arcade, for which we are extremely grateful. I
seldom have, as a major scheme, had less interrr.rption and
interference from the local people than this in particular,
so I am very grateful to the people of East Douglas.
(Interjection)

I do also say that we will have to put three venues into
two. Summerland and the Gaiety will have to take the strain
from the major player, which the Villa Marina is still, so

we are going to squeeze those two in. Which brings me to
the point where my hon. friend, Mr Bell, says, 'Please do
not tie up the redevelopment over that end of the prom.' I
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accept we will do our very best to fit in, because by doing
the Villa now we do release the possibility of that
development even better, in my view. The other point that
he made on that was that he said that we should try and
relate that to getting some of the venues into Noble's Park
and the like, and we do that by making bridges with the
Douglas Corporation. Believe it or not, we do have a good
working relationship with the corporation, and I think the
ire has gone out of the fire. It is time to look forward. We
have had our rows in the past, but that is over, it is finished,
and, as my minister said, I genuinely believe that we need
to be looking forward, not backwards. I am convinced that
we have the right management structure in place. We have
a manager designate in Mr Steve Dawson, who I think
will be able to pick up the challenge, because it will be a
challenge, because a building itself will not make this
happen; it will be the management that will drive it. I also
want to pay particular tribute to all tlie staff, and it has
already been done with the architect whose design has been
so well received; it is sympathetic, it is incorporating all
the new ideas with the nostalgia of the Villa Marina and it
makes you want to visit. So, I think he has done a
tremendous job, he and his team, and I would commend
this scheme to the Court, but above all I would commend
my minister for the work that he has done (Several
Members: Hear, hear.) on this particular scheme.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I want
to go down on record today as supporting this scheme. I
had a different point of view to the minister and the majority
of members of this Court as to acquisition of the Villa
Marina, but that argument has now gone. I do believe that
the minister and his colleagues have worked tenibly hard
on this scheme, they have brought forward what is an
interesting concept of a scheme, and I would like to add
my congratulations to the design team for the work that
has gone into it.

I look forward, in due course, to the refurbishment
of the arcade; it is a beautiful building. The hon.
member says 'sooner', and one of my concerns about
the purchase was once it was in government ownership
we would have to do this above other priorities. I think
we have to keep our eyes very firmly set on proper
priorities; if the arcade fits into that, that is fine, but, as
a national centre for the arts, I believe the arcade would
make a wonderful home. I have made the point on a
number of occasions before; we may not have the
opportunity again, depending on the outcome of certain
decisions that other people are going to make in due
course. I just make the point that I think it is a beautiful
building, that arcade, it needs a refurbishment in due
course and it will make a wonderful home for the arts
on this Island, to be enjoyed by everybody, and I look
forward to that and the completion of this scheme, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Malew and Santon,
the Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President. Very quickly, I am
obviously supportive of the resolution, but there has been

quite a lot of interest about the Wurlitzer organ, which lots
would like to see in the Villa Marina, and I just thought
perhaps the hon. minister might touch on that to reassure
the people who are interested in that that it will perhaps
still have a home, (lnterjectiorus)

The President: Minister to reply to the debate.

Mr Cretney: I wish you had not thlown that in at the
end! (Laughter)

,4. Member: Follow the bouncing ball!

Mr Cretney: Eleven speakers, all supportive, and here
we have the Chief Minister, right at the end, throwing in
the Wurlitzerl (Laughter)And I thought one of the early
speakers was going to go on about the Wurlitzer and what
we are doing and whether we are going to throw it in the
bin. No, we are not going to throw it in the bin. There will
be a home for the Wurlitzer. The Wurlitzer is presently in
Summerland; it is totally inappropriate where it is now;
you cannot see the thing properly operating; it should be
in premises where it can be properly admired and listened
to. (Interjection) That will not be the Villa Marina, but
there will be a permanent home for the Wurlitzer. We have
already, on a number of occasions, given our assurance
about that.

Mrs Crowe: In the Erin Arts Centre.

Mr Cretney: The arcade is one which has been put
forward as a possibility, and I think if we can look at that
and if we can work up plans, then hopefully we can make
some progress. But I would want to assure anybody who
has concerns about the Wurlitzer that 'we are not
unsympathetic to the future of the Wurlitzer; we do
recognise that it has an audience, and we want to have
some people who can take advantage of that.

V/hat I want to say very briefly, because it has been
pleasant today that everybody is supportive and on board
in terms of this project, is that I do believe that what the
government has demonstrated in the last 10 years or so in
relation to the sporting facility which we spoke of this
morning is something of which we are all very proud; we
are all pleased to have been part of that, and I now wish us
to go forward in terms of the arts community on the Isle of
Man. I think it is only right that we should provide facilities
of an equal standard for that community also and also for
people who come into the Island to spend time with us.

Ian Blown was mentioned by my colleague from West
Douglas and by others. I do not want to dwell on the history,
but what Ian had hoped, what his vision was, was that fbr
the millennium, for the year 2000, the Villa would be open
and would be up and running. Isn't it sad when we sit here
or stand here today that we were not able to achieve that?
Let us hope that for the future we are now moving forward,
and in a more positive vein.

As far as Douglas ratepayers are concerned, I believe
this is a national facility, and I think it is entirely appropriate

Villa Marina - Refurbishment and Redevelopment Expenditure - Approved



TYNV/ALD COURT, TUESDAY, lOth JULY 2OO1 T1159

that it has been financed in the way in which it is (A
Member: Hear, hear.) for the future.

In relation to Summerland - finally, you will be pleased

to hear - again, the history is very sad. The sooner we can

move away from that site, change the name and get some

more optimism for the future in relation to tourist facilities
the better. We are already speaking to people about the
future uses of Summerland; I hope to come to the October
Tynwald to give an update to membels in relation to those

conversations. We need to, though, be aware that in the
short term we are going to be short on facilities, and we
are going to have to make sure that both locals and people
who come here are not deprived of the facilities which we
need in the shott term while the Villa is being refurbished.
I look forward to the day when that site is cleared at the
far end of Douglas Promenade and we can see some more
optimism for the future, I am pleased that everybody has

been so supportive today. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you
is printed at 8 on your order paper. Those in favour please

say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Procedural

The President: Hon. members, I am now in your hands.
As I indicated previously, I thought possibly we would
finish at 7.00 to 7.30 p.m. Perhaps we could finish one
more item if we say we have a guillotine after 7.45 p.m.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane,I have an objection in that I
think the next issue is something that will not just affect
our kids but it will affect our grandkids, and I do not think
it should be done at speed and as an afterthought at the
end of a busy day. I propose that we move to sit
tomorrow -

The President: Hon. member, I am content with that,
but if hon. members wished to sit on for a another half
hour, perhaps -

Members: Agreed.

The President: Would it be sensible to take item 11?

Hon. members, will you take item 11?

Mr Bell: Mr President, I could do number l0 very
quickly, I think; it is not . . . (lntejections)

Mr Corkill: Just to inform the Court, Mr President,
that on item 9 my brief will take 10 to 15 minutes,
(lnterjection)

The President: Hon. members, we have had an
indication from two or three members that maybe they
would like to continue.

A Member: Hear, hear

Emergency Services Joint Control Room --
Construction Expenditure - Approved

The President: Let us take item 10 and see if we can
clear that. I call on the Chairman of the Communications
Commission, the hon. member Mr Bell.

Mr Bell: Mr President, I beg to move:

That þnwald apptoves lhe expenditutz of a sutl't

not exceeding f),475,000 on the construction works for
the Entergency Services Joint Conltol Roont.

At the July 2000 sitting of this hon. Court, unanimous
approval was given for expenditure off156,000 on design
fees in respect of a scheme for the establishment of an

emergency services joint control room. At that time, I
advised that at a subsequent date I would seek Tynwald
approval in respect of the two separate phases of the project,
namely the construction costs of the new facility and the
costs associated within the introduction of updated
operating systems. The motion before this hon. Court
relates to the construction phase.

Full planning approvals in respect of the building and
associated communications mast on land adjacent to the
existing police headquarters site at Linden Grove were
granted in March of this year. I would add that a condition
of the approvals is that the existing mast at police
headquarters is removed when the new facility is
established. Following the detailed design phase and
subsequent tendering process, the strategic project group
and the Communications Commission accepted the
recommendation that, subject to Treasury and Tynwald
approvals, the contract for the construction phase would
be awarded as: overall contractor - Auldyn Construction
Limited; electrical contractor - Ardern and Druggan
Limited; and mechanical contractor - Key Engineering
Limited, the total contract price being f1,330,999. The
overall expenditure for the construction phase, which is
the subject of the motion before this hon. Court, is
t1,475,000. The individual components of this expenditure
have been identified in the briefing notes supplied to hon.
members. I am pleased to repoú that the expenditure is
lower than the original estimate of f.\,720,000 which
appeared in the 2001-02 budget. The building construction
is scheduled for completion in August 2002, and this will
be followed by a general equipment fitting-out phase,

leading to a ready-for-occupation date by the end of
October 2002.

In respect of the information technology phase of the
project, due to the very complex nature of tlie operational
requirements of the three emergency services, it has not
been possible to meet the t-rriginal targe[ of seckirrg approval
at this sitting of the hon. Court. Expressions of interest
from companies capable of canying out the turnkey
provision ofthis phase have been evaluated by the project
team, and the tendering process has now commenced. The
revised target date for seeking Tynwald approval for this
phase is now January 2002. Subject to the necessary
approvals, the equipment will be installed by the end of

Procedural
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October 2002, with commissioning and testing being
carried out in November and December2002.At this stage,
the budgetary provision for the IT phase remains as
indicated in the 2001-02 budget. The overall ready-for-
service date for the facility is estimated for the end of
December 2002.

During the July 2000 debate into the establishment of
this facility, I outlined the principal benefits and objectives
on which the original business case has been established.
In summary, these were: the consolidation of the three
existing emergency services control rooms into one Island-
wide communications centre facility; improved emergency
services call handling by the introduction of new
technology; and to achieve economies of scale in the
staffing and management of the facility by operating the
joint control room with multi-discipline civilian staff. I
am pleased to confirm that these fundamental principles
remain unchanged and that the members of both the
strategic project group and the project team continue to
co-operate to achieve the successful completion of this
project. As I have stated previously, the establishment of
this facility, together with the implementation of the new
digital trunk radio system, sets in place the communications
strategy of the emergency services, and its introduction
will enhance the service delivered to the residents of the
Island. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: The hon, member for Douglas South.

Mr Duggan: I beg to second, sir.

The President: The hon. member Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I welcome
this. It is a leading example, and it is going to be an example
to all those emergency services in the United Kingdom. I
do not believe there will be such a facility in the UK, so
the Isle of Man is going to be an absolute first here.

The operation of all the emergency services together,
and, in addition to that, the civil defence and other
supportive emergency services like the coast-guard et
cetera in those times when they are required, can only run
more efficiently when those times are called upon. In
addition to that, there will be obviously a command and
control room, where senior officers of all these emergency
services can work together, and then, of course, they can
relay their instructions by this joint communication.

So, as I say, I am sure it has the support of all members.
I congratulate the minister for bringing this forward, it is
an absolute first-class initiative for the Isle of Man and it
is going to be a winner, sir.

The President: The hon. member Mr Kanan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I just wanted to say that I
will be supporting this because, like item 8, I believe that
we have got no choice in the matter. It is an issue that
needs to be addressed as a priorìty. We have to do it, like
with the previous issue with the fact of dry rot and stuff,
which we need to soú out and get the refurbishment done
with the Villa Marina. With this one, I believe we have no
choice, but I do feel that the minister needs to take on

board, and go back to the Council of Ministers with, the
fact that it is important that we do prioritise, when we have
got an overheated building industry at the present time,
what actually comes on this agenda.I will be supporting
this. I do think that I have to agree with the hon. member
for North Douglas; I think he has managed to put his finger
on the pulse in this case. It is something that will be an
asset, and I do support that, and I will support the capital
programme as far as that is concerned, but I do feel that it
is important that, when moving these things, ministers
should say why it is a priority when we have a constluction
industry that is so overheated at the present time.

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Bell: Thank you, Mr President. Can I thank the two
members for their support. Mr Houghton, of course, has
expressed his support for this for some considerable and
is absolutely right that although there have been attempts
to establish a joint emergency services control room in
other parts of the United Kingdom, it has never really been
effective. It never got off the starting line in most cases
because the various jurisdictions of the individual
emergency services in the UK do not overlap in the way
that they do on the Isle of Man. Here we have one
homogeneous unit where all the emergency services work
within the same boundaries, and the¡efore it is very much
easier to establish such a facility on the Island. I know
that, in fact, we have had several visits from the United
Kingdom already, from various authorities who are very
interested in what we are doing over here and are looking
to copy us in the not-too-distant future in establishing a
similar facility in the UK. So, again it is putting the Isle of
Man at the forefront of technological development, and I
am sure we will get benefit, both in terms of publicity off
the Island and also by way of enhanced services to our
own residents witliin the Island.

I again thank the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran,
for his support. This issue has not simply just come out of
the woodwork; it has been in the capital programme for
some little time. It is associated with the requirement of
the Island to establish the Tetra communications system,
which we voted through some little time ago. This gives
us, really, almost a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity, because
we have no option: we have to put in a new
communications system right throughout the Island,
otherwise the emergency services will lose their
frequencies. As all the equipment has to be renewed
anyway, it makes very.good sense to- amalgamate all the
emergency services under one roof and improve the service
and reduce the costs incurred. So, I would just simply
reassure the hon. member that this development has been
in the pipeline now for some considerable time, it has been
prioritised within the capital programme through
discussions with Treasury, and now it has reached the floor
of this hon. Court. Mr President, I thank the two members
for their support, and I would urge hon. members to support
the resolution.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you
is printed at 10 on your order paper. Those in favour please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.
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Sound Visitor Facilities -
Construction Expenditure - Approved

The President: Item 11 . The hon. member Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

Th.at Tynwald approves Manx National Heritage
incurring expenditure not exceedittg t695,000 ott lhe
construction ofnew visitorfacilities at the Sound.

Hon. members, I am very happy to propose this motion
to you today, as the House of Keys representative on the
trustees of the Manx Museum and National Trust or, as we
are better known publicly, Manx National Heritage. As I
am sure hon. members will recognise, over recent years
Manx National Heritage has undertaken a transformation
of the quality of preservation and presentation of our
national heritage in all parts of the Island. Not only has

this resulted in a much increased level of public support
within the Island for heritage, it has also provided the Island
with an international reputation for excellence in this field,
winning a number of international awards and bringing
many international groups to the Island, looking to emulate
our successful strategy.

Most recently, at the request of government, Manx
National Heritage has acquired two of perhaps the most
important sites in the Island. The first was Rushen Abbey,
which was reopened to the public by the hon. Chief
Minister on Good Friday of millennium year. It was a

remarkable transformation of a derelict site and now
provides a setting where people can fully understand the
site's historic significance and importance. The second site
is the subject of today's motion: the Calf Sound.

Hon. members, there can be little doubt that the southern
part of the Meayll peninsula is one of the most scenically
beautiful areas of this Island, and its southernmost part
overlooking the Calf of Man is, I think, a special place for
all of us who live here, and particularly for our visitors.
Indeed, the unique nature ofthis area is one ofthe reasons
why it has been selected, with the Sulby Valley area, to be
one ofthe new proposed national heritage areas as part of
DoLGE's new landscape conservation sffategy within the
Island's strategic plan, which will shortly be before this
Court. There is no doubt that the Calf Sound will have a

permanent significance for all those who live here and visit
the Island in the future. It is therefore essential that good
quality facilities are provided at this site and yet that these
facilities do not intrude unnecessarily into the visual
amenity of the setting.

Hon. members, I am convinced that the scheme for
which you have received details provides the right answer
to complete government's delivery of this area back to the
public in a secure and improved way. As you will see from
the information which has been provided to you, the design
of the building is unique and specifically adapted to the
setting. It will provide for a replacement of the current
decrepit wooden hut, which no longer complies with
statutory regulations for serving food to the public, and it
will provide visitors, for the first time, with an indoor

panoramic view over the Calf and Sound. In addition, there
will be a small amount of interpretation included in the
building to inform visitors about the general interest of
this national heritage area, and the very heavily damaged
car park area will be restored and re-landscaped to the great
improvement of the area.

Wide consultation has been undefiaken with regard to
this project in this very sensitive area, and I am pleased to
inform hon. members that all parties are in agreement with
the proposal before you today, and full planning approval
has been obtained. I therefore have no hesitation in
recommending the progress of this project so that we might
have the new facilities open to the public as soon as possible
for next summer. Mr President, I beg to move the motion
standing in my name.

The President: The hon, member for Rushen, Mrs
Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, I am delighted to second
(Members: Ooh!) this beautiful andinnovatively designed
new facility for what is, as has been suggested, one of the
most scenically beautiful areas on the whole of the Isle of
Man.

The President: Mr Speaker.

Mr Speaker: Mr President, as the ex-officio member
of Manx National Heritage, I was rising to second this
most important development at the Sound and to say that I
hope that it will have the unanimous support of this
Tynwald Court this evening. It ìs a very important asset to
the holdings of Manx National Heritage. As the hon.
member Mr Downie has said, Manx National Heritage have
acquired Rushen Abbey and now they have acquired the
Sound. The proposals are of fine design and will be an

asset to this most beautiful setting at the southern end of
the Isle of Man. As I have said, I trust that this Court will
give this proposal its unanimous support.

The President: The hon. member Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I must
declare a whole variety of vested interests in standing up
to support this proposal, not only just being a member for
the constituency; it is obviously going to be very good for
tlie Island as a whole, for the residents, and it is going to
be very good for tourism in the South, to help bring people
to the south of the Island. I do remember with relish, a few
winters ago, at New Year, being on the old toilet block at

the Sound - which is still standing there - in a howling
gale, lashing down with rain, mending the roof - or trying
to keep the roof on until more competent people could
appear - and at the same time I believe my hon. colleagues
from Rushen were having a cup of tea in the café.

Mrs Crowe: Yes, indeed we wel'e. (Laughter)

Mr Brown: That is the diffelence between
commissioners and members.
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Mr Rimington: Yes, that is true. Unpaid heroic
volunteers. So, yes, from that point of view it is good that
that old toilet block will be leplaced and a more modern
facility will be there.

I am very pleased with the design of the building and,
obviously, like my colleagues, was involved early on in
looking at what was there. I do believe that from the
windows, where you get the 180 degrees vision, you will
still be able to see over to Bunoo Ned and, by doing so,
still see the silhouette of Burroo Ned, which is similar to
Queen Victoria - one little bit of local interest.

From an energy point of view, I am very interested that,
for the first time, we are having a turf roof on the Island.
Yes, it is good for the landscape; it will sit softly in the
landscape. When, perhaps, that is seen by the public at
large, people will see that there are other ways of building
(A Member: Hear, hear.) that can be done and that can sit
well in the landscape, and perhaps our dear planning
department will get a different idea of what the Manx
vernacular is, if there is such a thing. It that will be a good
building from that point of view, and actually their major
problem with that building will not be heating it up; it will
actually be cooling it down, especially in the summer.

And my last, if you like, vested interest in it is the
archeological and historical side. I hope this is not turning
into a small advertorial, but I was involved in writing, as
you know, a little booklet on the area, which contains,
amongst other things, the shipwrecks of the Sound and a
lot of the historical and archeological information about
the Sound -

Mrs Crowe: Good for sales of the book!

Mr Rimington: - and, in fact, the whole Meayll
peninsula - which is at a reasonable cost, profits to Rushen
Parish Commissioners, should anybody be interested.
(Laughter)So, it is with great delight, sir, that I would like
to support the motion.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I have
got no vested interest unless they decide to buy my milk
in due course. (Laughter) I hope they will. I rise to support
this scheme, but, I have to admit, with mixed feelings. In
some way, I am going to miss that decrepit old shed (A
Member: Hear, hear.) down at the Sound and, even more
than that, I am going to miss the home-made soup and the
crab sandwiches and all the things that he used to do, in
my view, so well, I think this is a good scheme, obviously;
a lot of thought has gone into it. It is going to sit into the
landscape down there in a very proper way, but the skill
and the success of this establishment will be down to the
people they find to run it. (Several Members: Hear, hear.)
The people who run it have got to somehow mix a good
quality restaurant and yet welcome in people with dirty
boots who have walked from Port St Mary and just want
to see something to put them on their way to get round to
Port Erin or vice versa, and I do not believe that mix is
going to be easy. Now, I know the scheme has been
designed to accommodate it, and I applaud that; I think it

is a good design. I go back to the point that I hope they can
find the right people to run that facility, because I am sure
if they do it will be a gem and it will be something that is
appreciated by everybody who lives in this little Island of
ours,

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr
Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I will not be supporting this
ploposal in front of us today, not because I believe that
this should not be done - it should be done - but because it
should be done with the priorities that need to be looked at
with an overheated construction industry at the present
time. We have a massive crisis as far as housing is
concerned, and I am glad that one of the sidekicks of the
Treasury here has just agreed to spend f I million for a
café.That is what, basically, the bottom line is, and I need
no lectures about this situation. We could have had Rushen
Abbey for f200,000 less and owned the car parks if they
had moved when I asked them to do so. So, as far as the
track record is concerned, I have got no problem with the
principle that this should be done in a timescale of
priorities, but what I am concerned about today is the fact
that we have a situation here where we are going ahead
with this proposal when we have got a construction industry
that cannot cope. We should be prioritising things. I did
not object to the previous items because they needed to be
done at this particular time, but I have to say that I think it
is wrong for this to go ahead today. I think it is wrong for
us to say that we are going to spend this money today on
this proposal at this present time.

I am not going to get into the issues of the business
plan or how it has cost us over f I million for this
development - because that is what it has done: to replace
that tin shed or whatever you want to call it has cost us
over f 1 million - and I just hope that the likes of Sir Miles
will be so committed to throwing the money about when it
is for things like nursing homes for the west of the Island
and when there are issues like housing in other parts of the
Island.

The Speaker: Water for Little London.

Mr Karran: I am interested in the fact that this issue is
not a priority at the present time, in my opinion, and I
think it is wrong. I think it will reflect badly outside this
hon. Court again when we hear that we cannot do this and,
as the member for health, I cannot replace Ballawattlewoúh
because there is no money in the capital thing, and anyway
the construction industry is overheated (lnterjection) as

far as that is concerned. I personally feel - and Hansard
will show it - that I have always supported the principle
that we do need to get this site, but this idea of this
flagellation of congratulation . . . When I bought my café
in the middle of Onchan for the kids, I never realised what
an investment opportunity it was when I see that we are
going to spend over f I million to put this café down in the
south of the Island. I would have no ploblems with the
issue of the aesthetics - it has got to be done ilght - but my
argument is that it is not the right time at this time to be
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cluttering up the buildingprogramme, with the construction
industry in such a bad state, and I think it is wrong. I am
not against the principle. I can even forgive them for
coming up with such absurd amounts of money; it was an

absurd amount of money that we paid in the first place,

and we were seen coming, like we were seen coming as

far as Rushen Abbey was concemed.
But at the end of the day, I would be interested, when

this hon. Court get away from the orgasm of self
congratulations as far as this issue is concerned and get
their feet back down on the floor of this chamber, to say,
'Why is this a priority at this particular time?' I believe it
is not a priority at this particular time, when thele are so

many other issues that cannot get onto the capital
programme, and the big thing is, 'Oh, the construction
industry is overheating.' It is all right for my good friends
in Rushen to talk about capitalism, when it suits them, in
their constituency and say, 'Oh, well, you know, as I say,

we don't need to worry about the fact of a business plan or
the priorities.' (Mrs Crcwe intefiecting) It does not worry
you when it is for this, but when it is the likes of . . . we
have had 25 per cent of the people who were in
Ballawattleworth die since they have been moved from
Ballawattleworth, and we cannot even put that on the
capital programme. Well, I am soTry; I believe that is more
of a priority than this at this present time, and I think that
it is a sad reflection on this Court if it does support this
proposal today, because it is not the value for money. Once
again, we have been seen coming, in my opinion - and I
know I will get hit over the head for that.

Mr Downie: Absolutely.

The President: The hon, member for Douglas East,
Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. My view is
diametrically opposite that of the hon. member for Onchan.
I am supportive of this scheme. The hon. member for
Onchan said he has been suppofting all the previous
resolutions, the Villa Marina refurbishment. We have been
talking about trying to get our tourism back; this is another
piece in the jigsaw. (A Member: Hear, hear.) It is a

beautiful part of the Island. The Minister for Tourism and
Leisure was answering a question this moming about the
future strategy for ensuring sustainable growth in the
tourism industry in the medium- to long-term and, as he
said, there are activity holidays and there are heritage short
breaks. People want to come over to a traditional, safe,
spacious image utilising the Island's unique national
resources, and the Sound is a unique national resource.
(Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.)

I do a bit of walking; I walk from Port St Mary, the
Chasms, over Spanish Head, and then you come down to
the Sound and you see this carbuncle. We have removed
carbuncles today from the Villa Marina which were
attached in previous years. This is going to be removed.
Then we will be able to see the old iron-age monument. It
is going to be set back. What an improvement! I am
fortunate: when I go walking and I go round down the
Sound and back up the coast ofPort Erin and then back to

Port St Mary, I have got my backpack, I take my
sandwiches, I do not go into the café or to a nice new one,
with dirty, muddy boots, but there are visitors who will be
walking and who will want to stop and have their coffee
and a sandwich, and they want good facilities. They want
toilet facilities. There is nothing down there at the moment.
There are no facilities for disabled people to go down and
view. (Tlvo Members: Hear, hear.) So, Iet us come on now;
let us support this resolution; let us get proper facilities
down at the Sound. It is a beautiful part of the Island, with
panoramic views - and they will be able to see them when
sitting inside the café.

The President: The hon. member for Castletown, Mr
Brown.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I really got to
my feet after the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran. I
was disappointed in his comments, in that he is trying to
compartmentalise sometbing, with one subject against
another again. He has said, 'Why do it now?'The simple
answer is because it is here now and there has been work
going on for many years to get here, and here today to say,
'Let's do it.' (Mr Downie interjecting)

There has been uncertainty about this area and this site
for many years. There was a danger of losing the café
altogether and a view that we should just have a nice, green,
natural area with no facilities. I am not one of those; I
believe we do need facilities. The Sound is a very popular
place for local people and for visitors, and, if the Isle of
Man has got any chance of, in the future, containing and
retaining a tourist industry, it is this sort of development
that is going to do that, because the type of visitor we get
will be the type of visitor we are getting, who says, 'I'm
coming to the Isle of Man because of the nature of the
Island and the beauty it's got.'And the Sound is one of
those areas, and it is as simple as that.

Now, the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, has

referred during his contribution to the building industry
overheating. I have to say that the view I have had in recent
times is that in ceftain ateas of the building industry that is
not the case. In fact, some of those in the building industry
say.that .work has slowed down. There is a lot of civil
engineering going on, because that is being done by my
department and by others. A lot of the building work is
concrete work or iron work, but there is not this sort of
work going on. This is not a big scheme; (Mrs Crowe:
No.) this is an ideal small scheme to help keep people in
work. I am not sure of the exact figure - and the hon.
member who is moving this may well have the figure there
- but there is somewhere in the region - I think it is just in
excess - of f 100,000 for the roadworks to create a turning
place for the coaches and a dlop-offpoint. Therefole that
has been included in the ovetall scheme, so that those who
are developing the area, M & H, control the whole conffact.
Therefore, if you take that figure into being, it is somewhere
in . . . And I am not sure of the figure, and it would be
helpful, maybe, if the hon. mover could clarify what the
actual works on site - i.e. the car palking and the
development - are going to cost, and the off-site works,
that is the roadworks.
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The other thing I would say is that it is well past tidying
up really what is a mud area (Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.)
and putting a proper surface down for cars to park and for
people to get from the area to a café or, in fact, if they just
want to view the area, and therefore I believe that this is a
very welcome development. It will take away the
unceftainty, and it is here because it is the right time. We
have got to the stage where we must move on and get the
job done. I support it, and I think it \4,ill be welcomed by
very many people in the Island.

The President: The Minister for Tourism and Leisure,

Mr Cretney: Yes. My views are not diametrically
opposed to those of my colleague from Onchan. I
undelstand exactly what he is saying; I just believe that
this is the wrong example upon which to use that argument.
I believe that we have, sadly, not plovided enough in terms
of housing for our own people during this administration,
and I think that is a very sad reflection on us all. However,
I do want to stand here today and support what is on the
agenda paper.

We have all got a bit of a history, and I remember being
the Chairman of the Planning Committee around about
1991, when this site was being spoken of. Some of the
plans to redevelop for a café which might have ended up
being a residence were quite extraordinary; they looked
like a spaceship or something; they were designed by some
Swedish architect who had no idea, in my opinion, of what
was right for the Sound. I believe that what we have got
here is acknowledging what a beautiful Island we are so
fortunate to live in. As I said this morning, 75 per cent of
those people who choose to come to the Isle of Man say
that the countryside and walking are key to that decision,
and I do believe that it is a wrong issue to make an
algument. I support the argument on different issues, but
on this one it is the wrong issue. I believe we should be
getting ahead and supporting this, because it is going to be
good further investment into tourism. And I would also
like to see - if we are going to throw red herrings into the
pan, which is not a problem: the sooner \pe can get on and
do something about the camera obscura as well -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely. Hear, hear.

Mr Cretney: - which is another key part of our tourist
infrastructure - or should be - the better.

The President: The hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Thankyou, Eaghtyrane. I just wondered
if the mover has mentioned who the contractors and
everyone else involved in the contract are. If he did, I
missed it. I wonder if he could just go through it again
when he is winding up. Thank you.

The President: The hon. member Mr Downie to reply
to the debate.

Mr Downie: Yes. If I can start with the last speaker
first, the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, and if I can

mention who the contractors are. I am pleased to say the
contractors are a good old south-side Manx firm called
McArds (Members: Hear, hear.), and I am sure they will be
very pleased that there is a little bit of development coming
to the south of the Island. They will do an excellent job for
us down thele, and I am sure we will have something, to
finish up with, that we will all be very ploud of.

Now, the night is waning fast, hon. members. I would
just like to thank everybody who has got up and spoken in
support of the scheme: Mrs Crowe, Mr Speaker. Mr
Rimington did raise one or t\ilo points. One of the things
that we were very conscious that we had to do . . . Members
will know that the old car park area is in a really sad state
(Mrs Crowe: Desperate.), with lots of erosion going on
down there. What we want to do within the development
is actually tier that, so that when you look out from the
café you will not be looking at a series of car bumpers and
exhaust pipes (AMember: Hear, hear.); they will be below
level. So there are two levels so that it will not interrupt
the view in any way at all. The turf roof - we think that
will work. I hate to disappoint the hon. member; there is a
turf roof under construction at the '33rd' at the moment,
but it will never survive, because it does not get wet enough.
Now, to have a turf roof, you have got to keep it moist.
Sadly, there is not much moisture at certain times of the
year on the '33rd', because ìt dries out very quickly in the
warm weather, but in the winter time, of course, it has got
to put up with the elements up there as well. So I am hoping
that this is the start of turf roofs and we will have a couple.

Sir Miles was very supportive, and he is quite right in
saying that any eating establishment is only as good as its
management, and in particular the chef. I sincerely hope
that we can find the right person to give everybody a nice
warm welcome and provide the home-made soup and the
sandwiches.

I am sad that Mr Karran has decided to object to the
development. I think, sadly, that the only crab in the
sandwich this evening in this hon. Court is the hon. member
Mr Karran. He says this is not a priority; the scheme has
actually been in being, in the conception stage, for nearly
four years, and the site was acquired not only with
government money but it was also bolstered by money
that was found by Friends of Manx National Heritage, who
put the money together in the national interest, and that is
a little bit of a first as well. One thing I can assure the hon.
member for Onchan of is that we will actually build a café
in the right place, not like the WaterAuthority, who built a
reservoir in the wrong place. (Laughter)(Two Members:
Ooh!)

Mr Braidwood was supportive. Mr Brown was
disappointed by Mr Karran's comments. The amount for
the café and the public toilets and all the other facilities is
around f480,000. The additional money is required for
the highways infrastructure and to provide proper turning
circles for coaches. Of course, the Calf and the Sound area
is actually on the bus route, and there is a regular bus which
goes down there, and it is important that the facilities
exist -

A Member: Why is it a double decker?
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Mr Downie: - in that particular area.

As my hon. colleague, the Minister for Tourism, Mr
Cretney, has said, it is a further investment in tourism.
These are new ventures for us, and if we want to bring
people in from the countryside to enjoy the Island, we have
got to provide facilities. And Mr Braidwood said a similar
thing.

So, hon. members, I thank those who have spoken in
support of this. I am sorry that there would appear to be
one who looks like he is going to be out of step with all
our others. I thought that on this occasion, as this was a

home-brewed, all-Manx project, he might have just this
once seen the way to give this some support so we could
go forward with a unanimous vote in this Court
(Intetjections) and get this establishment built and open
for next year. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. membets, the motion I put to the
Cou¡1 is printed at 11 on the order paper. Those in favour
please say aye; against no. The ayes have it. The ayes have
ir.

The Speaker: A division was called, sir.

The President: I had already moved on, I think, hon.
members.

Members: Hear, hear.

Procedural

The President: Hon. members, I have to repoft that
the seven Bills which were circulated for signature have
all been signed by a quorum ofboth branches.

As Mr Speaker indicated this morning, we will be
dealing, as the first item at 10.30 in the morning, with item
31. I would reiterate that item 57 will be taken after tea
tomorrow aftenroon.

Now, hon. members, I am sure that the Keys will join
the Council members in saying that we all hope that our
Council member Mr Waft has a happy birthday party
tonight.

Members: Hear, hear. ( Interj ections )

The Court adjourned at 7.36 p.nt.

Procedural
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D F K Delaney, J R Kniveton, E G Lowey, Dr E J Mann,
Messrs J N Radcliffe and G H Waft, with Mrs M Cullen,
Clerk of the Council.
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Mr R E Quine OBE (Ayre); Mrs H Hannan (Peel);
Hon V/ A Gilbey (Glenfaba); Hon S C Rodan (GarÐ;
Hon D North (Middle); Mr P Karran, Hon R K Corkill
and Mr G T Cannell (Onchan); Messrs J R Houghton and
R W Henderson (Douglas North); Hon D C Cretney and
Mr A C Duggan (Douglas South); Mr R P Braidwood and
Mrs B J Cannell @ouglas East); Mr J P Shimmin and
Hon A F Downie (Douglas V/est); Hon J A Brown
(Castletown); Hon D J Gelling (Malew and Santon);
Sir Miles Walker CBE LLD (hc), Mrs P M Crowe and
Mr J Rimington (Rushen); with Mr R B M Quayle, Acting
Clerk of Tynwald.

The Lord Bishop took the prayers.

Announcement of Royal Assent

The President: Hon. members, I have to announce that
Royal Assent was given to the Airports and Civil Aviation
(Amendment) Act 2001, the Children and Young Persons
Act 2001, the Electricity (Amendment) Act 2001, the
Gaming, Betting and Lotteries Act (Amendment) 2001,
the Interception of Communications Act2007, the Mental
Health (Amendment) Act 2001, and the Minimum Wage
Act 2001. Hon. members, Royal Assent was given
yesterday on the 1Oth July.

I have had placed on your desks the supplementary order
paper number 2 which contains items which were
dependent upon the Royal Assent being given to certain
of thoseActs and this orderpaper we will deal with in due
course,

Braddan (Middle Farm) Planning Scheme
(Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2001-

Objectors Heard - Debate Commenced

The President: Hon. members, as indicated yesterday
we will this morning start with item 31, the Braddan

(Middle Farm) Planning Scheme (Amendment) (No. 2)
Order.

Section 14 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1936
provides that, in respect to orders under the Act such as

the one referred to in this item, any local authority or
interested person may appear at the Bar of Tynwald when
such order is being considered and may oppose the
approval of such order. Standing order 8.1(2) requires such
persons to give three days'notice ofintention to appear. It
is for the Court to decide when and in what way those
objections will be heard. If hon. members agree, I will
invite any persons who have given notice of their wish to
address the Court to come to the Bar of the Court and make
themselves known.

Now, hon. members, I call on the Minister for Local
Govemment and the Environment, the Hon. J A Brown,
to move item 31.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

Thqtthe Braddan(Middle Førru) Planning Scheme
(Amendment) (No. 2) Order 2001 [SD No. 401/01] be
approved.

I reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Treasury.

Mr Corkill: I beg to second, sir, and reserve my
remarks.

The President: Hon. members, having item 31 then
formally before the Court, I now invite any persons who
have given notice of their wish to address the Court to
come to the Bar of the Courl and make themselves known,
if you would.

Mr D A C Lever: Mr David Lever. President, hon.
members -

The President: Could I first have anybody who wishes
to be heard. Mr Lever, yes, I will call you, sir; I just want
at this stage to know who wishes to be heard. Mr Lever,
you are noted.

Mr A C R Jessopp: Mr Jessopp, also making a short
speech on behalf of Bad Air as well.

Mr G W Uhlenbroek: Mr George Uhlenbroek on
behalf of Isle of Man Friends of the Earth.

Announcement of Royal Assen
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The President: So, we have three individuals who wish
to be heard. In that case, I call Mr Lever.

Mr Lever: Mr President, hon. members, I know you
have a long agenda so I will be brief. When I and a number
of others last stood here in October 1998 to oppose the
approval of the Braddan (Middle Farm) Planning Scheme
Order 1998, we were told by the hon. minister, Mr Corkill,
at tl-re time in moving the motion to approve the order -

and I quote from Hansatd, 'In respect of the conditions I
have had regard to the original draft order to the proposal
from both Braddan Commissioners and the Douglas
Corporation, to the inspector's comments thereon and also
to legal advice. I am now satisfied that the conditions
currently contained in schedule 2 ofthe order as now made
are necessary, enforceable and in all respects valid.'

I, and several other petitioners at the time, took the
minister's statement as an assurance that we could rely on
those conditions. What is more, we ought to be able to
rely on those conditions remaining unchanged, as the
experts had every opportunity at the time to ensure that
the conditions to which they were agreeing were practical
and reasonable. Braddan Commissioners decided not to
oppose the planning application, only after those stringent
conditions for the operation of the incinerator had been
agreed with DoLGE and their experts. Did DoLGE agree
to those conditions in the knowledge that they could be
amended if necessary?

As a result of that agrcement on which the inspector
took comfort in reaching his decision, my wife and I will
have to tolerate by far the largest building in the Island
being sited some 600 metres in front of our house in what
is now a beautiful agricultural valley. If you approve this
order today we will also have to tolerate a plume of up to
300 metres being emitted perhaps all day from a chimney
70 metres high - well, 67 to be exact. Furthermore, as the
top of the chimney will be roughly on the same level as

our house the plume and any emissions will in a northerly
wind be blown directly at our house and raise still further
concerns about the effect on our health, particularly as the
water droplets in the plume decrease the dispersal rate.
Our concerns on the health front are still further raised by
the revelations of ongoing research into the accumulation
of toxins in the human body as evidenced in the recent
article in the Lancer, the official journal of the medical
profession.

I must emphasise once again that your approval of this
order will be to make what will already be an enormous
visual intrusion even greater by relaxing the condition
restricting a plume. The value of my property has already
been depreciated in value by some 30 per cent and
permitting a plume can only have a further adverse affect
on its value. I would remind the Court of what the Inspector
said in his report on the 1998 planning application, 'The
effect on part of the landscape of high value and scenic
significance would be unacceptable under the strictures of
established planning principles. I suggest, therefore, that
nothing be done which will affect the value of any
until it is
requlres a you
will recall which had to be extended to accommodate a

building of the size lequired. A final decision on this matter
has still to be made by this Court.'

As this hon. Court is both the highest judicial court and
the supreme political body there is no right of appeal within
the Island. This Court has already agreed that no
compensation should be paid to those whose property value
has been affected by the decision to build an incinerator
on a site which was zoned for agricultural use. What
prospective purchaser can now rely on the zoning for
planning purposes of any adjoining land? I consider
therefore that the way in which this wholeproject has been
handled has given rise to an infringement of my human
rights for which justice has to be sought elsewhere.

In regard to the other two changes to the conditions, I
will not object to the increase in the quantity of animal
waste allowed, but I would ask that the failure to detect a
typographical error in the 1998 application, does this
suggest that DoLGE did not exercise a very high degree
of diligence in preparing their case? The change in the
type of waste allowed does cause me some concsrn,
particularly from the health point of view, but I am sure
this will be dealt with in greater detail by others here today.

My wife is most concemed about the effects on the
health of future generations and wishes to express her
agreement with everything I have said. Thank you, Mr
President.

The President: Does any member wish to address a
question to Mr Lever?

Mr Braidwood: I will, Mr President.

The President: Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Lever, for your
submission. I see in your submission also to the Planning
Inspector you were concerned about the acid rain from the
plume. Would you not agree that to reheat the plume by
using gas oil would increase the amount of sulphur dioxide
and would cause bigger problems than the plume is at the
present time because that would only be, say, water
particles?

Mr Lever: I think it may do. The point is that that was
known at the time the original conditions were agreed.
There is nothing new in that, and they agreed at the time
that they could operate this incinerator without a plume
and I do not see what has changed to cause them to want
now to alter that condition.

The President: Mrs Cannell

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President, and thank you,
Mr Lever for attending the Bar of Tynwald today and for
doing your presentation. 'Would you agree with me,
therefore, that the 1998 inquiry did provide good and sound
conditions which were agreed by all concerned, including
the local authority, the residents and the opposition group,
and that you believe it was fully endorsed by the minister
moving the conditions, the hon. Mr Corkill, and that that
was endorsed by Tlnwald Courl and that those conditions
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should remain in place, say, for the increase in expected
animal waste? Would you agree with that?

Mr Lever: Absolutely, yes.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you.

The President: No fuÍher member, MrLever, wishing
to ask you any questions, thank you very much for your
attendance and the way in which you presented -

Mr Gilbey: Mr President -

The President: Sorry, my apologies. Mr Gilbey.

Mr Gilbey: I would ask Mr l.ever: is it not true that the
environmental agency, who are the regulators of
incinerators and similar operations throughout the UK,
support the proposed resolution because they believe that
it brings in the best available techniques to deal with the
whole question of a plume?

Mr Lever: I repeat what I said before, Mr President:
nothing has changed. The environmental agency could
have been asked at the time for their views and given them
and that could have been taken into account when
discussions were taking place with Braddan
Commissioners.

Mr Gilbey: So if they had said it before, you would
have accepted it but you do not accept now?

Mr Lever: Well, at least the inspector would have had
a set of conditions which we could rely on and which he
relied on and they were not changed afterwards.

The President: Hon. member for Middle.

Mr North: Yes, Mr Lever, could I just ask, on that site
would you be happy with a two-stage gasification plant?

Mr Lever: As far as I know, yes

Mr North: Thank you.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr'Waft.

Mr Waft: Could I ask you, Mr Lever, you mentioned
the effecton health andyou quoted fromtheLancel. Would
you say you were now at odds with, perhaps, the
community health decìsion on the Island on his comments?

Mr Lever: I think the article certainly in the Lancet
was not available to the Director of Health, and I have
written to him asking for his views on it. That was almost
a month ago but I have not yet had a reply. Whatlhe Lancet
article does say is that there are serious concerns that the
effects of incineratoremissions on thefertility of thepresent
generation need further examination.

Mr Waft: Thank you.

The President: MrLever, this time I think I am correct.
No further member wishing to ask you any further
questions, can I simply thank you, sir, for your presentation
this morning and the way in which you have delivered it
to the Couft.

Mr Lever: Thank you.

The President: I call on Mr Jessopp

Mr Jessopp: With your permission, Mr President, I
have some items that couldbe circulated to assist members
in-

The President: I am not prepared to accept circulation
of papers at this stage, I think, Mr Jessopp. Just present
your case, please.

Mr Jessopp: Yes, thank you. Although I am speaking
on my own behalf, I have been asked by several members
of the public that they would like to come to the Bar but
did not feel that they were able to stand here and face the
gauntlet of 33 members of Tynwald, so I will attempt to
address their concerns as well as my o\ün. I then at the end
will also read out a short statement on behalf of Bad Air,
of which I am chairman. I apologise, my notes are
handwritten; to steal a joke from my friend for Ramsey,
Mr Singer, if he tried reading them he probably would try
to prescribe them, so if I stumble a bit I apologise.

My three areas of concern are, firstly, the presentation
of the planning scheme. It is disappointing, and in fact I
would go as far as to say that DoLGE has potentially
orchestrated a greal disservice to this Island and that the
level of public awareness and participation in this matter
is relatively low. Unfortunately, much of this is due to the
govemment's determination to discourage the public from
discussing the choices in waste management and any
participation in alternatives until this grandiose scheme is
in place. Thanks to emotive contributions as preventing
gulls circling the Ayres, incineration and the choice of
Richmond Hill have never been properly debated by the
public to see if it suits them best. Because of the black
propaganda spread by the govemment and DoLGE that
landfilling is bad and burning is beneficial, many of the
public now believe there are only two choices: bury it or
burn it. But, as the Lord Bishop knows, the devil burns,

to one of two conclusions: either the department is totally
incompetent or it is devious.

The Tynwald-approved waste management strategy is
clear, in that the incinerator is to be built for municipal
waste, confidential, animal and clinical wastes, but it was
never approved to burn anything else. To that end we have
in September 2000, a waste management plan which
appeared in the 2000 policy document which was approved
in October 2000; therefore this document was approved.
That document clearly says, 'Industrial waste will not be
incinerated.'
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In February 1998 a statement of the objects for the
original planning scheme order also confirms this
requirement. It also quite clearly states rcsidual hot water
would be made available for a district heating scheme. It
also mentions in passing that the plant would be designed
to dispose of sewage sludge - these issues I will come back
to in a while.

In December 1999 the Chief Executive of DoLGE
writes to Polt Erin Commissioners, and I quote, 'The
department has never had any intention to bling waste from
industrial processes to the incinerator. Nothing has changed
in that regard.'

In the summer of 2000, DoLGE produced these leaflets
for everybody, 'Protecting our Environment' and in it says,
'There will be two waste streams, one for municipal waste
from your wheelie bins and civil amenity sites, and a second
from the more specialised waste from hospitals and clinics,
fallen animals and for the residues from meat processing.'

We also had a document 'Recovering Energy from
'Waste'; again district heating was featured heavily in this
and that Litt's would be closed. It only mentions burning
household and commercial refuse. In January 2001 a press
release from the government on the planning inquiry for
the Planning Scheme (Amendment) Order said, 'There
were no special waste conditions imposed, but this
condition is designed to reinforce the prohibition on
hazardous wastes from industrial sites while allowing
wastes of a domestic or commercial nature from offices
and canteens to be accepted.'

In February 2001 the statement of the objects of the
planning inquiry says, 'In waste types, enabling non-
hazardous wastes from industrial sites, e,g. the waste from
factory canteens or offices, be accepted.' In March 2001
the Planning Scheme (Amendment) Order statement of
case says it re-confirms previous assurances of only
allowing waste, like factory canteen and office waste. The
closing statements of Geoff Kar¡an, representing DoLGE
at the Planning Scheme (Amendment) Order public inquiry
in April states, 'On the changes of waste definitions it is
merely to allow waste that is unfortunately classified in
the Isle of Man as industrial waste coming from industrial
sources but is really household commercial waste being
able to go to the incinerator as really always intended.
Furthermore, on the matter of agricultural waste, I can say
on behalf of the department they have no objection, as

requested by the NFU, to accept waste from farms that
include household and commercial waste from premises
used for agriculture within the meaning of theAgricultural
Holdings Act'. What they were asking for there was a route
to dispose of bale wrap as much as anything as well as

their own wheelie bin refuse. In the UK bale wrap is
recycled; over here there is no facility to recycle it, but
surely spending in excess of f240 per tonne to burn it is
going to cost a darn sight more than collecting it and
shipping it off the Island to be recycled.

So, looking at the proposed order, does it satisfy all these
minimal and specific requirements? No, it does not, and
why? Because DoLGE have 10,000 tonnes of industrial
and commercial waste they wish to dispose of in the
incinerator to boost the calorific value, because burning
water does not produce much energy. One has to wonder

why this 10,000 tonnes \ilas not highlighted along with
the canteen and office waste. They also need to allow this
all-embracing industrial waste tag to allow in sewage
sludge and I ,500 tonnes of tyres not previously mentioned.
It is totally outrageous that in the reserved matters
application a brief mention of tyres sneaks in through the
back door; even more disgraceful is the assertion that the
burning oftyres was discussed and approved at the original
planning inquiry in 1 998. This is a blatant distortion of the
facts.

In relation to the licence application in reserved matters
in June this yea¡ it is quite clear from the work undertaken
by the environment agency in relation to plume suppression
that there is potentially very little waste heat available.
Certainly, if there is not sufficient to use to suppress the
plume, what hope is there for a district heating scheme?
Another case of duping the public to make the project sound
more appealing when in fact it is just a plain fairy tale.

My second area of concern is on procedural matters. It
is quite clear the choice of site, the reserved matters and
the licence are inextricably linked. It is like a puzzle: one
part needs the other to make any sense. We have had the
arguments that one must come before the other, and then
the opposite argument days later. The siruation is totally
farcical. The inspector, at the Planning Scheme
(Amendment) Order inquiry, suggested that the issues to
be discussed were of a technical nature and should be
discussed in the context of a detailed planning application.
It was explained that only another order could vary an
order; yet in the recent reserved matters a new set of
conditions was discussed.

The project should have proceeded when all the
legislation necessary to control and regulate this plan was
in place, then we should have had a detailed planning
application, including rezoning, if required, then the
licence. The site should only have needed to be
compulsorily purchased once all these items were in place.
The order in which they have been dealt with has clearly
pre-empted all planning considerations and resulted in a
whitewash.

I am concerned about the unreliability of DoLGE,
particularly in relation to the preparation of schemes and
the honouring of commitments. Barely had the ink dried
on the 1998 Planning Scheme Order than DoLGE wanted
to vary the conditions. It is pertinent that it had taken three
attempts to get this to this stage, all of which were different,
suggesting it will not be long again before we are back
here again. Yesterday and previously I have listened to the
hon. minister for DoLGE say in this Court, 'Once
something is agreed, both parties should honour the
agreement'. He obviously had his fingers crossed when
he said it.

It is now known Minister Gilbey also mjsled the House
in October 1999 over the conditions on the tenderers, but
as my friend Mr Lever said, nothing has really changed in
relation to this scheme in terms of environmental protection
over the last two to three years. BAI, BATNEEC, BPEO,
ALARP, global warming were all in the public realm and
have been for years; in fact, all that has changed is that we
now know that combustion processes involving waste are
probably more harmful than suspected previously and
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controls need to be stricter. Are we planning to take that
on board? No, we are planning to do the opposite.

It is pertinent as well that up until the Planning Scheme
(Amendment) Order public inquiry DoLGE had not even
considered the issue to do with farms and their waste and
had to be squeezed in as a last minute agreement. I am
also amazed that in September 2000 the Chief Executive
confirmed DoLGE had no idea what industrial and
commercial waste consisted oi and the same went for
construction waste.

My last areas of concem are to do with the possible
outcomes if this order is approved. Burning tyres, sewage
sludge et cetera is going to increase the amount of toxic
bi-products and heavy metals, even if most of them are
trapped by the flue cleansing equipment, and an increased
amount of these toxic items will be released. It therefore
follows that, in line with the accepted evidence in relation
to the dose response issues, more issues equals more risks;
more risks, more likely are the adverse health effects. In
fact, as the Environmental Transport and Regional Affairs
Committee stated in their fifth report, 'The lack of pre-
separation of potentially hazardous materials such as PVC,
treated wood and batteries increases the risk of emission
limit values being exceeded,' and we do not have emission
limits set just to be awkward.

The appearance of the plume is obviously a difficult
topic. How significantly worse will a billowing cloud of
steam pouring from a hideously inappropriate building in
a rural area be? It will obviously draw the eye, like a
cockroach feeding on the landscape, but is the chosen
altemative of burning diesel preferable? I suppose not, but
if we try to stop the impossible, burning water, then plume
suppression would not be an issue.

I am also concerned in relation to the lack oflegislation
and the potential failures of regulations. DoLGE and its
officers may have the best intentions in regard to protecting
the environment and the nation's health; unfortunately, they
are not always that good in demonstrating that to the public.
What happened to the Isle of Man special waste regulations
promised years ago? We have a Public Health Act i0 years
old and parts still not enacted. A similar situation applies
to the Water Pollution Act. The Attorney-General says, in
a letter to the member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, 'We
will have to take ca¡e that special waste is not mixed with
control waste,' but how and who is going to police that
important issue? Martin Hall, Chief Environmental Health
Officer for DoLGE said at the public inquiry, 'It would be
difficult to regulate if people put the waste in a black bag
because you cannot see through it.' Only yesterday we
heard Mr Gilbey protest that DoLGE have not got the staff
or resources to police planning conditions, as minor as

wheel-washing, for all the developments, so what chance
is there of the incinerator being effectively regulated? The
point is that no thought has really been given to collecting
the potentially harmful waste or what to do with mixed
waste found on spot checks. The department has failed to
identify a site to adequately store special waste and, seven
months after the agreement expired to export this material
to the UK, no fresh agreement has yet been made. This
whole project has just not been thought out in a clear and
rational manner. In its rush to get this project approved

and built regardless of the outcome, the department has
just stumbled from one failure to another. You would have
thought by now they would have realised that instead of
being a solution to their waste management problem, it is
the creation of an even bigger and mole disastrous one. I
hope you disapprove of this order.

On behalf, now, of BadAir, Mr President, I and my co-
objectors are appearing at the Bar at this sitting of Tynwald
because once again we face being let down by the people
who we have elected to take cale of our interests. Having
heard the evidence presented by DoLGE at the recent
inquiry, it is my assertion that they have not made a
sufficient case to override the conditions agreed at the
previous inquiry. Certainly they did not present any
evidence or advice that would have not been available to a
fully and properly briefed applicant two years ago.

Our principal concern with this order is the increase of
waste types going to the incinerator if the condition 5 . 1(6)
is changed as proposed. The inclusion of industrial waste
is likely to cause more pollution, especially from the bottom
ash if it is spread around the Island in road construction,
and will not be monitored for heavy metals or persistent
organic pollutants. DoLGE has represented that only
canteen and office waste from industrial sites would be
permifted into the incinerator when in fact it was admitted
at the public inquiry that they genuinely intend to put
industrial waste into the incinerator, and not just a little
but 10,000 tonnes of assorted industrial and construction
waste. If this is the intention, then it should have been made
clear to the public and parliament at the time the changes
were proposed.

Furthermore DoLGE, in their haste to appease the
disgruntled farmers, have rushed into changing the
conditions to allow waste from farms to be delivered to
the incinerator. The NFU agreed with DoLGE's project
director in April this year to an amendment of the definition
of 'controlled waste' to include household and commercial
waste from agricultural premises. However, the order
prepared by the acting minister, the hon. Anthony Brown,
allows in any waste from agricultural premises including
containers of residual herbicides or pesticides, which was
never the intention of the original request.

We are very disappointed that our own request for
conditions that would have reduced the amount of
inappropriate material being delivered to the incinerator
have been ignored. As the UK's Environment Transport
and Regional Affairs Committee say in their fifth report
on delivering sustainable waste management, paragraph
134, the government should consider how to ensure that
incineration is only used for sorted waste from which
materials of value have been reclaimed.

Mr President, these changes are not so much about
correcting mistakes et cetera; it is about paving the way
for a woolly licence. We have been told that the licence
needs to be flexible and not in conflict with the planning
conditions, therefore the planning conditions need to be
relaxed. Understandably I and my colleagues are
vehemently opposed to this happening and implore you to
ignore the pleadings of DoLGE.

The current EU and UK standards for protecting the
environment and the public's health on which the Isle of
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Man are relying, as the Isle of Man does not have its own,
are based on capturing as many of the dangerous items in
the flue gas emissions as possible, but it has now been
recognised that the only effective way of reducing the
amount of nasty items that come out of the chimney is by
regulating what goes in the fire. A recent study conducted
by doctors of the Environment and Health Study Group in
Belgium has concluded that 'Our findings suggest that
current envilonmental standards ale insufficient to avoid
measurable biological effects.' Moreover, a few weeks ago
it was reported that the only feasible explanation for a 15-
fold increase in cancer in the bile duct was due to the
amount of toxic pollution in the environment and its
accumulation in liver tissue.'We have also had the UKFood
Agency highlighting the increased risks to some people
from drinking milk and eating dairy produce contaminated
with dioxins from the buming of foot-and-mouth carcasses.

Mr President, in conclusion, when Tlnwald was first
persuaded to support incineration it was to dispose of
kitchen scraps and waste paper. Twenty years later this
proposal is to also burn industrial, construction and
agricultural waste of unknown toxicity and presenting a
currently unquantifiable level of risk to health. As Keynes
famously said, 'If the facts change, I change my mind.'
What do you do? If you are in doubt I will tell you what to
do: you vote no to this order. Thank you, sir.

The President: Now hon. members, any hon. member
wish to address any questions to Mr Jessopp? Mr Gilbey.

Mr Gilbey: Yes, Mr President, Mr Jessopp made a
statement on behalf of Bad Air; could he tell us how many
members BadAir has.

Mr Jessopp: I would suggest in the order of 50.

Mr Gilbey: Thank you very much. And could you tell
us where most of them live?

Mr Jessopp: They live all over the Island - some in
your area, Mr Gilbey.

The President: Any other member wish to address a
question to Mr Jessopp? Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Mr Jessopp, thank you for your
presentation. In your presentation you mentioned concern
about the increase in the animal waste and the change to
control waste, and could it be exported to the UK, but are
you aware that the Department of Local Govemrnent and
the Environment would have to have a duly motivated
request with the UK EnvironmentalAgency to accept that
waste and, if we can treat the waste on the Isle of Man,
they will not accept it. That is why they will only accept at
the present time, I think, the fly ash - because it cannot be
treated on the Island, therefore they will not accept any
other waste from the Island if it can be treated here.

Mr Jessopp: But can we? To be honest, at the moment
there is no DMR in place; there is no agreement in place
to even export the fly ash if we start producing it. That is

why I said that instead of solving one problem we are just
going to start creating another, and that will be far worse
than the problem we have got at the moment.

The President: Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Thank you,
Mr Jessopp, for your presentation at the Bar today - not an
enviable position to be in, I have been there myself before
entering this hon. place. Can I just ask you to outline the
types of waste which you are concerned will get mixed up
with the household waste and possibly commercial waste
that could enter the incinerator? You mentioned in your
presentation PVC and batteries; are there any other sorts
of waste that flow from different types of business and
industry on the Island which you have concems about?

Mr Jessopp: Well, there are obviously the bi-products
of dry cleaning and how they might end up being dealt
with. There are obviously residual amounts of pesticides
and herbicides that might be in containers that are lobbed
into wheelie bins. There are off-cuts of treated wood from
construction sites all of which contain chemicals which,
in their individual component form, might not be too toxic,
but put them in an incinerator where you have got
thousands of chemical reactions taking place and you then
have potentially a problem.

Mrs Cannell: Are you also concerned about the type
of waste which emanates from the telecommunications-
type business?

MrJessopp: Well, obviously there are PCBs potentially
in some of this type of equipment, particularly oJd
transformers, so old electrical equipment may have any
number of potentially harmful chemicals in them.

Mrs Cannell: Is it your belief, therefore, that the change
of the condition 5.16 in particular would permit a burn or
type solution and scenario for the future whereby all waste,
if not presorted, would end up going into the burner?

Mr Jessopp: It certainly could. As the wording stands
at the moment, yes, it could.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you.

The President: Mr Gilbey.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Jessopp, can you confirm that it has

always been the policy of the department that the
incinerator should be capable of accepting sewage sludge,
screenings and tyres but that, most fortunately now, it looks
as though tyres can be recycled and sewage sludge used
on the land, but it has always been stated that those two
things might be put through an incinerator and there is
nothing new or hidden about it?

Mr Jessopp: I did agree that sewage sludge was
discussedin the early days. Unfortunately, when you were
preparing your regulations, you forgot to notice the fact
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that sewage sludge was classified as industrial waste;
therefore you would not have been able to enable that go
to the incinerator. \Ye certainly had no discussion about
tyres and, as the member for West Douglas, Mr Downie,
suggested, these can be used in road construction; why
are we hat has gotatyre-shredding
plant i e points about the sewage
sludge int I missed earlier: that Mr
Brown, being the acting minister and the Minister for
Transport, obvio-usly would have problem disposing of that
sewage sludge if it was not reclassif,ied to enable industrial
waste in, in that currently you would not be allowed to.
Obviously that is a question of good government.

Mr Gilbey: One more question: is Mr Jessopp aware
that the learned Attorney-General has confirmed that the

and that is written by M¡ Brinkworth?

lVIr Jessopp: Yes, it is also fair to say that Mr
Brinkworth thought these werè technical issues and should
be dealt with by a technical person and that was ignored.
Now, with due respect to M¡ Brinkworth it is possible that
he mis-understood the implications of what he was
considering. It is also pertinent
Attornçy-General has been advisi
interesting to know whether the
advice himself frorn an expert in
pollution control on incinerators before approving these
and the previous conditions.

Mr Gilbey: So you are saying that you know better
than an independent inspector who has listened to all the
evidence and to the learned Attorney-General?

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

reason why

fiJl""'iiii

rate you cannot go below, and could that be the reason

why they have decided to take on the industrial waste in
order to keep the thing going?

Mr Jessopp: !V'ell, as I said before, it is obviously going
to boost the calorific value, because obviously ifyou are
burning waste that has a high percentage of water it does
not produce much energy, and potentially, if we achieve
some of the recycling targets that DoLGE now say that
they are going to set themselves, then the amount of waste
that we have to dispose of down that route would be below
the 34,000 tonnes that this machine can safely handle.

Mr Karran: And the district heating system that we
have heard great play about, the economics of not having
it next to a major building such as a hospital or a prison or
something like that - do you feel, as a person who is having
to fight this thing, there are inconsistencies in the financial
priorities are far as government is concerned when
something should fit or, if it does not fit, they will try and
make out that it will fit? When corrmon sense prevails the
situation is that it does not fit. It is just that it is our gang
and we will tell you the earth is flat.

Mr Jessopp: Well, certainly, referring back to the E-
Track report, they said that the prime choice of site should
be on the basis of making full utilisation of any energy
developed from the plant, both in elecnicity and waste heat,
and obviously it could be quite easily argued that Richmond
Hill is not a suitable site to make best use of any available
energy from that plant, particularly in relation to waste
heat if there is going to be any.

The President: Hon. members, whilst I am prepared
to allow flexibility I do not want to get into an incinerator
debate. 'We are dealing with the order in front of us. Any
fufher questions? In that case, Mr Jessopp, can I, again,
thank you for your submission to the Court this morning
and call Mr Uhlenbroek.

Mr Uhlenbroek: Good morning, Mr President, hon.
Court, hon. members. Thank you, Mr President, for this
oppofunity to express our opinion on these issues. I wish
to speak on behalf of Isle of Man Friends of the Earth,
which is concemed with the environmental welfare of the
whole Island.

First, I wish to address the question of plume
suppression. The matter is quite simple, if looked at from
the best practical environmental option. The hon. member
for Glenfaba has stated in the past that the plume consisted
of steam which is, indeed, its main component. Steam
comes from water, so if you do not want the plume of
steam, reduce the water content of your waste. DoLGE's
consultants say that the average moisture content of Manx
household and commercial waste is over 33 per cent as
against 20 per cent in the UK. The main reason for this is
the relatively large quantity of kitchen, restaurant and
garden waste which, by its very nature, is very wet. Remove
this from the incinerable waste and put it in a vessel
composter and the moisture content of the rest will drop to
l0 per cent or less, with hardly a plume in sight. That, Mr
President, is the best practical environmental option.
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contaminants and toxins may increase the amount of
asthma in places as Pulrose et cetera, and probably also
Onchan.

Mr Uhlenbroek: Well, I do
them; actually the person who
best is the person himself, Mr
there is an incinerator that they run in Brussels, a big one
which is a very old one but it has been upgraded, thére is
one in the east of Belgium -

Mr Gilbey: In Liège.

Mr Uhlenbroek: In Liège, yes - oh, well, Mr Gilbey
can answer your question better than I can.

Mr Singer: But do they, to your knowledge -
(Interjections)

The President: Hon. members, if we may. Mr Singer.

, Mr Singer: These ones that you have mentioned outside
Holland that they run - do they burn animal waste and
industrial waste?

Mr Uhlenbroek: No.

The President: Mrs Cannell.

The President: Hon. member for Middle.

Mr North: Mr Uhlenbroek, you have done a lot of study
into this subject, and it is good to hea¡ somebody who
knows their subject. Could I just, for the record, confirm
that you and Friends of the Earth still believe that two-
stage gasification would have been environmentally
acceptable for the Isle of Man?

Mr Uhlenbroek: After complete recycling of any
materials that can be taken out of the waste stréam, likê
paper and plastics, if there is any other material like clinical
waste, for instance, and like probably fallen animals or
animal waste, yes, I think that is the better option.

Mr North: Thank you.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Mr Uhlenbroek, could I just come back to
a statement that you just made, if
of an explanation? When you
constructors of the incinerator, y

other than in Holland where they might burn animal waste?

Mr Uhlenbroek: I have asked this question to the
representative of United Waste, and he confirmed - I have

As far as industrial waste is concerned, I can confirm

- that any industrial waste is allowed. Now in the incinerator
here, hazardous waste should not be burnt in the primary
incinerator where the temperature is only 850 degrees; it
probably would be better, if it had to be burnt, to burn it at
a higher temperature, but I would have to confirm that,
There are hazardous waste incinerators in the UK that are

Mr Singer: Has this company built anywhere other than
in Holland?

kyou,
mbers

Tuming to the specific amendment here before us, the
amendment order number 2, under clause 2, 'controlled

Mr Jessopp regarding the Agricultural Holdings Act 1969
but we have heard little in respect of the 'controlled waste'
definition under the Public Health Act 1990, which is rathe¡
old. Are you suggesting that the 'controlled waste'
definitions under the Public HealthAct 1990 do not exclude
industrial waste?

Mr Uhlenbroek: The definition of 'controlled waste'
in the Public Health Act 1990 says 'household wasre,
commercial waste, possibly industrial waste and such
waste. . .', which is a very vague description which of

Mrs Cannell: But would you agree, therefore, that the
introduction of this new type of waste under the heading
of controlled waste of all types, 60,000 tonnes, gives thé
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impression that such waste is when what
you are suggesting is that un it is indeed
only controlled to a degree, where the
concern is coming in that all go into the
incinerator under the heading 'controlled waste of all types,

60,000 tonnes' and in fact will not be controlled at all?

Mr Uhlenbroek: It is indeed a term that is not clearly
defined, it only says what it consists of but it does not
define what control thele is. It hasjust been pointed out to
me by Mr Jessopp that in the Public Health Act it says that
household waste consists of waste from a private dwelling,
industrial waste consists of waste from any factory or
workshop and any premises occupied by a body cor?orate
established by or under any enactment for the purpose of
carrying out under national ownership any industry or part
of an industry or any undertaking excluding waste from
any mine or quarry. So there is a definition here of industrial
waste. So by introducing controlled waste and saying that
is household waste, commercial waste andindustrial waste,
you introduce the definition of industrial waste' here and
you introduce effectively industrial waste.

The President: I call on Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr Uhlenbroek, for your
submission this morning. I totally agree in your
presentation that it is not best practice to use fossil fuel to
reduce the visibility of the plume, because that increases
the carbon dioxide, sulphur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, but
would you not agree with me that the department is trying
to follow best available techniques because they are
increasing the green composting facility on the southem
community site and therefore trying to reduce the moisture
content of the \ilaste going into the incinerator, which will
eventually reduce the visibility of the plume?

Mr Uhlenbroek: I think it is a very good initiative to
introduce composting in general on the Island and I must
say I am very surprised that it has taken so long because
we have been talking about this for many, many years;
when Mr Downie was still in DoLGE he told me it was of
great urgency. 'We are now told that this will open in
September but, having said that, it can only take clean
garden waste; it cannot take kitchen waste, it cannot take
kitchen leftovers, it cannot take vegetable waste, and if
you have been to the Isle of Wight, as I have been -

Mr Braidwood: Yes, I have been.

Mr Uhlenbroek: - and you look at the way they take
that waste out, it is a kind of soup that I would not
recommend anybody to pourinto an open composting site'
So that it is why I mentioned that vessel composting is
absolutely essential for the Island. It costs f2 million; it is
a fraction of the f50 million that they are going to spend
on the incinerator, and it would get rid of all the putrescible
waste in a really computer-controlled way.

The President: Hon. members, any other question to
be addressed to Mr Uhlenbroek? Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Mr Uhlenbroek, - you said in your opening
address to us that no experts had been called by the
department on industrial waste; was that commented on
by the inspector or was it commented on by the Friends,
who were obviously . . .

Mr Uhlenbroek: As a matter of fact a member of the
department, an appointed director, was asked to give
evidence on behalf of the department, but this was refused
by the advocate ofthe ers

thatdidgiveevidence cer
and the Chief Enviro ere
both relatively new to the Island who had just come from
across and therefore \ilere not able to answer any specific
questions.

The President: Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Yes, Mr Uhlenbroek, you stated in your
evidence to us today that you thought a lot of work could
be done to keep down emissions by the separation of garden
and other putrescible wastes by composting' Would you
not also accept that as part of the overall management of
the incinerator and the delivery of government's waste

not go through the waste stream and be burnt and other
routés are found for a much safer and more acceptable
disposal in line with best practice?

Mr Uhlenbroek: Well, Mr Downie, I understand from
your ques
that respe
talking ab
we could
reduce the plume and that would be by far the best
practicable environmental option.

However, the MRF (materials recycling facility) is quite
expensive and a slightly unpleasant place where waste is
sorted, and I personally believe, and many people with
me, that it is much better to have separated collection at
the household level where the householders are asked not

ve
iti
he
bo

collected in Holland every week that is also now introduced
it is collected
as Imentioned,

"#åxiï:,'ååi

The President: Are there any further questions for Mr
Uhlenbroek? In that case, Mr Uhlenbroek, I thank you also

for your submission to the Court this morning.

Mr Uhlenbroek: Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. members, we revert back to our
debate on item 31 and I call on Mr Brown.
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Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. The Braddan
(Middle Farm) Planning Scheme (Amendment) (No. 2)
Order 2001 varies the conditions inposed by the Braddan
(Middle Farm) Planning Scheme Order 1998, which
granted planning approval for an incinerator at Middle
Farm, Braddan. Hon. members will be aware that in April
2000 I was authorised by the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment to exercise in his place
the statutory functions of that department regarding the
making of an amendment order. A draft order was prepared
and published in accordance with the statutory
requirements, In my capacity as acting minister I
determined that a public inquiry should be held, and an
independent planning inspector was appointed to chair an
inquiry, which was held in April 2001. The amendments
in this order have been based on the inspector's
recommendations following the public inquiry. The
inspector's report recommended that the proposals of the
draft order be approved subject to an amendment of the
definition of 'controlled waste' to include certain waste
from agricultural premises.

The amendments can be summarised as follows: an
amendment is made to the condition dealing with the
incinerator's vapour plume to ensure that the best available
and environmentally suitable techniques are used to
minimise its visibility. In addition, there are also two
amendments to the type of waste that can be accepted at
the plant. Firstl¡ with a few necessary exceptions, all
special waste - that is, waste that exhibits certain hazardous
properties, is prohibited from the incinerator. Secondly,
the definition of 'controlled waste' that can be treated has
been amended to include certain waste from agricultural
premises. The final amendment is the correction of a

typographical error relating to the amount of animal waste
which can be treated. This has been increased from 2,000
to 4,500 tonnes per annum. Additional background
information including the planning inspector's report to
me has previously been circulated to all hon. members.

I am satisfied that the independent planning inspector
has fully investigated and considered the views of all those
parties and individuals who attended the public inquiry. I
am satisfied that the independent planning inspector, the
same inspector who considered the original planning order,
has fully considered the proposals put forward by the
Department of Local Government and the Environment to
amend the original conditions as approved in the original
planning order approved by Tynwald Court.

I am satisfied that the amendments as contained in the
Braddan (Middle Farm) Planning Scheme (Amendment)
(No. 2) Order 2001 have been fully and independently
scrutinised and tested in the public arena at the public
inquiry held between the 3rd and 6th April 2001 . Therefore,
Mr President, I beg to move the motion standing in my
name.

The President: Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: I do not wish to second this, Mr Speaker.

The President: We have had the motion put before us
before.

Mr Duggan: Okay, Mr President. I, needless to say,
will not be supporting this order before the Court today.
There is a complete change in the attitude of the department
over the conditions. We have heard from the Bar of the
House, from the people who spoke very well this morning,
expert witnesses, and I am concerned also, as I have been
in the past, about the height of the chimney, this added
problem possibly of burning tyres, extra animal waste, and
I think it is all too much.

Over the years, as you know, we have had diffelent
ministers coming forward here like puppets with
incineration proposals since 1979, and they keep coming
back and altering this and altering that and altering the
other; it started off at f i.8 million, it is f50 million, near
enough, now, but I personally think incineration is wrong;
they are shutting them down in other places. I think you
are going to make a right folly of the members of Tynwald
here going along with this incinerator, but you have got to
think of our constituents in South Douglas and the rest of
the Island because you aÍe going to have more dioxins,
more emissions coming from this chimney and it will affect
the highly residential area which I live in. My constituents
are99.99 per cent against this, and I think it will be to the
detriment of people's health on the Island to build this
monstrosity.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, it does disturb me that we
have a situation where one minister and another minister
is then put into chair such an important issue. Admittedly
there is no guarantee that there would be any difference as

far as the independence is concerned if it would have been
maybe another member who was aspirating towards the
dizzy heights of becoming a minister.

I find today it is rather a sad day as far as this is
concerned I find today rather a sad day. It is almost an
own goal. I am delighted that we have got a situation where
maybe we will finally be getting rid of the Litt's plant out
of my former constituency - now it neighbours my
constituency of Onchan. But I look at the whole affair and
you listen to people and you see the repeats of history
seeming to be taking place again as far as this planning
order, as we saw in the days when the late M¡ Bimson
could not get any decent amount ofmoney to do the project
out atLitt's, and we findthat today the governmentis taking
over this proposal as in the past when they took over the
proposed Litt's and spent an absolute fortune on it, and we
found a situation where we had one cover-up after another
cover-up over the running of that plant.

Today this proposal I should be happy with as this is
one of the few things that my friend, when I stood as an
Independent Labour candidate in Middle to start my
parliamentary life, the late great Ted Ranson, who was a

former member of this House, always said to me: 'Son, if
you can do something for the people out there, if you would
try and do that.' There were two or three items and this
was one of the items that he did talk about, Litt's, and with
this proposal today Litt's will be shut, but I do feel that
this is an own goal today. Once again we have seen
government wanting to put that square peg in that round
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hole and we see this today: the most illogical and stupid
location - I am not talking about incineration and I would
say that I would more likely be as bigoted as one of the
Council of Ministers to sit as far as this planning scheme,
and I would try to be as fair as possible, like everybody
else but I believe that this is one of the biggest own goals
that we have done. I might be able to say to my good friend,
who is somewhere else now, that, yes, Litt's will finally
be shut, but I think it will turn from one mess to another
nìESS,

Eaghtyrane, I believe that I cannot support this order. I
believe that it is on the hoof, the agenda of mixing and
matching in order to try and make this square peg fit into
that round hole. I think we have found out that we have
not got the amount of calorific value just from the
households, so 'Bring it all in, boys; we need to justify
this plant that we have got at the present time.'

If it is properly monitored and it is not a cover up I
believe that this House will be looking, if the truth is kept
and the monitoring of this plant is kept, and the stupid
location of this plant is kept, we will be talking about within
the maximum of a decade, if not in five years, at the closing
of this development and this House will ridicule that as it
ridicules most of the other things that I have said in this
hon. House, just like the cost of the incinerator and the
ridicule about that. I will not be supporting this proposal
today. I cannotbelieve how the planners canjustify putting
this plant in the stupidest place, in my opinion. I, as a person
who is totally against the incinerator, would have had to
say that if this incinerator had been put nearer the new
hospital, which would have made more political damage
to myself, it would have been a more logical thing. This
nonsense about a district heating system - the only way
the calorific value of this plant will be seen is by having a
massive public building next door to such a development,
in my opinion, and this idea of putting district heating down
to Pulrose will be a financial lunacy. We see quite often in
this House vanity over sanity, and that will be the only
way that such a district heating site would ever be allowed
to go ahead.

Eaghtyrane, I believe that, whilst I should be grateful
to my former friend in my darkest hour when I stood in
1981, the late Ted Ranson, we are losing Litt's
development; it is an own goal, and I actually believe that
if he was here today he would be saying the same, that it
would have been the lesser of two evils. I am amazed that
this will almost certainly go through on patronage, but I
am putting down another marker, as I did over the costs,
that within ten years - I reckon five years, butthere will be
enough cover-ups so that it will not come to light for maybe
ten years - we will be shutting this plant and saying, 'Oh
God, why didn't we stop this lunacy, this square peg in a
round hole, from going ahead?' (Interjection) And it is all
right the mutterings over there and in this House; we will
see. The problem is people in this House do not read
Hansard (Mr Downie: \{e do !) and they do not tum round
and say, 'Sony, Mr Karran, you were right.'I do not profess
to be intelligent, but a good MHK listens to all walks of
life, and one of the problems in this hon. House is that
somehow they think, just like the IRIS situation where they
think that their human functions suddenly change to

marmalade encrusted in diamonds; they do not, and the
sooner some in this hon. House realise that situation the
better. I do think that I would like the minister - he is a
former minister of the department of local govemment who
must have been involved - I mean, it is farcical really - to
tell me how he can justify putting this in that site, let alone
the issue ofincineration. It is crazy.

The President: Hon. members,I appreciate it is diffrcult
but we do not want to get into a total algument over the
siting and everything else relative to the incinerator. Let
us try to keep our discussion, if practical, to the motion on
the order paper. Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I wish to
comment on basically what I have heard today. I can say

honestly that I am not, and never have been, against
incineration. What I have heard today seems to indicate
that we have been lurching somewhat over the last two or
three years from crisis to crisis. We have heard today of
ornissions, we have heard of mistakes, we have heard of
simple mistakes that should not have been made by a

professional department. For example, the information that
is now being conected - the wrong figures were put into
the report which people took as being the truth and may
well have made a difference to their opinions, and then
they are told after the agreement, 'Oh, well, we were
wrong,' and I believe that first of all is an unforgivable
matter because it actually went to an inspector. Originally
an inspector took all those figures in his original decision.
So my confidence has been somewhat shattered today from
some of the things that I have heard said, if I have
understood correctly.

I also heard that agreements were made two years ago,
that the objectors and the people in the area understood
that agreements were made, and
the agreements - some people di
took those figures as being right
no, we have changed our minds, we have now had further
expert advice (Interjection) and that has made us change

oui minds.'And we have had no explanation, and I do not
know if we are going to get an explanation, why the
environmental agency was not consulted two years ago
and asked for their views, but they were only asked for
their views in recent times, which has resulted in this wish
to change.

There are other questions as well that we have heard
today on e uite well that the
inspector w ion. I would like to
know if he an answer, with a
recommendation, Who gave this inspector the independent
advice? Was it independent advice? Where did he get that
advice from? We heard that the learned Attorney-General
was asked to comment. Who gave him the advice - the
leamed Attorney-General, I am absol
expert on incineration - in order that he
with his recommendation? If he did, in
was it independent or was it from DoLGE? Did he go and
say to DoLGE's officers or even paid advisers, 'What is
the answer to this question?' It certainly would not be

acceptable to me if the advice given by the Attorney-
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General, or by the independent inspector, was not given
first to them from expefts, and independent experts at that.

Having listened to everything that has been said today,
as I read it, we now appear to be going from a position of
being able to restrict what went into that incinerator into a
position now where it could well be an open house - and I
think I would use the words of Mr Uhlenbroek, a 'Pandora's
box' - because whatever the intentions of the department
now, when the incinerator is built and they decide what
wishes to go in, under the definition as it appears to be
now, in the future someone can look back at this definition
and say, 'It says industrial waste and our interpretation of
industrial waste is this' and that can be totally different to
the intentions of DoLGE at the present and in the near
future.

Therefore I am very perturbed. I am perturbed at the
fact that DoLGE had to go for these changes at this time,
and in my heart of hearts, whilst I say I do support
incineration I cannot bring myself to understand why
DoLGE felt they were right in the first place two years
ago, and now they feel they \ilere not right and therefore I
cannot bring myself to vote for these changes.

Several Members: Hear, hear.

The President: Unless I have an indication that
somebody wishes to speak I will call on the member for
Castletown - Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President, It is difficult
to know where to starl. We have heard all sorts of evidence
today, some very technical and some very good evidence
and some genuine comments made by members of the
public representing others and themselves. What we are
faced with is a change in circumstances, and I have gone
into this very much in terms of the advocate who was
advising and representing the Department of Local
Government and the Environment at the public inquiries,
and I am still looking through all of the paperwork and all
of the literature and the speeches that have been made by
members of the department and the hon. minister for the
case which has been made for the change of conditions,
and I have not heard it yet other than a statement in Hansard
that was made by Mr Karran, the advocate, and he said, 'It
did become apparent to the department' - this is Local
Government and the Environment in 1999 - 'that there
was specific difficulty with condition 5.11' - this is the
one we are being asked to re-consider again - 'over the
fact that there should be no visible plume.' Environmental
views were changing, he said; experts were saying it would
be difficult to ensure at all times there would be no visible
plume and 'the department therefore has to look at this
position.' That is the only case that I have read in all of the
literature which has flowed from this particular subject
where an explanation has been given to why the conditions,
which were originally imposed for very good and sound
reasons, were now thought to be deficient and had to be
changed.

Now that, hon. members, Mr President, is no reason at
all to even give the time of day to this new paper that is
before us today. That is the only evidence which I have

lead that talks about anything to do with the change of
conditions, and all it says is, 'Environmental views were
changing and experts were saying it would be difficult,'
Well, that sounds to be me like possibly the builder and
operator ofthis plant has suggested that they cannot cope
with the conditions as they are at present under the 1998
order. I think they have turned round to the department
and said, 'We cannot possibly meet this target and these
conditions; we could not possibly do it', and then we have
to ask ourselves, why couldn't they do it? Why was it
endorsed by the hon. Treasury minister, acting as minister
for this, when he brought it to this hon. place? He endorsed
it, he took legal advice and was advised accordingly that
the 1998 conditions applying to this particular scheme were
good conditions. And they stand today, and they still stand
as I stand, and I believe that is where they should remain -

in place.
Turning to the specifics of the order, of course the

original planning conditions imposed at the 1998 enquiry
said, 'No visible plume shall be emitted from the stack
except during the first 15 minutes after starting up from
cold,' so that to me was a compromise, because I did not
want to see any emissions coming out of any stack
whatsoever. I wanted the best possible technology
employed so we would not get anything coming out.
Nevertheless, it said that you cannot emit anything, nothing
can be visible except when you are starting up from cold
and for the first 15 minutes until everything warms up a
bit. And then, of course, the condition went on to say, 'Or
when the visibility of the plume is caused by atmospheric
conditions at the time.' Well, of course we cannot predict
what the weather is like but we do know it is in a valley
and we do know that there is inversion, and the atmospheric
conditions at the time which may result in condensation
of water vapour. Fine. Now, of course, we are being asked
to say, 'Ignore all that, push that to one side.'Why? We
have not been told why, we have not heard a case being
made yet. Perhaps we will, perhaps some genius will stand
up in this hon. place and give us a perfectly valid
explanation as to why we are being asked to approve such
conditions which are paramount to this whole scheme. We
are now being asked to approve that, without prejudice to
the above paragraph which I have just quoted to hon.
members, the operator of the plant, which of course is
United'Waste - everything is being geared towards this
wonderful company - shall use the best available techniques
to minimise any period for which a plume is visible. Well,
let's face it, hon. members, they could turn round and argue
the case and say, 'We are sorry, you have had a visible
plume for the last 48 hours. We have tried every possible
latest available technique to minimise it but we have been
unable to achieve it.' But you cannot do anything to us
because you provided for this to happen in the order. Please
beware of this, hon. membe¡s!

Again, the revised condition is asking us, or asking the
operator of the plant to use the best available technique to
reduce the length of the plume. Again, it was suggested in
Mr Lever's evidence that there could be - and I think I
recorded it here - 'A plume of some 300 metres from a 70-
metre chimney'. Again the operator could turn round
legitimately under the law if this is passed to say, We tried
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every possible available technique that is in place now or
in a year or two's time to reduce the plume, but we could
not do it, but we have tried and under the order we did use

the best available technique, but we were unable to achieve
it.' So where will we be then? We will be accused by the
population of the Isle of Man of providing a poisonous,
obnoxious, unhealthy atmosphere for generations to come
if we allow this today; that is what we will be doing.

And then we move on to the description of waste. I
have firmly believed from day one, going right back to the
1980s when this solution was first being mooted, that the
Isle of Man Government would seek to have a facility that
would be capable of burning everything that it was possible
to burn, that they would do that. And at the same time they
would placate the public by saying, 'We will recycle; we
will look at recycling'. Indeed, only a month ago this hon.
Court approved Mrs Hazel Hannan's motion for
govemment to look at its own generation of waste and
what they can recycle and what they can reuse and what
they can buy in from recyclable materials. It is a bit late in
the day but, nevertheless, they have done it, it is a good
start, that should have been a starting point, mind you, not
at this moment in time. But now, of course, controlled waste
of all types. They will tell us that they were going to recycle,
they will tellus that we are going to compost, they will
say we will minimise and say that we will only put in the
incinerator that which we have no use for and which we
could not possibly do anything else with, and that is fine -
and we are supposed to believe that? Do we have blind
faith in this department? That is what we are being asked
to deliver today, blind faith. History will show flaws all
the way along this particular route, inaccuracies in amounts
of animal waste, for instance, inaccurate figures being
displayed to the public, saying on the one hand during the
public literature campaign, 'Industrial waste will not be
incinerated' and then finding this new category under
controlled wastes of all types, and this is where it starts to
get very slippery.

In my view this debate is timely on the conditions; it is
unfortunate that the inquiry went ahead on reserved matters
being the enquiry for detailed plans ignoring what might
happen here today, but obviously safely assuming it would
get the nod by hon. members in this Couft anyway because
they have nodded everything else through in respect of
this facility. Why should we do otherwise? So much money
has been expended to date, millions and millions have been
expended to date, agreements have been signed now,
contracts have been awarded. You cannot turn back, hon.
members; stand by the sword and die by the sword even if
you are wrong!

I think, Mr President, we have to be very, very brave
today. Those hon. members who will approve these revised
conditions will have to live with that on their conscience
for the rest of their lives, and if in two, three, four years'
time, when this is commissioned and operational, you get
a huge 300-metre plume and you get the air heavy with
chemicals, dioxins and everything else that you can
imagine in particulates and people begin to suffer . . . Oh,
I am going over the top as usual, but this is the place where
one can go over the top, this is the place, ifyou have fire
in your belly, to exercise it today.

Mr Downie: Give it to the incinerator! (Laughter)

Mrs Cannell: Support the conditions and poison the
nation, Please, Mr President, hon. members, go ahead and
do that because you have compromised your position here
in previous debates regarding this subject - how could you
possibly go the other way? I would suggest, if you want a

clear conscience, if you want to sleep at night and prevent
abuse by an operator of this particular plant, then you must
vote against these conditions.

If they are booted out today it will then be on the
department's head to bring something new and fresh back
to this place; it is possible to do it in October if the hon.
minister wishes. Bring something back, something that will

iftiil"#å:iÏ
whatever goes in

it. You will probably hear the other argument: 'Well, yes,

we will, we will recycle, we will compost, we will collect,
we will even look into kerbside collection. We will do all
this; we are a wonderful Island, and we are recycling more
than anybody else,' but if that is the case, why do we need

a facility with such relaxed conditions which provide for a

burn-all? Well, of course, the counterargument to that
would be that if we cannot recycle and we cannot find the
markets and we cannot store the recyclable materials, what
can we do? This is what I have been hearing all morning'
What can we do with the waste? It takes a broad
imagination to describe what can be done with the waste.
It is a raft of measures and we all know what they are' So

what can they do? We will have to put it all in the
incinerator and for that reason alone that we are being asked

members to condone the actions of the department in terms
of these regulations and conditions, then go with it but I,
Mr President, want to be able to sleep tonight and I am

sure you will too.

Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. member for Council, MrLowey'

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. I do not want to
bore the members of this Court, but you know my view on
incineration. I changed my view on incineration, and why
did I change my view on incineration? I spelt out to this
Court it was because I had lost faith in DoLGE to deliver;
it was a downward spiral. Today is another chapter in that
episode of destabilisation and lack of confidence that I
hàve in the department. I am sorry to say that but it is a
fact.
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been shown here today it is impossible to get somebody
who is an expert in incineration and everything in planning
terms - was dealing with it in planning terms with expert
advice. But did he get expert advice on incineration? I
queried the Friends of the Earth to tell me that they did
not, at that inquiry, get the expert advice, and I think the
last part that I heard from Mr Uhlenbroek was that, when
pressed about that, the learnedAttorney for the department
advised against the officers giving the inspector that advice.
Well, I, like the hon. member, Mr Singer, would like to
know where he did get that advice from, and perhaps the
acting minister could help us and perhaps not.

The other thing that really should concern members is
that if you think this is the last variation that the department
will come to seek for the incinerator I think you will be
wrong; I think there will be other variations as time goes
on, and as expert advice becomes available there will be
variations, I am quite convinced of that.

The thing tbat really does worry me and, I am sure,
worries the hon. member for East Douglas - and I can
understand her emotional response to it - is enforcement.
The department will be the enforcer. Sorry to have to
remind the Court, but when this is set up and running it
will not be the department; it will be an enforcement agency
that will be running it on behalf of the department, and the
department will be the enforcer of the standards, if I have
got it right. So it is the enforcement that is going to be
very important and we have already yesterday that the
department is low on enforcement officers on the planning
side; does history fill you with confidence that the
enforcement is going to be any greater here on tangibles?

Mr President, when I tackled the first time round the
incinerator, they said, as members have said here today,
there was nothing going to go up the chimney; I then
queried, why should we have a chimney if there is nothing
going to go up it? (Laughter)And then I said, 'Well, if
something goes up, logic, or physics, decrees that what
goes up will come down.' I can remember being laughed
at but it is true, and if it is steam that is going to go up the
chimney today, I would not be so worried, but you know
as well as I know steam will not be the only thing that
goes up the chimney, and it will come down, it will affect
the land, and if it does not affect the land it will affect the
sea and that is just as important as the land.

So it is the enforcement that I find that gives me the
greatest concern. We may mean well, and let us wish the
department and its officers well, but the facts still point to
a history, a catalogue of recent failures by the depaftment,
and I think the hon. member again for East Douglas said it
was 'blind faith'; it is very much a leap into the dark, and
when you go leaping into the dark, it is all right, as Christ
once said to the apostles, 'Rise up and follow me'; they
had blind faith, and all I can suggest is if the apostles were
being asked by the DoLGE of the day to rise up and follow
me, I do not think there would have been 12 followers!
(Laughter) Perhaps that is a wrong analogy, but on the
hoof it will have to do.

I am not prepared to vote blindly for this. I will be voting
against. I can hear the proponents of incineration saying,
'Well, he would, wouldn't he?' but I am saying to those
that have a doubt, look at what is happening. This is another
step along that way.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr
Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I do not
suppose it will come as any surprise that I rise to oppose
the order listed at item number 31 on the agenda paper. I
am fully aware that members have made up their minds
on the issue of the overall policy of the incinerator;
however, two things relate to that: first of all, I feel it is
necessary to place on the public record the concerns and
worries of many members of the public in relation to this
change in conditions, and secondly, this is not and really
should not be a debate about incineration but about the
regulations which are controlling incineration. So although
as I give my speech I might make a few off-hand comments
which outline my overall distaste for the operation, it is
essentially about the regulations that relate to the process
of incineration.

We are here at this moment, not as a policy-making
body, as I understand it, but this is legislation and,
remember, it is something is going into law, so we should
be taking on that rôle as lawmakers and making sure that
what we pass is good law - i.e. will be there for the next
20-odd years and will not need to be changed because it is
bad; it may need to be changed for some other reason but
would not need to be changed because it is bad, and that is
our rôle. Related to that, I do find it surprising how the
debate has gone so far. We have had the members of the
public appearing at the Bar and putting their points of view
- very well I thought, and I am very grateful for that - and
making quite a number of concise points, points relating
to conditions et cetera, and then the debate so far - I think
debate is a mj snomer - has been membe¡s like myself who
view the overall project with suspicion and who have
probably given the regulations more thought, generally
speaking anyway, and have looked at that; what we have
not had is any member of the department or the supporters
of incineration standing up and answering those points.

Mr Gilbey: You got up first! (Laughter)

Mr Rimington: Mr President nearly closed this debate
at one point because no-one was standing up -

A Member: That is right

Mr Rimington: - and it is a little technique, 'let us draw
the enemy's sting,' and that is how we go and then the
empire will strike back later on, and that is the way it seems
to have been going. But to call this a debate is a misnomer,
because it is not a debate, so we are getting this sort of
statement of positions and then, as we have said, the empire
or parts of the empire will come back and strike, and really
this process of studying what is going into law and the
regulations for the next few years is a bit of a farce by the
way it seems to be progressing on the floor of this House
today. Whatever good points might or might not have been
made in terms of those regulations, I think, irrespective of
those points, whether it is good law or not it \Mill go thrciugh
because it is the policy of incineration and it is not to do
with the regulations and whethe: they are good or bad; it
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is to do with the policy, and it is Council policy, DoLGE
policy, and it will go forward. That is what I find is rather
alarming in what is taking place today. We are not getting
any concentration on the particular points, othel regulations
that have been raised so far,

Mr President, as far as I am concemed, the first issue,
which was the increase in tonnage of the disposal of animal
waste, is not an issue, and yes, there was a typographical
error or whatever which does not reflect well on the
depar-tment, but there is no problem with incinerating more
animal waste; indeed, that is what it is designed fo¡ and
why limit it to 4,500? If you have a serious crisis in
agriculture, foot and mouth or whatever, you may need to,
(A Member: Absolutely!) so why have that limit?

Really the issue of the plume which has been discussed,
from my personal point of view and probably quite a few
others ' , is not really a concern. The concern predominantly
relates to visual impact rather than any extra threat of
pollution contained in it. But it is, for the people of Douglas
and Braddan, an issue, a distinct visual sign of that
industrial process, potentially polluting, that is taking place.
Yet for myself I do not think it is environmentally
acceptable to burn fossil fuels to suppress the plume purely
for reasons of visual impact.

Other people before me have made the point that really
this issue should not be before the Court today. The
condition on the plume was made at the 1998 inquiry and
subsequently approved by Tynwald. At that point the
department was employing a whole army of advisers and
consultants. If the original condition on the plume was
unacceptable, why was it agreed to and what was the value
of all those advisers if such conditions have later to be
changed? There is a suspicion that the department simply
gave way on such matters to ease its path, knowing that
they could move the goalposts later.

My major point on the plume condition relates to the
reason why in fact we have the plume in the first place,
and this has been amply talked about by Mr Uhlenbroek, a
member of the public. We are simply burning water, and
that has a negative impact on the incinerator in terms of
energy creation and exhaust management, and this main
tonnage of wet waste comes from organic waste arising
from households, restaurants et cetera; such waste should
never be incinerated. This was recognised by the select
committee report from the House of Commons recently;
it was also recognised on the Isle of Man over 10 years
ago when the original application for an incinerator at the
site on Richmond Hill contained a composting unit, and
then, in the very early days ofthis current proposal, there
was a composting unit attached, but that was removed
because there was not space on the site as far as I understand
for that composting unit, but then when they had to expand
into Mr Whipp's field and space was available, the
composting unit did not return with it. And, as has been
pointed out, to have a composting unit and no plume
problem would require the separated collection of waste
at source, and this in tum would require reform of local
authorities and their responsibilities, and Tynwald has had
neither the vision nor the bottle to tackle such issues; it is
easier to write one big fat cheque for an incinerator.

I have circulated a memorandum to members in advance
- I will try not to read it all out again - which has outlined

a number of the issues, some of which have been touched
upon by other speakers, but I will have to go through some
of those points,

One is this change of conditions relating to the waste
that is allowed to be delivered. We have heard mention of
the special waste regulations - i.e, no special waste may
be delivered to the site. The special waste regulations are
United Kingdom Special Waste Regulations 1996. They
are not constructed in terms of incineration; they are
constructed for safe handling of waste and the risk of
human contact; they are not conducted with the end of
that waste in mind and whether it is going into an
incinerator or not and what it might do there. It is really, I
find, a bit strange that we have had to rely on that body of
regulations in relation to our incinerator project, and in
those definitions there - and everything is well coded - an
industrial waste which has been classed as harmful in the
special waste regulations can be delivered and can be
transported around the place if it is in a 20 per cent dilution.
There is no problem if it is in that dilution, but on aniving
at the incinerator it might have a completely different effect
again. Other special \ilastes such as both industrial and
household such as batteries do not fall easily within part 2
of the special waste regulations and therefore do not fall
easily into part 3, which is the percentages allowed for
dilution and delivery and can be easily disguised amongst
general waste and be incinerated with impunity. Again,
other speakers have made the point about our waste
management strategy, and I think that is a very critical and
very important point in that we have a waste management
strategy; some of might disagree with it but it is there and
it is on record, and that waste management strategy was
approved by Tynwald and has been reaffirmedby Tynwald,
and those strategies have quite clearly said - and obviously
I have given the necessary documentation to members, it
was circulated with the memorandum - that incineration
is for municipal solid waste or is for household and
commercial waste. As recently as November 2000, the final
issue of the department's waste management plan, that was
re-affirmed and then, again, that is in the attached
memorandum I sent to You.

So if Tynwald has said, 'This is the waste management
strategy, we have approved this, this is what is going for
incineration,' then how can the Department then come
round and say, 'SorrY, but on the hoof we are changing
that strategy. We have now decided to put in different waste,
different conditions'? All for the purpose of saying we want
to bring in commercial waste, canteen waste from industrial
premises, and yet we have had to have this complete change
òf definitions. So we have the controlled waste of all types,
which means household, industrial and commercial waste
or any such waste.

So by that switch in definitions we can, if this is
confirmed, accept industrial \ilaste, and again I am sure
the empire will say, 'Well that is no problem because we
have put in "special waste will not be delivered to the site"
under the special waste regulations', but the special waste
regulations do not relate to incineration; they are for the
purpose of transportation, handling and risk of human
contact. They are not designed to control materials which
become highly toxic under thermal treatment. Thus you
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could have a safe lorry-load of waste PVC, inanimate, not
harmful, drop the kids in it, let them play around in it all
day and it will be OK, possibly - no problem, safe, but in
the incinerator, about the worst possible thing you could
put in. Other special waste may still be delivered, as I have
said again, in diluted form under part 3 of tbose special
waste regulations. That dilution is acceptable for the
purpose of transportation and risk of human contact but is
not necessarily suitable for the purposes of incineration.

The next point to which I hope we will get a very clear
and specific answer from the hon. mover of the department
- and perhaps other members might like to address the
issue, I do not know - is why in the inspector's report it
very clearly says, 'I recommend', signed by Mr
Brinkworth, 'controlled waste has the same meaning as
part 4 of the Public Health Act 1990 but includes household
and commercial waste from premises used for agriculture,
He recommends that; that is our independent inspector. I
have got no objections to that recommendation; if you have
an incinerator, then fine. I have got no problem with that,
and that was a reasonable request by the National Farmers
Union.

So how can it go from a very clear recommendation
into the actual process oflegislation and exclude the critical
words 'household and commercial'? The minister, when
he introduced the order, said, 'certain wastes' from
agricultural premises. By the definition that you have given
there, it is most uncertain what wastes you are talking about.
The inspector had made it quite clear what certain wastes
were, but he just left it open, and the only comfort again is
the 'no special waste' regulations which are not very good
at all, and therefore you could have, as you said, the
herbicide residues, the pesticide residues, whatever agro-
chemicals, in dilute form going in - fine, absolutely no
problem. Why did we have to have that change? If the
inspector makes aclear recommendation, why change it?

The last point there on the definitions of waste is this
exclusion of infected waste from the category of special
waste. The animal and clinical wastes are defined under
the waste regulations which were passed in this Court in
November last year, in 2000, as industrial waste, they are
clearly down there as industrial waste not as special waste
which is strange, possibly, because elsewhere in the UK
they are in the special waste regulations and they have
their codes which are there clearly in the order for you to
see; 180, 202 and 180 and 103, if I remember rightly. So
there they are in special waste, but in the Isle of Man now
they are not special'waste; they are industrial waste. Now,
perhaps the hon. minister would be able to say in what
body of regulations they are def,ined as special waste and
what special controls apply to them. I cannot find any as
yet, but then I accept that I have not had time to research
the matter possibly as long as others have, and I look
forward to that explanation. But it seems strange in the
regulations - the point I have made in my memorandum -
why take them out of the definition of special waste? Why
not just say no special waste may be delivered to the site
except (a) oil waste as defined and (b) clinical and animal
waste. So you are still calling them special waste so they
are subject to those sorts ofregulations and conditions and
a recognition that they are potentially infected matter and
need to be dealt with accordingly, but you are saying they

can be delivered to the incinerator, And that would be fine,
so why put in a silly definition of special waste which takes
them out of that definition and says 'exclude them, they
are no longer special waste' when quite clearly they are? I
think you have a major problem there.

Mr President, in conclusion I am really not quite sure
what the department intended with this application to
change its condition, because the original idea of just
collecting commercial and putrecscible waste from
industrial premises could have been quite easily dealt with
if it needed a change, which is dubious in the regulation,
but it could quite easily have been dealt with by a
redefinition elsewhere and not open this door to industrial
waste and anything else that might come in. I would say
that what we are doing here if we approve these regulations,
you are approving something thatis very loosein law. Now
I would say it opens the door wide to abuse, but even if
you disagree with me I think you ought to recognise that it
certainly leaves the door ajar for abuse, it does not close
the door firmly to abuse; it is not a clear, well define set of
regulations. We have had the Attomey-General's ruling
on the reserved matters which says, 'That is fine, that can
go ahead without this amendment order having been
passed', so if you look at the amendment order again and
say no to it today because you felt something was wrong
with it, it does not halt the progress of the incinerator; it
means you have an opportunity to go away and bring a set
of well-constructed regulations and conditions, and if they
came back - and I will give my word on this - I will remind
members that I voted for the electricity order relating to
the incinerator - all right it was connected with the
incinerator, but I did not vote against because I believed
that if you are having it then that is right, and, if you are
going to have it, then the regulations should be right, and
if those right regulations come back I will vote for them
even though it might cause me a few internal problems,
and that is what we need to do. But I do not think these
regulations are tight and we are putting something in place
for a long time. We are not talking about the policy, and
we know my feelings on the policy, but that is not the issue;
we are focusing clearly on the regulations, and that is what
we need to be concerned with. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. members, I think it is an
appropriate time at which to adjourn, and when we resume
af 2.30 p.m. the hon, member for Castletown will reply to
the debate.

The Court adjourned at 1.02 p.m.

Braddan (Middle Farm) Planning Scheme
(Amendment) (No.2) Order 2001-

Debate Concluded - Motion Carried

The President: Hon. members, I call on the hon.
member for Castletown to wind up the debate.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, can I speak, please? I wished
to when it had passed 1 o'clock.
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The President: Hon. members, I wish to make it quite
plain before we get into this business this afternoon. I had

io wait this morning for someone to speak before eventually
Mr Karran decided to speak. I then had to wait again for
somebody to speak and had to indicate to the Court that I
was prepared to invite the hon. member for Castletown to
wind up. I was given three names: Mrs Cannell decided
that she wished to speak and that was followed by Mr
Lowey and Mr Rimington. At 1 o'clock or two minutes
past one, when Mr Rimington waited, I again waited for
an indication. No other member wished to speak and I
indicated at that stage before we adjourned that the hon.
member for Castletown would wind up the debate. I call
on the hon. member'for Castletown.

Mrs Crowe: Come on then, Tony, you can do it'

his report, and I think that it is quite clear there. I would
also make or read out a part of the repoft that I think is
worth reading out because of the criticism of the
department over this issue, and I refer to paragraph 66 of
the inspector's report where he says, and I quote, 'It would
be wrong for the concerns of people living and working in
the vicinity and others with an interest in the environment
to be ignored. It would be a sad day if their doubts and
fears were lightly distegarded, not to say a denial ofnatural
justice to do so. In hearing the evidence fi'om both sides, I
do not think that the department can be fairly accused of
ignoring public concern.' So I think it is worth making
that point, because part of the argument has been that the
department is ignoring everybody and doing its own thing,
basically, and it is coming here with these changes for a
mysterious leason, I think it is important just to make that
point that the inspector, a person who does not even live
on the Isle of Man, a person who is involved with the
original planning inquiry, was making the point that the
department has gone a long way to try and deal with this
issue.

Now, Mr Duggan, as always and as he consistently has

been, is opposed to incineration, but Mr Duggan and his
views are that he would prefer to continue landfilling, so I
think we just have to balance that up: it is landfill or it is
incineration, and his form of landfilling, of course, is to
bale the refuse, transport it right across the Island away
from his constituency and bury it in someone else's
constituency, and of course we all know the problems you
have of getting landfill sites in the Isle of Man. (Mrs
Crowe: Absolutely.) So I think we just need to
acknowledge that he has always been opposed'

Mr Karran is opposed to it, he says and he was also
concerned at the procedure re the acting minister and I
suppose, in his usual style of course, his problem is he

does not trust anyone unless he is doing it. The point is
quite clear: I was appointed as acting minister for this issue,

lam quite satisfied I have acted with integrity. I made the
decisiôn to have a public inquiry, nobody else; in fact the
department's view was that it was unnecessary to have a
pu-blic inquiry. My view was that the original order had
been subject to a public inquiry, this was a change to the
original order and therefore should be subject to a public
inquiry, and I do not believe we have anything to hide and

I bèüeve it is in the public interest, which is first and
foremost in my mind to ensure that those who have a

concern have the right to express that concern, and
furthermore, and maybe even more importantly, that the
departmentjustifies its changes in public where everybody
who is interested can hear those views and they can be
reported on, and that is why I believe that was the right
way forward.

The hon. member then went on about the siting of the
incinerator and got a bit side-tracked as usual down the
path he wanted to go. Quite clearly this order has nothing
whatsoever to do with the siting of the incinerator, and I
think it is evident from members they know exactly what
it is about and it is certainly nothing to do with that.

I would have thought, based on other comments that
the hon. member and others have made during this debate,

that members should support this order, because to actually

Members: No!

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. First of all I
would just recognise those people who came to the Bar of
Tynwald to put forward their views and to express their
concems to Tynwald Court and say how we are fofiunate
to have a democratic system that enables people who wish
to object to a planning issue like this that they can come
forward to the Bar, and I think that they put forward their
views quite clearly and members will be clear on the points
that were put by them. What I would ask hon. members,
though, to keep in mind is that the persons who appeared
at the Bar, naturally as was expressed by their views,
opposed incineration and of course continue to oppose it
and therefore we must respect their views on that. However,
Tynwald policy is clear, it has been determined, and that is
that the Isle of Man shall have an incinerator. So the order
before hon. members is not whether or not we have an
incinerator, the order before hon. members is whether or
not the planning order that controls certain aspects ofthe
development of the incinerator should be amended and, if
they should, why should they be amended? So I think I
would ask hon. members to keep that in mind. As the hon.
member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, said, it is pretty
straightforward, it is about the content of the order, not
about the principle and policy of having an incinerator,
and I would ask hon. members to keep that in mind.

I think it is worth making the point at this stage, because
there has been a number of comments made about the
department and what it has done, and I would make the
point that the department really is in a no-win position. If
it did not change, or promote a change to, the order in
terms of the planning order, then the conditions that now
apply continue to apply and they could build the incinerator.
I am satisfied that the department has come forward to
promote changes which tighten up areas of control in
relation to the operation of the incinerator, and I think, if
you read the report of the inspector, I was surprised at the
comments from the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs
Cannell, because the report of the inspector was circulated
to every member and quite clearly within that report the
issues were put forward, a résumé of the concerns from
those who objected, and then of course the conclusions of
the independent inspector are clearly laid out throughout
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oppose this order leaves the existing order in being, ifthat
was the way that Tynwald Court went, and I have to say
that the proposals in this new order are actually of greater
benefit to controlling the operation of the incinerator than
the present order in its wording as it is now, and I would
ask members to think very carefully about where they vote
on this one, because you might oppose incineration, but if
the incinerator is going to happen I would have thought
you would want to make sure that the best possible controls
are in place for the operation of that incinerator, and the
proposal before you today is to improve the operation of
that incinerator.

I would make the point that I think that the department
has unfortunately used the wrong vehicle in dealing with
these matters. My view is that whilst legally they are correct
using the planning law, I do not think it is the best way to
have dealt with this in terms that it would have been easier
and much more, I believe, satisfactory to have used a
different system to the planning system, but of course
originally these matters were put into the original order as

planning conditions and they have no altemative then but
to go back for an amendment order, but I am not sure it is
the best way to deal with such matters when you are
developing an incinerator, or anything else for that matter.
Planning has a specific rôle to do and, by extending that
rôle, it creates problems because to amend anything you
have got to go back to square one and you have got to go
through a whole lengthy procedure again. So I just make
that point - I am not convinced that is the best way forward.
I would like to see, and I hope it happens, specific primary
legislation to control the operation of the Isle of Man's
incinerator with specific offences and so on for any
problems that may arise, but that is another question and
that is for another day.

Mr Singer questioned the qualifications of the inspector
and the Attorney-General's advice. Well, I would make it
clear that theAttorney-General's advice, as I understand it
- and I am absolutely sure this is the case - was purely
legal advice. He was not talking about the policies; it was
pure legal advice. As far as the inspector's qualifications
are concerned, my understanding is they certainly were
not questioned when he undertook the original inquiry. It
is the same inspector who has undertaken this inquiry, so
he has full knowledge of what went on originally and of
course certain expert advice was available to him when he
undertook the inquiry. So again I think we must keep that
in context and of course ultimately, if the inspector was
unhappy with what had gone on, he was free to adjourn to
get legal advice or to get advice from an expert or whatever.
That was a matter for him and he could have done that. He
is quite clearly content, because he has taken this forward
and recommended as he has in his report.

Mrs Cannell clearly said that she did not see there were
any reasons for changing the conditions. I would make
the point to the hon, member, partly echoing what I have
said, the argument over whether or not we have an
incinerator is lost, because the Isle of Man has determined
it is having one and therefore it will be built. What has to
happen is that surely - and certainly I would have thought
from where the hon member comes from - what you want
is to ensure that the best controls are in place, and I would
suggest to the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell,

that this is an improvement on what exists at the moment
and therefore I would hope she would support that, because
not to do so means that you do not want it tightened up.

Another point that is worth making is that the objectors,
I understand, wanted the Environmental Agency to be
involved in this issue of the Isle of Man developing its
own incinerator, and the department took that on board
and said 'Yes, we will use the UK Environmental Agency
to provide advice,' and I understand it was they who
advised the department to seek the change to the order
that is now before us in terms of the plume and their view
was that to do what was in the planning approval as

originally put forward and approved by Tynwald Court
would actually mean the use of greater energy in the
operation of the incinerator as proposed because of trying
to comply with the conditions put under planning. So again,
the objectors wanted the Environmental Agency involved,
the department conceded that, the Environmental Agency
then made recommendations and the department has
followed those through. Now, imagine what would be said
if the Environmental Agency had made recommendations
and the department said, 'We are not interested. We are
not going to do it because we do not want the hassle' - and
it could quite easily have said that. They did not. What the
department said is, ''We are going to accept that advice
even though it potentially means delaying progression of
the incinerator and it means the possibility of another public
inquiry.' So the department, I think, took a responsible
view on that and could quite easily have gone the other
way, so I think members should keep that in mind. I think
that is an important issue.

I have answered Mr Lowey's main point, I think, which
was about expert advice, and I do not think there is anything
more I can add to it except what I have been advised and
the information I have.

Mr Rimington then went on about the incinerator and
he quite rightly said it is not a debate about the incinerator
- and we all know his views and respect them as we do
with anyone else who has different views. He said that he
was clear that it was about the order and the content of the
order and I know that the hon. member contacted the
Attorney-General with a lengthy letter about the changes
in the order, and quite rightly so, important issues, and he
has had a full written response from Mr Attorney on that.
The issue of controlled waste is what he talks about. I would
make the point that it is quite a complicated issue because,
of course, we are dealing with now two orders, the original
order and then the order as amended; we are dealing with
the Public Health Act of 1990 and the interpretation of
part4 of that, and the issues of controlled waste and what
that means, and why we have dropped the terminology of
the household waste et cetera in the order or in the
recommendation from the inspector. I think the point is
that you need to be clear on what it says. So if I refer to the
Act, it says 'controlled waste' means household, industrial
and commercial waste or any such waste. Now, household
waste is clearly laid out in schedule 1; there are eight points
on that and those are available for members to look at.
Then of course you have got waste to be treated as industrial
waste, clearly laid out in schedule 2. So for anyone who
really wants to know what those terminologies were prior
to this debate, they are clearly there in the legislation, laid
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out quite clearly, all laid down, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and anybody
with that interest can clearly get that clarified and those
matters are there.

As for why I changed the recommendation of the
inspector, first, I did not change his recommendation; what
I did, based on legal advice from the Attorney-General's
office which I sought prior to confirming the order, was
utilise a better and far more straight-forward vehicle in
terms of how we define what the inspector had said. The
inspector is not a legal man, he is not going to be au fait
with how Manx law is or how the intricacies of the different
legislation cross-reference and so on, but what was given
was quite had taken
legal advi suggested
by the ap its object
would be finition of
'controlled waste' in paragraph 1 of schedule 2 to the 1 998
order than by inserting a new definition in paragraph 5.16
of that schedule as proposed. Now, it is not doing anything
different; it meets the objective of what the planning
inspector suggested, but it actually meets it in a far more
effective way and a far more efficient way for people who
are interested in it. So it is not trying to hide anything, it is
not trying to side-track anything, it is still going to be there
quite clearly laid out.

As for the issue of controlled waste, again, that is an

issue that was raised and, just to refer to the letter that Mr
Atto the hon. member, Mr
Rimi 200l regardingthisorder,
the h of Controlled.Waste' and
Mr Attorney responds and states, 'As you correctly state
in your letter, the definition of controlled waste in the
No. 2 Order excludes any reference to household and
commercial waste. You will see that the definition of
controlled waste refers to part 4 of the Public Health Act
of 1990. Section 77,of the 1990Actprovides thatin the
interpretation of part 4 "controlled waste" means
household, industrial and commercial waste or any such
waste,' which is the bit I covered before. 'It will be
appreciated, therefore, that by defining "controlled" waste
in the manner set out in the proposed order, it has been
unnecessary to refer expressly to household and
commercial waste. Controlled waste also includes waste
from premises used for agriculture within the meaning of
the Agricultural Holdings Act of 1969. "Agriculture" is
defined in section 31 of the 1969 Act as inciuding
horticulture, fruit growing, seed growing, dairy farming
and livestock breeding, and keeping the use of the land as

gtazing land, meadowland, market gardens and nursery
grounds. You enquire whether special waste may be
delivered to the incinerator from agricultural premises. On
the basis that because the waste comes from agricultural
premises it is to be considered as controlled waste. In my
view that would not be possible since there is an absolute
prohibition contained within the proposed new clause
5(15Xa) which deals with the operation of the plant, namely
no special waste may be delivered to the site. Special waste,
therefore, may not be delivered to the incinerator from
agricultural premises or elsewhere, and care will clearly
have to be taken that special waste is not mixed with the
conffolled waste. In conclusion, with reference to your first
question, there has been no drafting error in the definition''

So I hope that clarifies the understandable concerns that
members who have raised the issue have as to the issue of
the waste, the type of waste et cetera.

Tbe other things I think that are important to endeavour
to clarify, because points have been made by those who
appeared at the Bar as well as by hon, members, were
regarding the plume. I have covered the point that the
Environmental Agency made that recommendation to the
department, and I think quite responsibly the department
has reacted to that, and I do not believe anybody can
criticise the department for doing that.

Ignoring public concern was another issue that was
raised. Again I think the inspector has said it all: the

Hazardous waste, again, has been dealt with in terms
that the hazardous waste is covered by the inspector's report
and, if hon. members are interested, paragraph 47 covers
that issue and we can be quite clear where the inspector
covers that point, and he says in there, and I quote, 'Legal

e c enable
to tor for
. It ment's

view that there should be no hazardous waste brought to
the plant as

of good pr
practical re
sources, su
wording as proposed would still exclude hazardous waste.
So agaii tlie inspector is recognising the department is
tighténing up the wording, not loosening it, not making it
eÀsier foi themselves but if anything making it more
difficult and putting greater responsibility on whoever will
operate the incinerator in the future, and again I think that
is important to cover that. So I hope that that would respond
to most of the reasons for that.

If I can just cover a couple of points I think are
important, Mr President, so that there is no
miiunderstanding - a lot more could be said over this, but
I think it is important just to make sure I have covered

Mr Gilbey: Very well.

Mr Brown: As the acting minister for the department
in this issue, what I can assure hon. members is that prior
to my accepting seek clarification
that Í was not in of interest. I was

advised clearly ho contacted the
Attorney-General's Office, that that was the case that I
was nol in conflict, and I certainly would not have taken
on this job if I had thought there was any position where
there was a clear and direct conflict of interest. The hon.
member for South Douglas, Mr Duggan, said, 'Yes' but
you are an incinerator man.' So does that make it right
ihat, if he is not, he should have taken it? The problem is
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that we have views on it, but this is not a view about
whether we are having an incinerator; this is about ensuring
that it operates to the best practices possible and to ensure
that we tidy up some of the other issues where, as this
thing has developed, the department has recognised some
changes that needed to be made, and I think very
imporlantly - and I re-emphasise this point - because some
of the objectors required and encouraged the department
to use the UK Environmental Agency, which they did, and
the department then got advice from that body and the
department responsibly accepted that advice and said 'Yes,
we will make those changes based on the advice we have
received from you,' because the condition that was put in
there meant that there could be a greater detrjment to the
environment because of dealing with it. All the other issues
- and I respect some of the points made at the Bar about
the type of waste we are using - well, the incinerator has
been approved, based on the type of waste that we, as
Tynwald Court, the department promoting it, have accepted
as the way forward for dealing with refuse in the Isle of
Man, and I would hope hon. members will support the
order because the order is of benefit to our community.
The decision about having an incinerator has already been
made and those who are going to be closest to the
incinerator have everything to gain by supporting the order
that is before hon. members now. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you
is printed at 31 on your order paper. Those in favour please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.

A div is io n w as c ølI e d fo r and v o tin g re s ult e d as fo IIow s :

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, Sir Miles Walket Mrs
Crowe, Messrs Brown, Houghton, Brøidwood, Downie,
Bell, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 14

Agøinst: Messrs North, Rimington, Henderson, Cretney,
Duggan, Mrs CanneII, Mr Shinmtin, Mrs Hannan and
Mr Singer - 9

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the
House of Keys, 14 votes in favour and 9 votes against.

In the Council -

For: Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 4

Against: The Lord Bishop and Mr Lowey - 2

The President: With 4 votes cast for and 2 against in
the Council, the motion, hon. members, therefore carries.

Manx Electricity Authority -
Treasury Loans Approved

The President: We turn back, hon. members, to item 9
on our order paper and I call on the Minister for the
Treasury to move.

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

That þnwald sanctions Treøsury borrowings not
exceeding f.l85,000,000 such borrowings to be repaid
within 35 years.

By this motion Treasury is seeking borrowing authority
for f 185 million. In summary, Treasury intends to issue a
bond for f 185 million on behalf of the Manx Electricity
Authority, as it did ayear oÍ so ago for the WaterAutholity.

The MEA has been in discussion with the Treasury in
relation to its proposals for its programme of capital works
for over ayealAt the budget in February 2001 the details
of its proposals had not been finalised by the MEA. The
consequence was that no loan sanction could be built into
the budget. However, the following comment was included
in the budget, and I quote, sir, 'In relation to the MEA's
future capital spending, the authority and the Treasury are
exploring funding methods. This includes the potential to
seek external borrowing, the costs of which would be met
from the authority's future income streams. Decisions on
this matter and on the estimated costs of the MEA s future
capital programme within the context of its plans, as
endorsedby Tynwald in November 2000, will be developed
during the year.'

The MEA has now finalised its proposals, a major
element of which relates to the gas fired power station and
associated natural gas supply, which was debated and
endorsed at the June sitting of this hon. Court. However,
this is only a part, albeit a vital part, of the MEA s overall
long-term strategy.

Three fundamental principles have been adopted by the
authority and embedded in a five-year business plan. These
are, firstly, to eliminate the dependency on heavy fuel oil,
which is expensive, environmentally unfriendly and is
increasingly becoming an insecure supply; secondly, to
reduce the price of electricity on the Island to more
acceptable levels for all customers; and thirdly, to prepare
the MEA for unprecedented load gowth.

The Manx Electricity Authority has determined to
accomplish these primary objectives by developing a
pipeline infrastructure that would allow the supply of
natural gas to the Island; by commissioning a combined
cycle gas turbine power station, which would be the corner
stone of the Island's capacity and generate electricity at
40 per cent of existing costs; By developing the
wherewithal to trade on the new interconnector cable, such
that it pays for itself or better; by reinforcing the Island's
distribution network, especially in areas of high-load
growth; and by developing a long-term financial solution
which does not overburden the tariff in the short-term,
thereby frustrating the key primary objective.

Indicative costs of the MEA s infrastructural works
which make up the f 185 million are as follows: the power
station f80 million; the gas pipeline infrastructure, f20
million; the cable buy-out and refinancing, f50 million;
wind farm proposals, f 10 million; networkreinforcement,
f25 million, and these are indicative costs. Work
undertaken by the MEA and its independent professional
advisers has confirmed that the above investment
programmes debt can be financed by current tariff levels,
and indeed a cut in tariff in April 2003 is probable.

Manx Electricity Authority - Treasury Loans Approved



Incinerator — Designer and Builder — Question by Mrs Cannell

The President: Question 20, hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask:

Who will design and build the plant required for the mass burn incinerator?

The President: Again it is for the Minister of Local Government and the Environment, Mr
Gilbey, to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the first thing I must say is that the hon. member for East Douglas
is quite wrong to refer to a mass burn incinerator. We are building an energy from residual waste
facility designed to deal with materials which can not be recovered, reused or recycled viably. The
hon. member will undoubtedly recall that prior to the financial motion in respect of the integrated
incinerator energy from waste facility last year, the fullest details regarding the contract and
contractors were made available to all members of this hon. Court and to the public. However, to
assist and without wishing to go over ground already covered, I would summarise as follows.
With the approval of Tynwald, the Department of Local Government and the Environment entered
into a contract to build and operate after design the integrated incinerator with United Waste (Isle
of Man) Limited. Again, with the knowledge of this hon. Court, United Waste Limited sub-
contracted the design and build element of the project to Kvaerner EC (UK) Limited. Kvaerner
have been working on the design of the facility for over a year now and started preliminary
building works at Richmond Hill two weeks ago.

The President: Hon. member, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I consider myself duly ticked off by the hon. minister
for my expression on this facility, but I still regard it as mass burn. In view of the information
which was presented to hon. members this morning by Treasury in that when the financial status
of the companies involved with the design and provision of plant on the incineration no checks
on companies’ or the companies’ wellbeing was undertaken. And subsequent to that, the fact
that Kvaerner has been found to be in financial difficulty and that this is the company that is
designing and building the plant for the incinerator - does the hon. minister not agree with me
that it would be incumbent upon him to ensure that the plant ordered and designed and bid for
will be forthcoming and that, if it is not, it will be forthcoming from elsewhere and that there is
financial provision built in all of the contractual obligations back to back or whatever to ensure the
taxpayers’ interest and the department’s interest in respect of this?

Mr Gilbey: I would be glad to be able to give the hon. member the assurances which she is
seeking. First of all, I think she suggests no checks were made on the well-being financially of
companies which attended. In fact, every company that attended was checked most carefully, not
only by officers of the Department of Local Government and the Environment, but very senior
officers of the Treasury, and when you come down to Kvaerner, it is a huge international
company employing no less than 35,000 people in 35 different countries. The actual subsidiary
dealing with the design and build of the incinerator at Richmond Hill is in fact the old Davey
United company which older members of this hon. Court may remember in the past was the
backbone of British industry in the north of England. Now, that company as in my view sadly the
case so often these days, has passed through various ownerships over the quarter of a century
or more. And it is now a subsidiary of the Norwegian international group, Kvaerner. Even if the
worst were to happen to Kvaerner - and I will to come back to that in a minute - I think there is
every reason to suppose that Kvaerner EC (UK) Limited, the old Davey United Group, would
continue and merely be purchased by yet another new owner, as is so often the wont now, with
successful businesses to form part of groups.



But, coming back to Kvaerner, it did have problems which have been mentioned in the
international press and at one time its share price fell to about five kroner. Recently the level has
increased to about 13 kroner. I think it is, in fact, overcoming its difficulties, part of which were
caused by shareholders’ disputes and I have circulated to all hon. members of this Court various
information. However, of even greater importance is the fact that the Manx Government’s contract
is with United Waste and it is up to them to procure the design and building of the plant. And if,
for any reason, Kvaerner did not do it, it would be up to United Waste and their parent group,
which is an enormous international company, Suez Lionnaise des Eaux group - like the hon.
Treasury minister, I am afraid my French is not very good either - but that enormous group would
be bound to see that facility was designed and built to the required standards, and any additional
costs that might arise would have to be met by them and not the Manx Government. Therefore, I
am content, as is the Treasury minister, that our financial position is secured. I should add that
we have various guarantees guaranteeing the operation of the Manx companies that have been
formed by both groups.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you. The minister has actually touched in part upon the question that I
was going to put to him regarding guarantees, sir, because we do not want another rerun of the
meat plant and I was very concerned about the costs of this project and that we do have very firm,
long guarantees.

The President: Hon. minister for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I thank all the information that has been forthcoming
this morning from the hon. minister, but again, does he not share my consideration in that the
overall design of this plant was used at the public inquiry to consider reserved matters, and all of
that helped to base the decision of advice which came from the independent planning inspector.
Now, if Kvaerner do no longer continue, in the worst possible scenario, to supply through United
Waste for the Isle of Man Government’s project the particular plant of which designs were
submitted at the inquiry and it goes to another company, does the minister not agree with me
that it should also go to a fresh public inquiry? Does he not agree with me that the designs were
produced by Kvaerner and that forms the basis of the recommendation from the independent
planning inspector? And if Kvaerner are in financial difficulties and are unable to, through
procurement or otherwise, provide the plant that is designed and form the basis of a decision,
then it should go to a fresh planning inquiry?

The President: Hon. member, I think your comment is made. I think its conjecture is not
relevant to the question on the order paper.

Urban Regeneration Study — Consultation with Douglas Residents —
Question by Mrs Cannell

The President: We move on to item 21. I call on Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: I beg leave to ask:

(1) What is the latest position in relation to your department’s urban regeneration study in
the Tynwald Street, Allan Street, area; and

(2) When do you expect to consult with residents in this area?

The President: Again, Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the Department of Local Government and the Environment has
been progressing phase 1 of the urban regeneration program which encompasses an area



points in our policy of reuse and recycling, so I hope that this hon. Court will support this
resolution. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 7 on your order paper.
Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Animal Waste Processing Plant — Design — Expenditure Approved

The President: Item 8, the Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Department of Local Government and the Environment to
expend a sum not exceeding £135,000 on the pre-contract fees for the development of the
design of the animal waste processing plant.

This, Mr President, you will be glad to hear, is the last item I have got for a little time. (A
Member: Hear, hear.) This one is also regarding waste matters. The Department of Local
Government and the Environment’s Waste Management Plan 2000 has been established to
provide a framework for the detailed implementation of Tynwald’s waste management strategy
for the Island.

Amongst the wastes identified for disposal by incineration are up to 4,500 tonnes per
annum of animal wastes arising from agriculture and meat industry sources. Most of this waste
is currently rendered at the animal by-products plant in East Baldwin, the residue being taken to
landfill sites. In future such wastes will be fed into the secondary stream of the integrated
incinerator (energy from waste) facility.

The proposed animal waste processing plant is required to process animal wastes into a
form suitable for incineration and to the requirements agreed with United Waste Limited, the
future incinerator operators.

Initially, following preliminary advice, a budget of £250,000 was allowed for the provision of
equipment to be installed within the existing old abattoir building. However, during refinement of
the development brief it became clear that a more complex and sophisticated plant would be
required to cope with operating needs, current environmental health standards and health and
safety legislation. I should say that here the standards required are continually rising, something
in respect of which I do not think we should complain.

In arriving at this conclusion the department has taken expert advice from the industry, and
modern plants operating in the adjacent isle have been visited to ensure that only proven
technology is utilised.

In view of the highly specialised nature of the processing plant, the design is being
progressed in conjunction with specialist suppliers of this type of equipment and with advice
from the Department of Transport, which operates the present by-products plant.

The outline sketch scheme proposals are still in preparation. Any cost estimates given at
this stage, while based on the best available information, provide a general guide and should
not be regarded as being fully accurate. However, it is currently anticipated that the budget for the
project will be in the range of £21/2 million to £3 million.

The motion before hon. members is for pre-contract fees not exceeding £135,000. This will
enable a much more detailed cost estimate to be prepared and for the revised cost to be
included in the 2002-2003 budget for approval by this hon. Court.

Mr President, I beg to move.



The President: Hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 8 on the order paper. Will
those in favour please say aye, against no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Inner Link Road, Kewaigue Bridge — Construction — Motion Carried

The President: Now, hon. members, as I indicated this morning, the hon. Minister for
Tourism and Leisure is off the Island today on a family matter and so I will defer item 9 and take
item 10. Minister for Transport.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

That Tynwald -

(a) authorises the Department of Transport to undertake works for the construction of the
inner link road and new railway bridge at Kewaigue bridge for a sum not exceeding
£1,560,000;

(b) authorises the Treasury to expend out of the consolidated loan fund during the year
ending 31st March 2002, a sum not exceeding £750,000; and

(c) approves of and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £1,560,000 being made by
government, to be repaid over 30 years.

The motion before hon. members is seeking approval for the funds required for the next
phase of the Douglas inner link road, thereby enabling my department to continue to develop the
Douglas transport plan. This follows on from the present reconstruction of the highway on the
Old Castletown Road.

This next phase, phase 3, provides for the construction of a new 250-metre section of road
which will be at the standard 7.3 metre width and also for the construction of an additional new
bridge to carry the steam railway at Kewaigue.

The construction of the additional new bridge is essential, as it will enable us to provide the
height required to enable modern vehicles to pass under the railway bridge without having to, as
at present, go into the centre of the roadway under the existing bridge.

The scheme will also enable us to provide a much-needed footway in the area, an area
where schoolchildren walk this route to and from Kewaigue Primary School.

The new bridge will be faced with Manx stone to ensure that it blends with the existing
bridge. The existing bridge is to be retained and the existing road landscaped and reduced in
width. This will provide an alternative pedestrian and cul-de-sac access to the properties which
currently have poor access and visibility onto the Old Castletown Road.

In undertaking this scheme there will unfortunately, be some tree loss. The required
approvals have been obtained and as part of our scheme we have determined to incorporate a
tree planting scheme which involves planting some 200 native species. In addition, we are to
construct around a 130 metres of new Manx hedge.

The department has liaised closely with the owners of the railway, the Department of
Tourism and Leisure. It is proposed, subject to Tywald’s approval today, to start on site on the
5th November 2001, with completion of the railway bridge in March 2001.
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Messrs J R Houghton and R W Henderson (Douglas North); Mr A C Duggan (Douglas South); Mr
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(Douglas West); Hon J A Brown (Castletown); Hon D J Gelling (Malew and Santon); Sir Miles
Walker CBE LLD (hc), Mrs P M Crowe and Mr J Rimington (Rushen); with Mr M Cornwell-Kelly,
Clerk of Tynwald.

The Lord Bishop took the prayers.

Apologies for Absence

The President: Hon. members, we have apologies for absence from the hon. member of
Council, Mr Delaney, who I can report is doing well, although still indisposed; Mr Crowe, the hon.
member of the Legislative Council, who is attending a parliamentary seminar; and the hon.
member for Douglas South, Mr Cretney, who is absent from today’s sitting on a family matter.
Hon. members, the hon. member of Council, Mr Radcliffe, will be joining us later. Those are the
apologies, hon. members.

Welcome to New Clerk of Tynwald

The President: This morning on your behalf I welcome alongside Mr Speaker our new
Clerk, Malachy Cornwell-Kelly.

Members: Hear, hear.

Procedural

The President: Now, hon. members, I am sure you are aware that we have commenced our
sitting this month a day early to allow ourselves time to complete our order paper. However, it is
still a lengthy paper which includes several contentious items, and I am sure that members
would be grateful if we tried to keep our speeches short and to the point.

Hon. members, I have also received this morning a petition with over 4,500 signatures on.
The petition, hon. members, is relevant to item 11 on the order paper and I will see to it that it is
placed on the table in the Members’ Room so that it is readily available to all members for their
perusal.

Bills for Signature

The President: We have six Bills for signature, hon. members, and if you are agreeable we
will continue on our business whilst they are signed. Is that agreed, hon. members?

Members: Agreed.



Papers Laid before the Court

The President: Therefore I call upon the Clerk to lay papers.

The Clerk: I lay before the Court:

European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 -
European Communities (Afghanistan Sanctions) (Application) (Amendment) Order
2001 [SD No 528/01]
European Communities (Freezing of Funds) (Yugoslavia) (Application) Order 2001
[SD No 448/01]

Pension Schemes Act 1995 -
Welfare Reform and Pensions Act 1999 (Application) (Amendment) Order 2001 [SD
No 557/01]

Social Security Act 2000 -
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 13) Order 2001 [SD No 558/01]
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 14) Order 2001 [SD No 559/01]
Social Security Legislation (Application) (No. 15) Order 2001 [SD No 560/01]

Pension Schemes Act 1995 -
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 3) Order 2001 [SD No 561/01]
Pension Schemes Legislation (Application) (No. 4) Order 2001 SD No 562/01]

Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 -
Income Support (General) (Isle of Man) (Amendment) (No. 4) Regulations 2001 [SD
No 563/01]

Fire Services Act 1984 -
Fire Services (Discipline) Regulations 2001 [SD No 522/01]

Licensing Act 1995 -
Drinking in Public Places (Designated Place) (Peel) Order 2001 [SD No 521/01]

Custody Rules -
Custody Rules 2001 [SD No 520/01]

Online Gambling Regulation Act 2001 -
Online Gambling (Maximum Number of Licences) Order 2001 [SD No 502/01]

Land Registration Act 1982 -
Land Registry (Designation of Compulsory Area) Order 2001 [SD No 531/01]

Town and Country Planning Acts 1934 to 1991 -
Town and Country Planning (Permitted Development) (FMD Disposal Site) Order 2001
[SD No 582/01]

Government Departments Act 1987: Statutory Boards Act 1987 -
Waste Management Board Order 2001 [SD No 535/01]

Electronic Transactions Act 2000 -
Electronic Transactions (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No 517/01]

Merchant Shipping Registration Act 1991 -
Merchant Shipping (Relevant Countries) (Singapore) Regulations 2001 [SD No
405/01]



Employment (Sex Discrimination) Act 2000 -
Draft Code of Practice on Sex Discrimination in Employment 2001 [SD No 565/01]

Employment Act 1991 -
Draft Code of Practice on the Recognition of Trade Unions 2001 [SD No 564/01]

Petroleum Act 1998 -
Submarine Pipelines (Assessment of Environmental Effects) Regulations 2001 [SD
No 566/01]

Licensing and Registration of Vehicles Act 1985 -
Licensing and Registration of Vehicles (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2001 [SD
No 568/01]

Road Traffic Act 1985 -
Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2001 [SD
No 567/01]

Income Tax Act 1970 -
Income Tax (Capital Relief) (Commercial Buildings Allowance) (Port St Mary) Order
2001 [SD No 490/01]
Income Tax (Social Security Benefits) (Exemptions) Order 2001 [SD No 525/01]

Companies Acts 1931 to 1993 -
Companies (Share Premium Account) Regulations 2001 [SD No 552/01]

Subsistence Allowances -
Subsistence Allowances [GC No 42/01]

Value Added Tax Act 1996 -
Value Added Tax (Conversion of Buildings) Order 2001 [SD No 507/01]

Betting Act 1970 -
Betting Duty Regulations 2001 [SD No 508/01]

Alcoholic Liquor Duties Act 1986 -
Alcoholic Liquor Duties Act 1986 (Amendment) Order 2001 [SD No 509/01]

Animal Health Act 1996 -
Livestock (Regulation of Movement) (Special Temporary Provisions) Order 2001 [SD
No 491/01]
Sheep Scab (Control) Order 2001 [SD No 489/01]
Foot and Mouth Disease (Animal Feedstuff Seizure and Compensation) Order 2001
[SD No 393/01]
Foot and Mouth Disease (Importation) (Temporary Prohibition) (Amendment) (No. 2)
Order 2001 [SD No 518/01]

Agricultural Wages Act 1952 -
Agricultural Wages Regulations 2001 [SD No 533/01]

Superannuation Act 1984 -
Hospice Care Superannuation Scheme 2001 [SD No 580/01]
Superannuation (Miscellaneous Amendments etc.) Scheme 2001 [SD No 581/01]

Department of Tourism and Leisure -
Tourism Development Fund (Amendment) Scheme 2001 [GC No 47/01]



Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry -
Cereals Intervention and Area Payments (Amendment) Scheme 2001 [GC No 48/01]

Reports -
Report by the Council of Ministers: Select Committee on the Petition for Redress of
Grievance of A D Radcliffe.
Report by the Council of Ministers: Select Committee on Members of Government
Departments.
Report by the Council of Ministers: Petition for Redress of Grievance of Jean Noreen
Thompson.
Drug and Alcohol Strategies Isle of Man: Second Annual Report 1 April 2000 - 31
March 2001.
Department of Local Government and the Environment: Report on a Policy for a Waste
Minimisation Strategy for the Isle of Man Government. 
Department of Local Government and the Environment: Recycling Study September
2001.
Department of Local Government and the Environment: Housing Policy Review
Progress Report, October 2001.
Department of Transport: Report on the Queen’s Pier, Ramsey.
Report of the Select Committee on the Petition for Redress of Grievance of Jill
Dugdale.
Report of the Select Committee on the Petition for Redress of Grievance of Albert
Edward Ansfield and Geoffrey Sheard Sanders.
Report of the Select Committee on Local Government Reform.
Report of the Select Committee on the Petition for Redress of Grievance of David
Buttery.
Report of the Select Committee on the Petition for Redress of Grievance of Margaret
Bendall.

European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 -
European Communities (Summertime) (Application) Order 2001 [draft]

Government Departments Act 1987 -
Appointment of Members of Departments (No.2) Instrument 2001 [GC No 40/01]

Agricultural Wages Act 1952 -
Agricultural Wages Board Order 2001 [SD No 532/01]

Superannuation Act 1984 -
Superannuation (Clerk of Tynwald’s Department) Determination 2001 [SD No 529/01]

Medicines Act 1976 -
Medicines (Pharmacies) (Registration Fees) Regulations 2001 [SD No 334/01]

Alcoholic Liquor Duties Act 1986 -
Cider and Perry (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No 510/01]

Income Tax Act 1970 -
Income Tax (Rate of Interest) Order 2001 [SD No 526/01]

Income Tax (Repayment Supplements) Regulations 2001 [SD No 527/01]

Currency Act 1992 -
Currency (Cat Crowns) Order 2001 [SD No 460/01]



Currency (World Cup Football Crowns) Order 2001 [SD No 459/01]
Insurance (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No 496/01]

Customs and Excise Management Act 1986 -
Excise Duty Points (Duty Suspended Movements of Excise Goods) Regulations 2001
[SD No 536/01]

Criminal Justice Act 1990 -
Anti-Money Laundering (Amendment) Code 2001 [SD No 556/01]

Police Act 1993 -
Isle of Man Special Constables Regulations 2001 [SD No 554/01]
Isle of Man Police (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No 555/01]

United Nations -
Afghanistan (United Nations Sanctions) (Isle of Man) (Amendment) Order 2001 [SI
2001 No. 2566]

Appointed Day Orders -
Trustee Act 2001 (Appointed Day) Order 2001 [SD No 434/01]
Corporate Services Providers Act 2000 (Appointed Day) (No.2) Order 2001 [SD No
599/01]
Criminal Justice Act 2001 (Appointed Day) (No.3) Order 2001 [SD No 596/01]
Fair Trading (Amendment) Act 2001 (Appointed Day) (No.1) Order 2001 [SD No
505/01]
Licensing (Amendment) Act 2001 (Appointed Day) (Amendment) Order 2001 [SD No
594/01]

Reports and Accounts -
Isle of Man Water Authority: Annual Report and Accounts 2000/2001.
Isle of Man Water Authority: Drinking Water Quality Report 2000/2001.
Depositors’ Compensation Scheme: Annual Report and Accounts of the Scheme
Manager for the year ended 31st March 2001.
Isle of Man Data Protection Registrar: Annual Report 2000-2001.
Council of Ministers: Report of the Working Party on Integrated Transport in the Isle of
Man.
Economic Affairs Division Isle of Man Treasury: Isle of Man Census 2001 Provisional
Report.
Office of the Chief Minister: Policy Review 2001, Volumes 1 and 2.
Isle of Man Post Office Report and Financial Statements to 28 March 2001.
Report of the Police Complaints Commissioner year ending 31 March 2001.
Standing Committee on Expenditure and Public Accounts: General Report Session
2000-2001.
Second Report of the Standing Orders Committee of Tynwald: Petitions for Redress
Presented on 5th July 2001.

European Communities -
European Communities instruments circulated during June 2001 [GC No 39/2001],
July 2001 [GC No 44/2001] and August 2001 [GC No 46/2001]

International Agreements -
International agreements which the Isle of Man Government has requested to be
extended to the Isle of Man during the period 1st July to 30th September 2001



Eurocontrol - The European Organisation for the Safety of Air Navigation.
UK Bilateral Firm and Television Co-production Agreements (with various other
countries).

International agreements which the Isle of Man Government has requested not to be
extended to the Isle of Man during the period 1st July to 30th September 2001.
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe Convention on the the
Transboundary Impact of Industrial Accidents
International Labour Organisation (ILO) Convention 111 -Discrimination in
Employment and Occupation

Manx Airlines — Proposed Operational Changes — Question by Mr Singer

The President: We turn then, hon. members, to our question paper and I call upon the hon.
member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Chief Minister:

Are you aware of any proposed changes to the Manx Airlines operation in
consequence of the British Airways take-over of British Regional Airlines?

The President: I call on the Chief Minister to reply.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, the answer is that we have received no information from Manx
Airlines to suggest any detrimental effects on the Island as a consequence of the take-over of
British Regional Airlines by British Airways, sir.

The President: The hon. member for Ramsey.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. Could I therefore ask the Chief Minister, is he aware
that it is said that there is an intention by Manx Airlines to transfer their booking facilities to the
United Kingdom and close down the Ronaldsway booking area, and also that there is an
intention to transfer Manx Airlines’ administration to Manchester in about 18 months’ time? Has
the Chief Minister heard this at all? Can he tell me that there is no truth in this rumour at all or is
he not aware of it?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, I cannot speak on behalf of Manx Airlines, nor can I speak on
behalf of British Airways, but I was very interested when the questioner said, ‘Was I aware it is
said that?’ in the first part and then ‘It is the intention to transfer.’ Well, I can assure hon.
members that I have received nothing from either BA of British Regional or Manx Airlines in
respect of the suggested areas that they might transfer. Certainly I have heard also rumours the
other way around, that some of the affairs and the bookings of another part of the regional would
be coming to the Isle of Man. They are rumours, but I can assure the hon. member we have
heard nothing whatsoever from the company to tell us that they are doing anything at this time.

New Prison Site — Tynwald Approval — Question by Mr Houghton

The President: Question 2, hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Chief Minister:

Why was Tynwald’s approval not sought regarding the location of the new prison
before commencing site investigation studies and the planning application for siting the facility at
Ballafletcher, Braddan?

The President: Chief Minister.



Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr President. It would be contrary to our established practice in
relation to capital projects to seek Tynwald approval to a site before commencing site
investigations and making a planning application; indeed, it is the other way around. In
presenting a proposal to Tynwald for approval it is clearly desirable to be able to demonstrate
that the proposal has satisfied inquiries in relation to the site and that a valid planning approval
has indeed been granted. Tynwald then has all the facts at its disposal when making a decision.
It would clearly be an nonsense, I would suggest, to get Tynwald approval and then find that the
proposal fell at some technical or physical hurdle or indeed failed to get planning permission.
Moreover, to have Tynwald debating the merits or otherwise of a particular site for a particular
purpose in advance of a planning application would be likely to prejudice the subsequent
planning process. Certainly the parties would not feel that the process was fair and open if
Tynwald had debated and formed a prior view on the planning merits.

Mr President, Tynwald will of course have opportunities for debating the prison and its siting
in due course, sir.

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

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr President. May I ask the hon. Chief Minister, why is
Ballafletcher being targeted for the new prison site when the majority of this hon. Court do not
support this location, and why does he not support the siting of the prison at either Meary Veg or
Creggan’s Hill, which would be more suitable locations for such a facility, sir?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Well, first of all I would deny that it is being targeted. It was selected by a
professional team who selected that as the preferred site and, as for the majority of members of
this Court not supporting it, that is something I have not witnessed, Mr President, in this chamber
and again, as I have said, all members of Tynwald will have the opportunity to make their
position clear when it does come eventually to this Court, sir.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr Chief Minister, sir, in your reply to the original question you said it would be
a nonsense for Tynwald to debate proposals for a site prior to them having planning permission.
On this very agenda paper which you have approved in the Council of Ministers you have got at
item 12 £1.5 million for a disposal site at Jurby Airfield for which you have not got planning
approval in any form whatsoever. What is your response to that, sir?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: My response, through you, Mr President, is that it is a different planning process,
and therefore the different planning process is being used in that particular case to this particular
one we are talking about, which is the prison.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister not agree that his administration make it
up as it goes along? Also, before any proposals of a new prison are decided on, will he review
the need for a penal review, because how can he justify 156 places when we talk about, in
England and Wales, 101 places for 100,000, or is this just another inaccuracy as far as 76,000
population in the Island is concerned? Will he commit this Court and his government to a penal
review before any more of this building at the wrong sizes as far as the Island is concerned?

The President: Hon. members, let us not get away too far from the question paper. I will
permit the Chief Minister to answer, but let us not debate the prison.



Mr Gelling: I have, Mr President, answered this on numerous occasions and of course two
separate issues: one is an issue that the hon. member follows very, very closely and I know it is
dear to his heart on an appeal and a review of that situation, but the situation is we have got to
have a new prison, irrespective of what else we do -

Mr Karran: At what size?

Mr Gelling: We need a new prison -

Mr Karran: Absolutely.

Mr Gelling: We need a new prison looking forward to probably 70, 80 or 100 years ahead
and that is what we are trying to build. We are building five prisons within one prison, virtually,
because that is the situation. If we want to look after our own prisoners on our own Island, that is
the type of thing we have to do and, in answer to the hon. member, irrespective we need a new
prison, sir.

Population — Maximum Limit — Question by Mr Singer

The President: Question 3, the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Chief Minister:

Has the Council of Ministers discussed the setting of a maximum population limit?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Thank you, Mr President. The Council of Ministers has not discussed in recent
times the setting of a maximum population limit, because setting such a limit would be contrary
to our policy and all the statements about population that we have made over the years. A fixed
limit would be a straitjacket and would be irrational, in my opinion. It is far better that we retain
flexibility and the freedom to intervene at the right moment if and when that becomes necessary,
sir.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey.

Mr Singer: Could I further ask the Chief Minister, at what level of increased population
would he envisage it necessary to decide on a maximum level? When we have reached 80,000,
85,000, 90,000, or would he be content to actually support a policy where the increase in
population is allowed to go on unchecked?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, Mr President, the very point that I said in my original answer I will not be
drawn upon, and that is to give a figure. That is absolutely the situation that we have always said:
we will see how we can contain and how we can manage the population we have. Now, the hon.
member is suggesting in his question that this increase is going on totally unchecked. I would
like to remind the member that the increase in the 1991 stage was far more than it was the
following 1996, and then we are up a little in the 2001. It fluctuates and we must manage that,
and the day that we have not got the infrastructure and that we have not got the situation that we
can manage that increase, it could very well be that we will find we are in a decrease and we will
have to manage that one just the same, Mr President.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the Chief Minister not agree: how can the people outside
have any confidence as far as the setting of a maximum population limit is concerned when you
come out with such wild statements that there are only 76,300 people on this Island at the
present time? Would it be interesting to know what were the figures as far as GPs’ lists? Are we



going to see a discrepancy of 3,000 or 4,000 to GPs’ lists as we did the last time we did the
census? How can people have any confidence in your government controlling population?

The President: Again, hon. members, not relevant to the question on the question paper.
Hon. member, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Can I say to the Chief Minister after his reply, surely the point is that the
government is not managing the population at the moment.

Mr Karran: Of course it is not.

Mr Singer: It is fluctuating because of other circumstances other than government
intervention. Would he not think that it would be important for the government to plan for the
future, to plan the infrastructure, all the infrastructure that is necessary and that, whilst he is
conducting this policy of ‘wait and see’, then we do not know where we are going?

The President: The Chief Minister to reply.

Mr Gelling: The policy of ‘wait and see’ is not the policy, Mr President. The policy is that the
Isle of Man economy is growing. I would suggest to hon. members there is only one way you go if
you are not growing and that is down. You never stay still. It is a case that history will show that
you cannot stay still. The Isle of Man is growing at a rate that we can contain. Now, I would
suggest that if that growth became that we could not manage that growth, that would be the time
we would have to seriously look at the situation. We have put the Residence Bill in place; the
vehicle is there so that the ability to control it is there whenever we feel that it should be
managed, but certainly the situation in respect of the growth in the Isle of Man - I heard it
suggested before the census by people that we were nearing something like 90,000 to 100,000
people. It was the same at the census before: it was 85,000 then and we ended up below the
70,000. It is because the Island is busy, it is because our own young people are floating around
in cars, probably on their own, it is the prosperity within the Island that they are able to buy cars,
buy houses and this is the busyness that is around the Isle of Man, sir, and I would suggest
therefore that the time to start closing doors is not at this time and I would be very, very worried
and concerned if that was the signal that went up, because I can assure you, Mr President, that
we could lose our economy just as quickly as we have gained it.

Incinerator — Tenders — Safeguards against Insolvency etc. — Question by Mr Karran

The President: Question 4, I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Minister for the Treasury:

(1) What steps are being taken with respect to tenders for the work required for the multi-
million pound incinerator project; and

(2) are you satisfied that Isle of Man taxpayers will be fully safeguarded in the event of the
insolvency or failure of the contractor?

The President: On this occasion I call on the Minister for the Treasury, Mr Corkill, to reply.

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr President. Firstly this question might have been better directed
towards the Department of Local Government and the Environment as they are responsible for
the incinerator project. However, I will seek to address the question as Treasury has a role in
encouraging all departments and statutory boards to follow proper procedures.

Hon. members will be aware that, subsequent to the approval of the project by Tynwald in
October 2000, the tender to construct the incinerator has been awarded some time ago. The
relevant contract structure places the Department of Local Government and the Environment in a



clear contractual relationship with United Waste (Isle of Man) Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary
of United Waste Limited. In turn, United Waste Limited was a part of Groupe Fabricom, a Belgian
company, and is now ultimately owned by Suez Lyonnaise des Eaux, an international group with
worldwide operations and substantial balance sheet strength - and I apologise for the French!

Throughout the course of the tender process all appropriate steps were taken as laid down
by the procedure notes for capital schemes. The financial appraisal undertaken in respect of
United Waste Limited and its parent company was subject to internal scrutiny and external
corroboration. No issues were raised as a result of the checks that were made that created any
doubts as to either company’s financial well-being.

With regard to the second part of the hon. member’s question relating to the safeguards
afforded to Isle of Man taxpayers in the event of the insolvency or failure of the contractor, which I
would remind hon. members is United Waste (Isle of Man) Limited, I am satisfied that the
contractual arrangements and commercial conditions of the agreement provide adequate
safeguards and financial security for government by way of parent company guarantees and
independent performance bonds. The main exposure to any potential risk to government
concerning financial failure is therefore limited to the primary contract with United Waste (Isle of
Man) Limited. When entering into any contract with a third party for goods or services, there is
always a risk that the other party may default. The alternative would be never to enter into any
commercial contract. While no-one could provide an absolute guarantee that government and,
through government, the taxpayers of the Isle of Man will be fully safeguarded, I am content that
all reasonable and appropriate precautions have been taken by the Department of Local
Government and the Environment to ensure that any such exposure to risk has been minimised.

The President: The hon. member Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Can I ask the hon. Treasury minister when he talked
about guarantees and bonds, what is the bond set at and is it sufficient to cover any unseeing fall
by the parent company or a subsidiary of the parent company sometime in the future, particularly
in respect of the plant?

The President: The hon. member Mr Corkill to reply.

Mr Corkill: I have not got the figures to do with the bonds in front of me. I will circulate that
information, Mr President, but can I reiterate my original reply to the question, sir.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the Minister for the Treasury not agree that
it is important that we have a clear understanding - and his department is responsible for the
taxpayer - that there is a thorough investigation to make sure that taxpayers’ money will not be
lost as far as this issue is concerned, And would the minister not also agree that he has to make
sure with the resources that he has at the back of him, as the Minister of the Treasury, that other
statutory boards and departments need to know a clear picture as far as not allowing ourselves
to allow the taxpayers to be ripped off?

The President: The Treasury minister.

Mr Corkill: Yes, Mr President, I can understand the Chairman of the Water Authority’s
concern about component parts of this contract from his own point of view and that of the Water
Authority. Again, I must emphasise to hon. members that the negotiations in respect of the whole
of the various parties involved in the integrated incinerator facility have been conducted by the
Department of Local Government with the advice of Treasury representatives, and I am advised
that, during the extended period of discussions that took place with all parties that wished to be



considered for the project, considerable efforts were made by DoLGE to scrutinise the various
candidates for roles as both primary and secondary contractors. The due diligence test supplied
to Caverna Engineering and Construction Plc, a member of the Caverna ASA Group, which I
would say is, I understand, is the third largest corporate organisation in Norway, was consistent
with their role as a secondary contractor. The outcome of the test revealed that there was a low
risk and limited exposure for the department responsible for the project and to counter any
potential risks, DoLGE has stipulated a range of measures, including a back-to-back parent
company guarantee for the design and build element of the scheme with Caverna Engineering
and Construction acting as guarantor for Caverna Engineering and Construction UK Limited.
Caverna Engineering and Construction plc has guaranteed its obligations to United Waste
Limited and has issued a guarantee directly to DoLGE in respect of the work to be undertaken by
Caverna Engineering and Construction (UK) Limited.

The President: The hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Would the Treasury minister confirm to the Court: lessons I hope were learned
by all when we gave a contract to build a hospital, where we had problems. Can the Treasury
minister assure the Court today that any lessons that were learned there have been applied to
this potential contract and to lessen the risk?

The President: The Minister for the Treasury, Mr Corkill.

Mr Corkill: If there was a lesson to be learned during the hospital construction, Mr
President, it was perhaps to do with parent company guarantees, and those have been sought in
this case and are in place, sir.

House Purchase — Interest Rates for Loans — Question by Mr Karran

The President: Question 5. Again I call on the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Again I beg to ask the Minister for the Treasury:

(1) What are the present interest rates for loans to purchase homes;

(2) when was the last reduction in such rates; and

(3) when will you next review them?

The President: I ask the Minister for the Treasury to reply.

Mr Corkill: Mr President, the present interest rate for loans made under the Building by
Private Enterprise Scheme 1969-74, the Housing Improvements Acts 1975, the Housing
Advances Schemes 1967, the House Purchase Scheme 1978 and the House Purchase and
Refurbishment Scheme 1991 is 7 per cent, sir. The present interest rate for loans made under
the Rural Housing Act 1955 is 3 per cent. The last reduction in interest rates on all the schemes,
except those made under the Rural Housing Act, took place on 1st April 1999.

In answer to the third part, the Treasury keeps the interest rates under review regularly and
it was considered by the Treasury on 26th September last. It is anticipated that it will be
reconsidered by the Treasury in early December.

Onchan — Traffic and Parking Problems — Question by Mr Cannell

The President: Question 6, the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Minister for Transport:

Will your department undertake an urgent review of the traffic and parking problems
presently facing Onchan?



The President: I call on the Minister for Transport, the hon. member for Castletown, Mr
Brown, to reply,

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. My department regularly meets with representatives of
Onchan Commissioners and the police to assess and resolve traffic and parking problems in
the Onchan area. I am advised by my officers that they are not aware of any current problems
requiring urgent review. If the hon. member could advise my department, or myself for that
matter, of his specific concerns we will then discuss his concerns with Onchan Commissioners
and the police and then decide any appropriate course of action.

The President: The hon. member, Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Thank you, Mr President, a supplementary if I may. Would the hon. Minister for
Transport not agree with me that I have on many previous occasions highlighted the severe
congestion which bedevils Onchan in the mornings on working days at Governor’s Bridge and
Summerhill, and the difficulties with the preponderance of trade vehicles being parked in
established residential areas?

The President: I feel the minister will say yes. Hon. member for Castletown, Mr Brown.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. As for this situation about traffic flowing into
Douglas and out, the hon. member has raised that on a number of occasions and I have
explained the difficulties that we have in terms of trying to deal with that problem, but we are
endeavouring to look at how we can do it.

The second issue about trade vehicles being parked in residential areas - it is an illegal act
to park a vehicle over a certain size in a residential area, and I think it is between the hours of 6
p.m. and 8 a.m. every day and at weekends, and it is a matter the police can take action on.

All-Island Speed Limit — Accident Statistics — Publication of Study —
Question by Mr Shimmin

The President: Question 7, the hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Minister for Transport:

Will you make public the findings of your department’s three-year evaluation of the
implications of an all-Island speed limit, including the extensive collection of data and analysis of
accident statistics, as discussed during debate at the June 1998 sitting of Tynwald?

The President: Again I call on the hon. member for Castletown, Mr Brown, the Minister for
Transport.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I would remind the hon. members that at the June
1998 sitting of Tynwald Court, both my amendment - that was, to evaluate over a period of three
years whether or not there was a need to introduce a maximum speed limit - and the hon.
member for West Douglas Mr Shimmin’s motion - and that is that an all-Island speed limit
should be introduced - failed to receive the support of Tynwald Court. However, I can confirm that
my department has been carrying out a study relating to this subject, and I can confirm that the
results will be provided in a report from my department and that that report will be made public.
Thank you.

The President: Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the minister for the answer. Could he give an
indication of the time he would expect that study to be made available, sir?

The President: The Minister for Transport.



Mr Brown: Mr President, the department has been undertaking this survey over a period of
years of taking traffic counts and speed counts, putting up temporary speed limits in areas to see
if it changes habits, and I would hope that the department would be in a position some time
during the first half of next year certainly to produce an interim report, if not its final report.

Home Zones — Speed Restriction Measures — Question by Mr Braidwood

The President: Question 8, the hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Minister for Transport:

Are you satisfied with the success of the home zones to reduce traffic speed and will
your department now, as a matter of urgency, introduce speed restriction measures around
schools not only in Douglas, but Island-wide?

The President: Again I call on the hon. member, Mr Brown, the Minister for Transport, to
reply.

Mr Brown: Mr President, my department is satisfied that the majority of home zones which
were created last autumn have achieved their objectives in terms of reducing traffic speed in
housing estates. This is borne out by the many positive and constructive comments that my
department has received from the public, which have included many requests for additional
estates to be considered for inclusion in the scheme. Currently my department is finalising
details for the implementation of phase 2 of the home zone initiative, which it is proposed will
include further residential housing estates throughout the Island. The department will also
consider the installation of intermediate ramps on existing home zones. It is anticipated that the
works will commence early next year.

With regard to the hon. member’s request for speed restriction measures to be introduced
around schools throughout the Island as a matter of urgency, I can advise that eight schools are
already located in areas covered by home zones. However, the department has been conscious
of the need to implement measures to reduce speed in the vicinity of schools, and that is why my
department promoted new legislation within the Road Traffic (Amendment) Bill 2001 which
provides, under section 3, provision to introduce variable speed limits, which will implement a
20-mile-an-hour speed limit when the orange warning lights are operative. Subject to the Bill
receiving Royal Assent at this sitting of Tynwald, I intend to make an appointed day order which
will make section 3 and other relevant sections effective from 1st November 2001. The
department is also proposing to introduce school zones which will, where appropriate, introduce
similar provisions as apply to home zones. Thank you.

The President: The hon. member, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the minister for his answer, but would he
agree with me that his department, in conjunction with the police now, should monitor traffic
speeds around schools to minimise the likelihood of an accident?

The President: Hon. Minister for Transport.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. My department - and I thought from the indication of my
question - does monitor traffic around these schools, certainly at the times when parents are
dropping their children off and collecting them, and we are concerned that in a number of cases,
not only are there major areas of congestion, but that many people do not slow down going past
these areas. That is why we have taken a number of initiatives, which I have mentioned in my
original reply, in an endeavour to actually make progress to try and reduce speed in these areas
and make these areas safe for our children.



The President: The hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. Can I ask the hon. minister, is he aware that these
humps that have been placed at the entrance of home zones are rather high and they are
causing problems with some vehicles and buses as they are going over them and scraping the
underside of the car against these humps, and could he possibly ask his officers to have a look
at this problem?

The President: The Minister for Transport.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. We were made aware in the early days that there were
concerns expressed by a number of people who owned vehicles that they were having difficulty
on occasions going over the humps. We did make enquiries and these humps are built to the
specification as laid down in the United Kingdom where these vehicles are manufactured in
most cases, some abroad, of course, to a certain design. This issue does still cause us some
concern and we do look at it and we do provide advice to those who have vehicles that cause this
problem. I have to say that on occasions with some of the vehicles which are very low based it is
unlikely that anything could be done about that; even with the smallest hump they would catch the
ground, but we are conscious of it and we have endeavoured to see if anything can be done to
rectify the concerns that have been expressed.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. In view of the answer given by the hon. minister this
morning, can I ask him, with respect to the school zones, how will they differ if anything from the
home zones? Could he enlighten us on that? And could he please give an indication today that,
when he has evaluated the school zones and they are implemented, Douglas East may be
towards the top of that priority list, bearing in mind that we have five schools in Douglas East,
which is a very, very busy town?

The President: The Minister for Transport.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. As far as where the zones would be implemented
for school zones, I would make the point that the department would look to prioritise where the
need was the greatest, whether that be in East Douglas or anywhere else in the Island. Also, the
measures that I have indicated this morning in relation to variable speeds, we already have the
yellow (what we call) wigwags, which are the hazard warning signs that are implemented in
about all the schools, certainly most of the schools throughout the Island. There is a
responsibility on everybody who drives a vehicle to act sensibly, and I would urge those who drive
cars that when they are in the vicinity of a school where they can see there are large numbers of
people and especially children, they drive responsibly and drive to speeds that are acceptable
and reduce the speed right down. My department is having to implement these measures
because we have problems in that area.

As for the basis of the school zone, as I indicated in my initial answer, they will follow very
similar to the basis of the home zones. Therefore that means having a traffic hump at each side
and of course a reduced speed down to 20 mile an hour. Whatever else may need to be
introduced will be given consideration.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. In view of the minister’s answers, when the priority
list is determined for the introduction of new home zones or indeed the school zones, will he
make those available to members and the schedule of approximate times when they are
budgeted in to happen? The enormous amount of questions from the public - much of it is



based on the uncertainty of some time in the future. If he has a priority list in the budget would he
make available those lists?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. Certainly the officers of the department make
recommendations to the member responsible for highways for the implementation of the zones
and they, of course, are advertised because in most cases we would require traffic orders to
reduce the speed. I do not have any problem in lists that affect the area that the members
represent being forwarded to them as to when it is proposed, if we know exactly, when we hope
to introduce such zones. I would make the point that the difficulty we have - this is a love-hate
campaign in terms that some people like the idea of the speed humps and cannot get enough of
them, but there are many people who actually detest them and do not want us to implement any
more and want us to take away what we have done. I would say that the department last year
made a priority of implementing some of the home zones and actually put aside moneys to
specifically do that - I think it was somewhere in the region of £270,000 - and we are giving this a
priority, but we do have to balance up the priorities in terms of home zones where people live and
also the situation where schools are. I can say that in a number of the towns where we have
narrow streets and a high residential occupancy, people wish to have home zones in those
areas as well and it is a very difficult task for us to try and balance all that up when a year and a
half ago there were no home zones and we were trying to implement them throughout the Island.

So the best answer I can give to the hon. member is that the department is endeavouring to
combat this matter, but there is no quick fix; people have to be patient because there are so
many areas that this could be implemented and we are trying to work through it.

The President: Hon. members, we are in danger of widening this too far. I will permit one
further supplementary before returning to the original questioner for the final supplementary.
Hon. member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, does the minister not agree that normal drivers slow up when
turning into junctions, into estates and slow down when they coming up to halt signs. Surely, if
you are going to put these speed humps in you should be putting them in on housing estates in
the middle of straights; that would be where the most sensible and more productive use of these
things is concerned. Would the minister not agree with that? Obviously I have no degree in
highway engineering.

The President: The Transport minister, Mr Brown, to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. There are not many things that the hon. member
from Onchan and I have in common, but the one thing we have in common is neither of us has
engineering qualities in highway matters. All I can say is that the advice that the department
receives - and this is advice not just from our officers but is the basis of how home zones have
been implemented in the United Kingdom as well - is that the idea of the initial ramps as you go
into a residential area is to indicate to drivers that they are coming into an area that in density
terms is highly populated, and therefore please slow down. Yes, there are views that say we
should have intermediate ramps along the road. There are implications for that because, of
course, emergency services have to go to some of these areas and we know from experience in
the United Kingdom that they have caused serious problems with very ill people, people who are
in need of being transported very carefully to hospital and I think we have just got to try and
ensure as best we can that we implement the zones sensibly and that again I come back to the
point: it does not matter what we implement; unless we have got the support of those who drive
vehicles and they drive sensibly, then all our efforts are wasted.



The President: I return to the original questioner for the final supplementary. Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. Is the minister aware that proposals were made to
his department by the members for Douglas East to reduce the traffic speed in Derby Road
because of the dangers to pupils and pedestrians crossing the road which were refused and it
was only because of a survey carried out by the schoolchildren of Park Road School, which was
funded by the members of Douglas East, that a pedestrian crossing is now being installed?

The President: The Minister for Transport to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. My department is not against introducing
measures to make it safer in and around school areas and we are endeavouring, as I have
indicated, to progress through a programme of doing that. One of the problems we have is
people sometimes can be impatient. Our department has to evaluate all the schools, and the
point the hon. member raised about the zebra crossing - yes - and I thank him and his colleague
for their support - we have endeavoured to implement some safety measures to try and improve
the situation. Again our big problem is major congestion in and around schools because a
substantial number of parents take their children to school in vehicles and therefore we have a
lot of congestion for a short period of time and that puts pressure on that roadway, so again I
accept what the hon. member said. All I can say is the department are not adverse to
implementing measures that will improve safety.

Foot-and-Mouth Disease — Proposed Disposal Site at Jurby — Question by the Speaker

The President: We turn then to item 9 on the question paper and I call on the hon. Mr
Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr President, I ask the Minister for Transport:

(1) Why were Jurby Parish Commissioners not consulted before your department gave
approval for Jurby airfield to be the foot-and-mouth disease disposal site; and

(2) what was the date of the meeting at which you department made the decision for Jurby
airfield to be the foot-and-mouth disease disposal site?

The President: Again it is down for the Minister for Transport, the hon. member Mr Brown, to
reply.

Mr Brown: Mr President, in the first place in regard to the hon. member’s question, his
assumption is incorrect in that he presumes that the Department of Transport has been the lead
department on this very important and urgent issue. The proposal that government should
construct a foot-and-mouth contingency site at Jurby in preparation for a possible outbreak was
first presented to the Council of Ministers on 27th September 2001 by a working group of officers
from government departments. The working group has been formed earlier in the summer with a
remit to develop the existing contingency and operation plans so as to ensure for the effective
and safe disposal of animal carcases should an outbreak occur. As part of their remit they
monitored and took into account the latest United Kingdom Government’s experience from
dealing with their outbreak during the year. The officer working group is cross-departmental.

After the Council of Ministers agreed to include the proposals on the October order paper,
plans were made for members of Tynwald to be briefed and thereafter for information to be
released to appropriate parties. A presentation was given at the earliest opportunity to Tynwald
members - that is, on Wednesday 10th October. A presentation for Jurby Commissioners, which
was originally fixed for the evening of Wednesday, 10th October, was held on Friday, 12th
October, after being rearranged at the commissioners’ request. A private presentation is planned
to take place for the residents of Jurby this coming Thursday.



In relation to part (2) of the question I trust that my answer to the first question also explains
that my department has not been asked to decide on the use of Jurby airfield as a contingency
site. Basically, my department is simply acting as a facilitator to bring the matter before Tynwald.
This issue is, of course, a matter of extreme national importance and will, I know, be given full
and proper consideration by Tynwald Court later during this sitting. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr President, the minister has failed to answer directly the questions so I will
put them to him: will he confirm that on or about 18th September, as informed to me by the
leader of the civil service working party, Mr Alan Halsall, your department and you personally were
informed that this was to take place at Jurby airfield and had your consent, and will you further
agree that that consent was given and that the matter then went onto the Council of Ministers
agenda for the meeting on 27th September and the agenda papers were in the hands of
members of the Council of Ministers on 22nd September, and does he not think it is despicable
that the residents and commissioners of Jurby were in no way informed what was about to take
place within their community?

The President: Hon. member for Castletown, Mr Brown, to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I thought I made it clear in my response to the
initial question that it was not a matter that required approval by my department for the scheme to
go ahead. I can confirm that I had a brief briefing on the outline of the proposals from my officer,
who rightly felt I should be advised of a matter that was going to be put to the Council of Ministers
by the working group of officers, so that I understood the basis of the outcome of their
deliberations. So I can confirm that. I can also confirm that I did not receive a full briefing on this
issue until the Council of Ministers’ meeting on 27th September.

I would say, in reply to the other points that Mr Speaker made, that whilst we all understand
the concerns of the residents of Jurby and certainly the point that Mr Speaker is making with
regard to their lack of information, again until the matter had been to the Council of Ministers no
decision had been made and the matter of going to advise those other parties was then
determined at that meeting.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Will the minister confirm that his department, the department under his
ministerial authority, is responsible for Jurby airfield and all that does go on on it and will go on
on it and maybe go on on it and therefore he must have concurred and known well in advance of
what was to take place on the airfield? And will he confirm to this Court that he is a member of
the Foot-and-mouth Committee and therefore he must have been constantly briefed by the
working party charged by the Foot-and-mouth Committee to find a burial site?

The President: Hon. member for Castletown, Mr Brown.

Mr Brown: Yes, Mr President, thank you. Mr Speaker is making a number of assertions
there. Again I would refer to the hon. Mr Speaker and, if he does not accept my integrity, that is a
matter for him. I was advised fully of the nature of the proposals in relation to this contingency
site at a meeting of the Council of Ministers on 27th September. My department members and
other officials were not advised, apart from, as far as I am aware, the chief executive of my
department, until about a week or 10 days before the matter went to the Council of Ministers. My
officer, who is a member of the working group on foot-and-mouth, advised me out of courtesy the
basis of the scheme that was going to go to the Council of Ministers so that I was aware that the
department was involved in detail and that it is likely that I would be asked to bring forward a
motion to this hon. Court seeking funds of £1.5 million. I think the officer in question acted



appropriately, but I can confirm that the first I knew of all the detail was at the presentation of the
Council of Ministers on 27th September.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree, how can the general public have any
confidence when the United Kingdom has the worst record of dealing with foot-and-mouth in the
whole of Europe for us to be following without doing our own investigation? Also, would the
minister not agree that there are many people who are concerned that this is not going to be
used for foot-and-mouth but is going to be used for fly ash for the incinerator? What assurances
can we have as far as this not being used as to circumvent any proposals as far as that is
concerned? And finally, would the minister not agree that no sensible member of a future
Tynwald would stop any emergency proposals if an outbreak of foot-and-mouth was to happen?
Why are we being put in the last hours of this Court, given the bums’ rush over this issue when it
has not had full consultation with the general public outside, and would he not agree that he
should withdraw this proposal? I cannot see any new members in this hon. Court objecting if
there is a crisis.

The President: Now, hon. members, again we are in danger of widening the question well
away from what is on the order paper. The minister to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. Sometimes we as politicians have to make some
very difficult decisions and those decisions are made in the best interests of all the Island, and I
would just say that as a general comment.

Now then, if I may, I just want to refer back. Mr Speaker asked about the Jurby airfield; I
would confirm that whilst my department owns Jurby airfield, of course, the operation of much of
Jurby airfield is undertaken by the Department of Tourism and Leisure for leisure facilities.

As far as the issue of utilising government land, of course as the hon. Mr Speaker will be
aware, if government determines that some of its land is to be used for a purpose, then of
course government can make that decision, and the minister himself can make a determination
whether or not he supports that or not.

As far as I am concerned, I have no doubt whatsoever that we should make contingency
plans in case we have a case of foot-and-mouth. We should not become complacent, and the
hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, said about the UK record; I think the one thing that it has
demonstrated to us quite clearly is the horrendous problems the UK have had by dumping
animal carcases into unlined pits, by burning carcases causing pollution, the reaction of the
communities where this has happened, where large pits have had to be re-dug up and animals
re-transported to lined pits. I do not want that to happen in the Isle of Man and I am sure nobody
else does. What we are talking about is the provision of a facility which all of us hope will never
be used but may have to be used. It will take us three months to create this facility. It is not as
easy as just saying ‘If we have got a case of foot-and-mouth tomorrow, let us dig a hole and
dump them in.’ If we are going to be responsible and look after our environment and the
communities of the Island, wherever they may be, then it is absolutely clear we have a
responsibility to provide a purpose-built, properly drained, properly lined site to ensure that any
impact on the community or the environment is minimised. So we have to take that responsible
view.

As far as the issue of whether or not this site can be used and the scaremongering used for
the fly ash for the incinerator, under the terms of the permitted development order which is
subject to this order paper, if approved it is quite specific. It is there for the purposes to deal with
foot-and-mouth. The other issue is that government -



Mr Karran: Changed.

Mr Brown: It can only be changed if Tynwald changes it.

The other issue is that the department will have to seek a waste licence under the Public
Health Act of 1990. There are provisions in there and of course that licence will be specific to the
disposal of animal waste for the foot-and-mouth. So from that point of view, all I can give is the
decisions that will be made if Tynwald supports the motions on the agenda today. Now, whether
or not we like it, the point there have been no cases in the United Kingdom now for a number of
days does not mean that we will not necessarily have an upsurge again, because we have seen
this happen. We all hope that we do not get foot-and-mouth in the Isle of Man. We all hope that if
we provide this facility we will never have to use it. That is why only two small cells have been
created with the rest of the infrastructure in case we have a case of foot-and-mouth so that if that
happens it gives us time then to create the extra cells if we had to dispose of all the animals on
the Isle of Man. We do not even know if we would have to do that. We may well only have to
dispose of a number of animals on the Island. The one thing that we do know is that our initial
thoughts of burial on site on the farms is not an acceptable practice and we have learned that
because of the problems that have happened in the United Kingdom, and I would have thought
on this occasion we would welcome the point that we have been able to witness the situation in
the United Kingdom and that we are in a fortunate position to actually make provision to make
sure it does not happen here.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. Would the minister confirm that he thinks it is both
either reasonable or satisfactory that the people of Jurby will be consulted on Thursday of this
week, which will be after the decision has been taken? (Mr Karran: Hear, hear.) Does he believe
that that is either reasonable or satisfactory in our so-called democracy?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Brown: I think we have to come to the reality of the situation, Mr President. In normal
circumstances -

Mr Lowey: It is normal.

Mr Brown: The hon. member says it is normal.

Mr Lowey: It is.

Mr Brown: Can I just say, in normal circumstances, Mr President, we would undertake, as
government, consultation with the local authority - the commissioners, that is - with the residents
of an area and other users well in advance of developing such a system. The hon. member for
Council, Mr Lowey, says ‘It is normal.’

Mr Lowey: It is.

Mr Brown: All I can say is, none of us know whether or not the Isle of Man would be subject
to foot-and-mouth disease at any time. All we know is that if it happened, what we do know now,
which we did not know earlier on, is the practice we were going to use is unacceptable and if we
are going to make proper provision to protect the community and the environment it will take us
some three months to provide that facility. Now, it will be a matter for hon. members whether or
not they support that view. That is a matter for Tynwald. That is why Tynwald is here. All we can do
as government is say to the hon. members of this hon. Court, ‘These are the implications of
doing that and this is the implication of doing that, and we recommend X.’ If the Court says no, so
be it and they will have to live with those consequences.



The President: A final supplementary, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: A two-part supplementary, Mr President. As the facilitator of this motion on the
order paper, which you say that you are, at what date did you apply to the Treasury for financial
approval for the scheme to spend £1.5 million, and in your answer you have just given, how can
you reconcile the hurry to do this on one hand, when on the other hand the Chief Minister is
saying everything is all right and we are having the TT next year? It is either one or the other. What
is the rush and why are not the people of Jurby being consulted first and the proper planning
application being made so everybody can attend to it?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. As far as the planning application is concerned -
and I did listen with interest to the remarks of the hon. Mr Speaker on Manx Radio yesterday - I
am sure it will be clarified if he wishes by Mr Attorney; the planning permitted development order
is in compliance with the law of the Isle of Man. (The Speaker interjecting) As far as the situation
is concerned about Treasury approval, Treasury concurrence was given to the £1.5 million to be
expended at the Council of Ministers’ meeting on 27th September and, as the hon. Mr Speaker
will know, as a former Treasury minister, the minister of a department has the authority through
law to make such decisions.

As for the hurry, again I thought I had explained that. The situation is quite simple: this is a
precautionary measure. Would Mr Speaker and hon. members rather us be in a position that if
an outbreak happened in a week, a month or two months, we had nothing available and that we
then had to dump or store dead carcases in the fields, because that would be the only
alternative. This is only a matter of enabling us to provide a proper site, properly managed,
properly lined with proper drainage, to enable us to deal with what potentially - and I emphasise
potentially - if it came to the Isle of Man could be a major issue for us, and to criticise government
for looking at what has been going on elsewhere and then saying what we had based as our
provision for the future is not acceptable, so now we are trying to make proper plans to deal with
the issue, I find somewhat surprising because I am sure that if the hon. member for Michael, Mr
Speaker, ended up seeing us digging a hole wherever it was, in his constituency or not, without
proper precautions to protect the environment and the water courses, he would be the first to be
standing up, as would other members, criticising government for acting totally irresponsibly and
not making proper plans to deal with this issue in a proper, managed way.

Kirk Michael — Community Health Centre and Surgery — Question by the Speaker

The President: Item 10, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: I ask the Minister for Health and Social Security:

(1) What progress is being made to establish a community health centre and doctor’s
surgery to serve the rapidly growing population of Kirk Michael and surrounding area;
and

(2) have additional resources been requested by your department for the 2002-03 budget
to enable the above matter to be progressed efficiently and on time?

The President: I call on the hon. member for Council, Mrs Christian, Minister for Health and
Social Security, to reply.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. In relation to the first part of the hon. member’s
question I can advise that the changes in population in Kirk Michael and the surrounding area
are continually being monitored by the department to ensure that the provision of services
remains appropriate. The previous decision made by the Medical and Dental Services



Committee to maintain existing services has not been reconsidered. Secondly, no additional
resources have been requested my department for the 2002-2003 budget in specific reference to
any additional health centre or doctor’s surgery premises in Kirk Michael.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Is the minister aware there is at Kirk Michael a doctor’s surgery that consists
of two small rooms in a cottage with an outside toilet, no wash basin for personal hygiene, no
facility for a health visitor to attend to expectant mothers, for carers attending the large number of
elderly persons, for a community nurse to attend to elderly persons requiring dressings, no
reception office or storage for medical records and no nurse present during doctors’
examinations of female patients? Does the Minister of Health consider that a satisfactory service
to the people of Kirk Michael and the surrounding area?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the main surgeries serving the Kirk Michael and surrounding
area are based in Peel and Ramsey. The satellite provision at Kirk Michael is there as an option
for patients to attend if they so wish. If they feel they are inadequate they can, of course, make
appointments with their doctors in Peel or Ramsey. That is a matter of their choice, sir.

Health Treatment Abroad — European Court Ruling — Question by Mr Henderson

The President: Question 11, I call on the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health and
Social Security:

What will be the implications for the Isle of Man from the recent European Court of
Justice ruling that governments of member states cannot refuse to pay for a patient’s treatment
abroad unless they can offer ‘the same or equally effective treatment without undue delay?’

The President: Again I call on Mrs Christian to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the European Court of Justice is the judicial institution of the
European Community and its aim is to ensure that community law is not interpreted and applied
differently in different member states. The judgments of the European Court of Justice have effect
within the member states of the European community and where they can be applied by treaties
to other countries. My department has been advised that there are no statutory implications for
the Isle of Man arising out of this judgment as the Isle of Man is not a member state and
arrangements for health care treatment are not part of our obligations under protocol 3. However,
the duty of the Department of Health and Social Security as enshrined in our National Health
Service Act 2001 is to promote in the Island a comprehensive health service and, for that
purpose, to provide or secure in the Island or elsewhere the effective provision of services in
accordance with the provisions of the Act.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Does the minister not agree that her department
should look into ways for and paying for people requiring treatment, where they cannot be offered
equally effective treatment without undue delay in the Island, to have the choice if they wish of
receiving much needed treatment elsewhere off the Island?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, if I could just refer to the wording the hon. member has used,
that wording cannot by my officers be traced and does not appear in any relevant judgment in



relation to the case which was considered in Europe. That case related to payments by
insurance companies for treatments which could not be obtained in the patient’s own country. In
terms of providing services for our own population we do indeed seek to obtain such services as
cannot be provided in the Island, outside of the Island, largely under the NHS, very occasionally
with private provision, but broadly speaking we find that the services provided by the NHS are
adequate for our needs, however, we are keeping them under review as the NHS services in the
United Kingdom are becoming stretched.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the hon. minister for the positive response
to my question so far, but given the answer to one of my written questions to this Court today
showing that we do have substantial waiting lists in the Isle of Man, could she give an
undertaking that her department would look at the possibilities if needs be and if there were
enough patients wishing it to be so, to actually look elsewhere other than the UK if that would
help our waiting lists?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the department is always anxious to provide health care in
timely fashion for patients and, to that end, occasionally undertakes initiatives through private
health care to reduce those waiting lists. It has not thus far been considered appropriate to look
beyond the United Kingdom bearing in mind the sort of costs that may be involved and the
benefits or otherwise to the patients for so doing. We are monitoring the waiting lists. I think that
the hon. member will see that, whilst we always seek to get waiting lists down, the position in the
Isle of Man is considerably better than it is in the United Kingdom. We are concerned where our
patients may then be held up in the United Kingdom and we are monitoring that situation.

Health Treatment in UK — Costs Incurred through Changes of Appointment —
Question by Mr Singer

The President: Item 12, I call on the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Security:

What extra travel costs are incurred by your department due to changing an
appointment for a patient attending for treatment in the UK?

The President: Minister for Health and Social Security, Mrs Christian, to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, in answer to the hon. member for Ramsey’s question, I can
advise that the department incurs minimal additional travel costs in circumstances when an
appointment is changed for a patient attending treatment in the United Kingdom. In relation to
local and UK taxis, ambulances and air ambulance bookings, necessary changes can normally
be made without any cost implications at all. So far as scheduled air travel is concerned,
bookings for patients attending the United Kingdom for treatment are, wherever possible, made
on the basis of a Farecracker fare. Whilst under normal circumstances such a booking cannot
be amended, a refund or alteration can be made where evidence is provided to show that the
change to the booking has come about as a result of the UK hospital altering the patient’s
appointment details. When it is necessary because of the nature of the referral for bookings to be
made at full economy class fares, then the nature of that ticket provides for alterations to be
made without a cost penalty.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Singer.



Mr Singer: Could the hon. minister therefore confirm to me that in the majority of cases of a
Farecracker seat being booked, if for medical reasons a booking has to be changed the Manx
Airlines offer a full refund on that ticket considering the amount of business that they get from the
government during the year?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I cannot confirm that in every case that would be the
circumstance. I have indicated that it is normally possible to make some adjustment to the
situation by obtaining a refund or an alteration in terms of the booking. However, the alternative,
of course, would be to pay for the full economy fare, and that in economic terms would be even
more costly even though it gives us flexibility. The vast majority of our bookings are for out-patient
appointments which involve single-day travel, and in those circumstances we do book
Farecracker tickets. In 20 per cent of the cases where in-patient stays are booked we need to
have open day returns because of the uncertainty of when the patient may be discharged. As I
have indicated to the hon. member, we have to work out a balance as to which is better in the
circumstance for each patient but, broadly speaking, we believe that the optimum costs are
obtained by booking in most cases Farecracker tickets, notwithstanding that occasionally we
may not get a full refund on that.

I do take the point that the hon. member has made in respect of Manx Airlines. We are a very
considerable customer of Manx Airlines and would welcome a more flexible point of view from
them in respect of air fares.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: As the minister would welcome a more flexible method by Manx Airlines and so
would the taxpayer, will the minister therefore go to Manx Airlines and point out to them that the
vast amount of money we do give to them, the taxpayer is entitled not to shell out extra money
under the circumstances because they are making a great profit out of the government anyway?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the hon. member can be assured that the department has
spoken with Manx Airlines in order to. . . and in fact gone out to tender, but they are a commercial
organisation and their flexibility on these issues is perhaps less than one would hope.

Dental Practitioners — Withdrawal of Services under NHS Contracts —
Question by Mr Houghton

The President: Question 13, I call on the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Security:

Are dental practitioners considering withdrawal of services under NHS contracts to
members of the public?

The President: I call on the Minister for Health and Social Security to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the department is aware that some general dental
practitioners are considering whether they wish to continue to provide services under the NHS to
all the patients presently registered for NHS dental service on their lists. As yet, however, no
formal notification has been made to the department by any dentists of an intention to reduce
their NHS services. By their contractual arrangements with the department general dental
practitioners can decide the extent of NHS service that they wish to provide and they are free to



vary the amount of that service. There is no indication that any dentist is considering a total
withdrawal from the NHS.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Yes, thank you, Mr President. Is the minister aware, though, that certain
dental practices are now informing their patients that if they do not opt for Denplan and pay an
amount by direct debit each month, which can start at £12 per month and may rise to as much as
£32 per month per patient depending on their assessed category for treatment, those patients
unwilling to opt into Denplan will be excluded from further treatment at their surgery? And if she is
aware, how many surgeries are intending to adopt this new charging practice at the cost of NHS
patients’ future access to treatment, sir.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I am aware that this is being said and in fact these matters are
being put to patients in that manner. I have in my original answer indicated that we have had no
formal indication from any of these practices as to what their intention is. We are concerned that
we have an adequate NHS provision in the Island. The department is in discussion with the
representatives of the dental practitioners in the Island in relation to remuneration and their
practice at this time. I am conscious, though, that if patients are to be removed from people’s
lists they need to be given notice in writing of that and I am not aware at this time that such notice
in writing has been actually given.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Could I pick up the last point of the hon. minister? Is it not a fact that people can
be automatically removed from dentists’ lists if they have not asked to be retained within 15
months of last seeing the dentist, and if that is so therefore the dentist can automatically strike
that person off and there is no recourse?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, that is not new, of course, that has been the situation for some
time so that people are encouraged to go to the dentist on a regular basis, but if they have
lapsed then they will not necessarily be on the list.

DHSS Failure to Reply to Correspondence — Question by Mr Houghton

The President: Question 14, hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Mr President, if I may add just one final supplementary on that?

The President: Question 14, sir.

Mr Houghton: I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security:

Why does your department hold the record for failing to reply to correspondence from
Members of Tynwald and members of the public?

The President: Minister for Health and Social Security to reply.

Mrs Christian: Yes, Mr President. I first of all reject the opinion which forms the basis of this
question. Whilst there does not exist, to the best of my knowledge, any quantitative data enabling
the performance of the department to be compared with the performance of other public or
private authorities, organisations or institutions, bearing in mind the hon. member has not said
with whom he is comparing us, I am content that, given the very considerable numbers of
correspondence - in fact, hundreds of pieces of correspondence - received daily throughout the
various service areas which comprise the whole of the DHSS, any indication of untoward



deficiencies in our performance in responding to correspondence would, I believe, have
emerged by now.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I am very grateful for the hon. minister’s reply, but I
will be able to supply her with names and correspondence at a later date, one of which I have in
front of me today, but will the minister acknowledge that many of her senior officers within a
department are indeed guilty of failing to respond to members of Tynwald and, the public and on
many occasions when they eventually do, the reply is far too late? Does she agree that there is a
problem in her department and, if so, what is she prepared to do about it?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I really think that, as I have said, I am not aware that there is a
problem. In fact, we have a number of framework standards in the department in different areas
and codes of practice in relation to delivery of services to customers which set out the
expectation of replying within a particular period of time and those standards are going to be
audited to ensure that we do comply. The hon. member in his question to me indicated that he
has a concern about some senior officers. I am aware of one or two cases which involve senior
members of the department in relation to correspondence with the hon. member or constituents
where those people are not content with the reply they have received and therefore continue to
correspond. There are some circumstances in which we would say from the department’s
perspective, this is the answer, we cannot change or do not want to change that; there is in those
circumstances little point in replying where people do not accept the answers that they have
been given.

DHSS — Liverpool Taxis — Patient Transfer Contracts — Question by Mr Houghton

The President: Question 15, hon. member for Douglas North.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Security:

(1) Has your department awarded the patient transfer (Liverpool taxis) contracts;

(2) if so, who have they been awarded to; and

(3) what, if any, are the variations in contracts as compared to previously awarded
contracts?

The President: Again, Mrs Christian, Minister for Health and Social Security, to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, in answer to the first part of the hon. member’s question, I can
advise that the contracts for the provision of patient transfer services for the Liverpool area came
into effect from the 1st October. The two taxi companies awarded the contract are Bridgwater
Cars and E & Y Taxis. Whilst the companies involved have had their contracts renewed - both
were also contracted with the department prior to the tender process - there have been a number
of variations of a procedural nature compared to the previous arrangements. In addition, there
has been a minor amendment to the distribution of the work between the two companies as well
as provision being made for a review of the new contract awarded for central Liverpool, which is
the bulk of the work, after a period of one year.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. Would the hon. minister kindly explain why, though,
following huge public support, E & Y Taxis was awarded a reduced contract? Is this not a kick in



the teeth for E & Y Taxis when they have given a marvellous service to our people over many
years?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I am very conscious of the public perception of E & Y Taxis and
indeed know that many people have appreciated very much the service that is given by Mr Willis,
and the situation was that in the department determining contracts for taxis, we need to bear in
mind other factors. The department has in its possession an internal audit report which referred
to the taxi service and required that certain things be improved and altered. Now, the public,
generally speaking, may not be aware of that but it is an important consideration from the
taxpayer’s point of view that any service we contract to have provided for us is run in a satisfactory
way to the satisfaction of internal audit, the Value for Money Committee and the department. It is
for that reason that we had to consider wider measures and wider issues simply than the
public’s perception of the service.

I am pleased for the public that we have been able to renew the contract for E & Y Taxis
because they clearly value the service given by its proprietor principally, but we have to bear in
mind that there are many other taxi drivers involved in that service. However, at the same time we
have had to consider the terms of the contact, which has been proved by internal audit and the
Secretary of the Value for Money Committee, and I am hopeful that in a year’s time, when we
review how things are running under that contract, there will be no problem with renewing it for a
further two years.

The hon. member has expressed some concern about reduction in the contract for that
company. In terms of the actual financial involvement the change of balance between Bridgwater
Cars and E & Y Taxis represents only about 5 per cent change in the contract value as a whole,
and we need to bear in mind that this is not an insubstantial contract, the budget for this year is
£85,500 and I think that the department clearly needs to bear in mind the interest of the taxpayer
(Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.) as well as patients in considering the awarding of these contracts.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. In view of the fact that has been stated, the vast majority
of the costs with regard to taxis, plane trips or daily trips and the concern of the anxiety and
sometimes painful trips having to be endured by the patients who have to be transferred, has the
department yet made a decision on the possibility of an MRI machine for the Island?

The President: Well, now again, hon. members, that is deliberately stepping outside of the
question paper. Hon. member, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Would the hon. minister not agree with me in the
interests of the taxpayers of this Island that in fact the E & Y Taxi Service that has been offered,
has offered exceptional quality (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) and exceptional value for money
service.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, I would concur that from the patient’s perspective this firm has
offered excellent service. From the point of view of the taxpayer there have been questions raised
by the internal audit process, and to that extent I have to say that those issues have been
addressed and will be addressed and are the reason why the current contract is offered for one
year, so I cannot concur in entirety with the second part of the hon. member’s statement.

New Hospital — Costings — Completion Date — Staffing — Question by Mrs Cannell



The President: Question 16. Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Minister for Health and Social Security:

(1) What are the latest costings on the construction of the new hospital at Ballamona;

(2) what will be the final anticipated costs;

(3) when do you anticipate the final completion date; and

(4) are you satisfied that there will be sufficient manpower to staff the new hospital?

The President: Minister for Health and Social Security, Mrs Christian.

Mrs Christian: Yes, Mr President, a potential overspend of around £3.7 million on the £82.4
million construction budget is currently being reported. Efforts continue to be made to contain the
overall cost of the total project within the £111.7 million budget approved by Tynwald. An
extension of time to the construction contract has been granted which identifies a revised
contract completion date of 16th September 2002 and it is anticipated that the hospital will be
operational in the spring of 2003.

In answer to the final part of the question, I would say yes, I am satisfied that we shall be
able to recruit certainly up to the manpower levels which we may be allocated.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Could I ask the minister, if indeed she would know, the estimated costs borne
by the new hospital project as the result of the obstructive and ultimately unsuccessful actions of
various parties in prolonging to the maximum the progression of our wonderful new health facility
that is being built that is ultimately the cost to the taxpayer of all these obstructive delays?

The President: Minister to reply - the estimate.

Mrs Christian: Yes, Mr President, I believe that the cost of the delay was something
between £9 million and £10 million.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Can I ask the hon. minister on part (4) of the question, can she tell me
approximately - I know she might not have exact details - how many staff are being transferred
from Noble’s to the new hospital and how many new staff will you have to recruit for the new
hospital?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. All staff in the acute provision are being transferred
to the new hospital. In terms of new hospital provision and exercises going on at the moment to
examine the budget bids that have come in and to try and analyse which of those are as a
consequence of growth in service or change in service delivery and which are a consequence of
the fact that we are moving to a new building. At this stage those numbers are not finalised.

The President: Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Could the minister confirm that there has been
some considerable impact on the costings with - how shall we put it? - teething problems and
issues to do with the construction of the new hospital?

Mrs Christian: I am not sure what the hon. member means by ‘teething problems’; clearly it
is well known that there have been issues in respect of one contractor at the new hospital which
have impacted on costs. Yes, I would confirm that.



The President: Hon. member, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. Keeping within the draft of the question, Mr President, is
it your intention, minister, with regard to the cost of the new hospital, to close Victoria Lodge
which provides such an excellent service albeit for a short space of time?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the consideration of the peripheral services such as Victoria
Lodge is under consideration. It is my view that we should not need to operate Victoria Lodge
when we move to the new site.

The President: I will return to the original questioner for the final supplementary. Mrs
Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. It may be in two or three very quick parts, sir. I would
ask the hon. health minister, how does she propose to absorb the £3.7 million overspend within
the £111.7 million allocated by Tynwald? How is she going to do that and how will other services
be cut in order to absorb that particular amount of money? And in terms of staffing, when the hon.
minister says that all Noble’s staff at present will be transferred to the new hospital, does the
health minister concur with me in that her own chief executive has said on record that the new
hospital is being built to accommodate a population of approximately 85,000 people, and if that
is the case, how can she be satisfied that the present compliment of staff at Noble’s hospital are
going to be able to cope in a new hospital built for a maximum population of 85,000 people?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, if I may deal with the first part of the supplementary question,
the hon. member has asked me this question before and I have given her the answers and
would refer her back to that previous answer, but just to re-cap, there are, in addition to the
construction budget, several other headings of budget leading to the total of £111.7 million.
Included in these are the media and publicity budget, commissioning, equipment and
procurement, client team costs, client associated construction costs and so on. Now, the hon.
member will be conscious that the hospital costing was based on a cost plan provision,
therefore an estimate. At this stage we are not in a position to know what the final outcome will
be because we still have some packages to tender, we also still have final accounts to conclude
and we have claims and other issues to deal with, so there is no way at this point of determining
what the outcome will be, but it is the advice to my department from the design and construction
team that we aim to bring the hospital in within the budget approved by Tynwald. If we ever move
from that situation, Mr President, then obviously this Court will be the first to know. At this stage,
as I have indicated, there is a potential but not an absolute confirmation of the overspend on the
construction budget of £3.7 million as has been advised to the Court through the quarter reports
which are issued.

Now, on the staffing front the hon. member has referred to the fact that the hospital was
designed not to be satisfactory for the Island this year, next year, in ten years’ time, but to last us
for some considerable time and was based on an estimated population of 80,000 in the year
2020. Now clearly, when the hospital opens we are not in a position of having that level of
population, nor would we expect to staff up for a population in excess of that which we actually
have. Clearly what we will be doing is moving staff from the existing hospital to the new hospital
which would provide the level of services we have now; we also need to recruit additional staff
which will provide for what I hope will be extended services because we are to have extra theatre
capacity there, and the objective, I hope, on everyone’s part is that if we got the capacity we are
given the staff to open it up and use it. So clearly there will be a requirement for extra staffing



which we believe the Island is in a position to attract; certainly at recent recruitment fairs the
department has been getting a very healthy and strong response and in fact we believe that with
the new hospital and much else about the Island that we can offer, we would represent an
attractive place for people to come and work. In addition to that we will of course, near the time of
the new hospital opening, have our own newly trained nurses coming on stream from the pre-
registration nurse training course. So, Mr President, to suggest that we need to staff up for
80,000 the minute we open is, I think, a fallacy. We will be endeavouring to staff up for an
appropriate population of the Island and indeed the increasing level of services that we want to
offer.

Coastal Erosion — Management of — Preparation of Bill — Question by the Speaker

The President: Question 17. I call on the hon.

Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr President, I ask the Minister for Local Government and the Environment:

(1) (a) What specific progress has been made to date in the preparation of a Coastal
Land and Rivers Bill; and

(b) will the Bill be ready for introduction into the House of Keys during the legislative
year 2001-02 as resolved by Tynwald in October 2000;

(2) is your department expeditiously setting up a coastal management working group as
resolved by Tynwald in October 2000;

(3) have additional resources been requested by your department for the 2002-03 budget
to enable the above matters to be progressed efficiently and on time;

(4) is your department aware there has been considerable coast erosion between Glen
Wyllin and Balleira, Kirk Michael, since the presentation to Tynwald in February 2000
of the interim report by Posford Duvivier; and

(5) is your department making regular six monthly measurements to determine the rate of
erosion?

The President: I call on the Minister for Local Government and Environment, hon. member
for Glenfaba, Mr Gilbey, to reply.

Mr Gilbey: The answers to the questions in the name of Mr Speaker, the hon. member for
Michael, are as follows.

In respect of the first part of the question, the Department of Local Government and the
Environment has been researching the background to the legislative requirements for a new
Coastal Land and Rivers Bill. It has been in correspondence with the UK Department of the
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, formerly the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, to
clarify the legislation in place in the United Kingdom dealing with both coastal erosion issues
and inland flooding and, most importantly, to ascertain the effectiveness of such legislation. In
the last month a senior officer from DEFRA in the North-West has been on the Island meeting
with the department and visiting several coastal and inland sites. He has given very clear advice
to the department which is now under active consideration and is to provide further information.
Additionally, he has identified one of DEFRA’s legal advisers in London who is going to assist
the department in its preparation of a brief for the legislative draftsman. I am hopeful that this
brief will be completed shortly.



As regards the drafting of the proposed Bill, this will commence as soon as the legislative
brief has been finalised. As hon. members will see from the Chief Minister’s policy review report
which is on the order paper for today’s sitting of this hon. Court, the Bill is planned for
introduction into the House of Keys during the legislative year 2001-2002. In accordance with the
resolution passed by this hon. Court in October 2000 the department intends to establish a
coastal management working group as soon as the necessary resources are made available.

Hon. members, Mr. President, should be aware that the Department of Local Government
and the Environment has no resources at the present time to undertake this completely new
area of work. However, I can report that senior managers from the department and the
Department of Transport have met to clarify the current river work programmes and the extent to
which the existing legislation is effective. Of course, hon. members will no doubt recall that there
is no legislation in force at present for dealing with coastal management.

(3) I can confirm that the Department of Local Government and the Environment has
submitted a bid for additional resources in the 2002-2003 budget to enable these matters to be
progressed. However, I have to acknowledge that that the department’s request will have to be
considered along with the other bids of government departments and agencies as part of the
2002 budget process. The department will not know whether and, if so, to what extent its bid has
been successful until the budget is presented to Tynwald in March 2002. If the resources cannot
be made available the department will not be able to assume these new responsibilities.

(4) I can confirm that the department is aware in general terms that coastal erosion has
taken place between Glen Wyllin and Balleira, Kirk Michael, in recent times, but as this is not a
matter which falls within the department’s current statutory remit, no detailed information is
known to the department. However, the coast has been visited by the department recently, as I
have said.

(5) I must advise that for the reasons I have already explained - namely, that the department
has no resources and no statutory responsibility for coastal matters at the present. Measures to
determine the rate of erosion are not being taken by the Department of Local Government and
the Environment.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Will the minister acknowledge that 12 months ago at the October sitting 2000
this Court determined that your department, Minister Gilbey, decreed that you were responsible
for coastal lands and rivers and, in that respect, coastal erosion? And were you aware that the
Department of Transport previously had spent a lot of public money, some £70,000 to £75,000 or
thereabouts, to have reports from Posford Duvivier on coastal erosion? Why have you not acted
further on those reports, or have you abandoned those professional reports and obtained a new
consultancy from some organisation called DEFRA and why, basically, has your department
done nothing for the last 12 months in the matter of coastal erosion at Kirk Michael.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Gilbey.

Mr Gilbey: Mr Speaker Cannan’s question is quite simple (Laughter) and it is that, as he
should well know with his connection with religious matters, you can not build bricks without
straw and clay. In the same way, no department of government can undertake work without the
funds and staff being made available. We have in no way forgotten what we want to do and, as I
have said, we are making substantial bids in the budgetary process but, as the next Treasury
minister, Mr Speaker very well knows that not all bids are agreed to by the Treasury and we are in
the Treasury and the future Council of Ministers’ hands regarding what resources in terms of
manpower and finance are made available.



The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: In reply to what the minister has said, would the minister not agree that this
Court makes political decisions - it is not the Treasury to decide whether those decisions are
right - but if this Court makes the political decision that the department should be in charge of
that, then it is up to the Treasury to provide the funds, not the other way around. The Treasury do
not dictate to this Court what they do. So that is contradictory to the -

Mr Gilbey: The Treasury, Mr President, do not dictate to this Court, but the Court can only
pass the financial resolution with the concurrence of Treasury and, as far as I know, no financial
resolution has been passed to provide our department with funds. Therefore, although a general
resolution has been passed wishing these things to be done, as we would like to do them - I am
personally quite happy for the department to take on this responsibility and do the necessary
work - however, as I have said before, no-one can do the work without the resources being
provided.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Why did the minister, at the Council of Ministers’ meeting in August or
September 2000, agree to take on the transfer of these responsibilities from the Department of
Transport without asking for the transfer to his department of the resources and the men and the
materials that they use for these purposes? Why did he agree to take it over without asking for
the necessary transfer? Did he take it over without consulting his political members of his
department and if so, did he not have their agreement?

The President: The hon. member for Glenfaba to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, in fact, there are no funds available anywhere for coastal erosion at the
present time so we could not give them transferred from anywhere at all. Certainly, some
members of the department were less keen than I was to undertake this responsibility. (A
Member: Hear, hear.) However, I believe that one should take on work if one is asked to do it,
and certainly many of the officers feel the same. We are willing to take on the responsibility,
which is an important and necessary one, but, as I keep saying, you cannot expect any
department of government - and Mr Speaker should know this perfectly well having been
Treasury minister in the past - without the right staff and financial resources being made
available.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: A final supplementary. I know full well, Mr Minister Gilbey, (Laughter) that
without the resources and the money you cannot do it, but why did you take it on and not ask for
the transfer from the Department of Transport of the necessary materials and men and
resources that they use for rivers and other matters that then fell into their remit? Why did you not
ask for them? You did not have the support of your fellow politicians on the Department of Local
Government.

The President: The hon. member for Glenfaba.

Mr Gilbey: For the very simple reason that we did ask for them, but they needed these
people to do other things because - Yes, it is all right you sniggering - (Laughter) they, the
Department of Transport, have other duties for these people. There is not now a rivers section;
there used to be a rivers section, the people who do the manual work are all part of the works
division of the Department of Transport and to a wide range of jobs and they did not wish to
release them. Furthermore, the people on the administrative and planning side are dealing with
other things like bridges et cetera and they did not wish to release them. That is the very real



reason that we are prepared to do this work, we are willing to do this work and we will do this
work when the resources are made available.

Hazardous Substances — Disposal of — Question by Mr Rimington

The President: Question 18, I call the hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Mr President, I beg to ask the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment:

(1) What is your department’s policy on the disposal of hazardous substances such as oil
and chemicals accumulating in multiple locations pending the renewal of the
Reciprocal Waste Agreement between the Island and the United Kingdom; and

(2) is your department aware of the possible dangers to the public from the accumulation
on unprotected sites of waste oil and chemicals, and in interceptors which have not
been entirely emptied due to the absence of suitable disposal arrangements?

The President: I call on the Minister for Local Government and the Environment to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the policy of the Department of Local Government and the
Environment and indeed the law of this land is that producers of hazardous substances must
dispose of their waste at a suitable licensed disposal site. Where such materials have to be
stored pending disposal, this must be in accordance with the health and safety at work
legislation. As there are no suitable sites on the Island for this type of waste, it must be exported
to the adjacent isles for disposal in an environmentally sound manner.

The hon. member for Rushen has enquired about the accumulation of hazardous
substances on the Island. This has been caused by a delay in the United Kingdom Government
ratifying the Basle convention which permits the exportation of hazardous waste in a safe and
controlled manner in accordance with international standards. I have no reason to believe that
the department’s policy and the statutory requirements are not being followed. However, the
department is not unsympathetic to the problems of hazardous waste producers and has been
working closely with the private sector to help solve the immediate and temporary problems.

Mr President, I will outline these initiatives in answering the second part of the hon.
member’s question. However, I should like to address the issues of oil and chemicals
separately. In respect of waste oil, a United Kingdom Environment Agency audit of the United
Kingdom company receiving the Island’s waste oil uncovered the fact that, through a long-
standing misunderstanding, the oil, although being dealt with in a perfectly acceptable way, was
not being accompanied by the correct documentation. It now needs to be accompanied by
Transfrontier Shipment of Waste Note, commonly referred to as TFS. Unfortunately the TFS
system can not operate until the United Kingdom Government ratifies the Basle convention.
Latest information from the United Kingdom is that this ratification should happen at the end of
October 2001, the end of this month. So far as the department is aware there is no reason why
the export of waste oil cannot be resumed with a TFS once the Basle convention has been
ratified. In the meantime, waste oil continues to accumulate on the Island and, as the hon.
member for Rushen rightly points out, interceptors are beginning to fill up. This does not
represent a significant risk to the public but there is, of course, an increased risk of
environmental pollution. To help solve the immediate problem of storage, officers of the
department have identified a company which can provide stainless steel, tamper-proof, United
Nations approved storage vessels. All known waste oil producers have been given the details of
how to obtain these additional storage facilities, and anyone else who has a problem can
contact the Office of Environmental Health for advice. In addition, an experienced waste



contractor has been asked to review the situation urgently and develop proposals for the
department to consider.

As for chemicals, this is another matter. The department has been seeking to export these
materials for many months now. Chemicals are potentially more dangerous than oil and require
special consideration. A significant proportion of the Island’s waste chemicals have being
collected, properly packaged and securely stored. They now await shipment to the United
Kingdom as soon as practical following the ratification of the Basle agreement. There is a
contract in place with an experienced waste disposal contractor to do this. Producers of waste
chemicals that are not being collected so far have been advised to store them safely in their own
premises until the problems are resolved. The department itself has very limited temporary
storage and this is full to capacity. I must stress that the department is not aware of any waste
chemicals that are being stored in an unsafe manner and I would ask the hon. member for
Rushen, and indeed anyone else who is aware of chemicals that may not be being stored safely,
to contact the Office of Environmental Health as a matter of urgency. That office will be able to
provide appropriate advice itself or to other specialists in order to protect the environment.

Finally, members should be aware that officers of the Department of Local Government and
the Environment are meeting with representatives of DEFRA and the United Kingdom
Environment Agency on the 30th October so ensure that the protocols and systems in place for
export are sufficient to allow TFS operations to begin as soon as practical, following the
ratification of the Basle convention.

I trust that it is clear from the details that I have given to this hon. Court that, although there
is a hiatus in the shipment of hazardous waste to the United Kingdom for safe disposal, there
are sufficient arrangements in place to enable all producers to store their waste safely until it can
once again be collected for disposal in the adjacent isles.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Can the minister tell me the site where these hazardous chemicals and
waste are being held by your department? And are you satisfied that it is properly safeguarded
against access by children?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: There are various sites, as I have said, and I accept the assurances of the
officers in providing the brief which I have read out that they are being safely stored but as I have
said, if any hon. member, including Speaker Cannan, has any suggestions, perhaps they will
give the full details to the appropriate officers.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. Just my only supplementary. I would like to thank
the minister for his reply and the detail of it and the recognition that there is an urgent problem
which the department is addressing. Could the minister just indicate that there is that one
element of the jigsaw which the department needs to be taking action on which has been
touched upon but, for the many smaller enterprises involved - more garages et cetera that
accumulate smaller amounts of material - they do need a properly designated waste transfer
site which would have to be supplied by the department from which then shipment through an
accredited broker could take place?

Mr Gilbey: I agree with the hon. member who has brought up this important matter that
indeed it is a problem for smaller people, but the department’s officers will, as I hope I have
intimated, do everything that they possibly can to help. If any firm has any particular problems, I



am quite certain that the officers will do their best to help them over this. The whole thing is most
unfortunate that we are held up till the United Kingdom Government to get this Basle convention
ratified, which, as I have said, should be at the end of this very calendar month.

Jurby — Future Development — Question by the Speaker

The President: Question 19. Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: I have a very important supplementary -

The President: Question 19, Mr Speaker. (Laughter)

The Speaker: Mr President, I ask the Minister for Local Government and the Environment:

When is your department presenting a report to Tynwald on the proposals for the future
development (Housing, Industrial and Environmental) of Jurby?

The President: The Minister for Local Government and the Environment to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the Department of Local Government and the Environment
submitted a comprehensive report on Jurby at the meeting of the Council of Ministers on the 13th
September this year. The contents covered the current position with regard to the industrial
estate, airfield, housing and the general environment. It also outlined possibilities for carrying out
improvements, creating new housing and industrial developments and generally revitalising the
area. It concluded that the way forward is to set up a multi-disciplinary skilled steering group
which would include government and commercial representation. Additional funding would be
required for professional services. The Council of Ministers, however, decided full consideration
of the report should be deferred until after the election.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Why is it that there is no hurry for the future development of Jurby when, in
fact, I have been in constant communication with the Chief Minister since May 1998 to get things
done and yet suddenly, two weeks after that Council of Ministers meeting, you are able to
suddenly fast track and progress the development of these pits at Jurby without a planning
application or any consultation with the commissioners whatsoever? Are you aware that Jurby
Commissioners are so frustrated with the lack of action by your department that they have written
to the Chief Minister on 2nd October asking and seeking with him a meeting face to face as to
why nothing, nothing gets done except the fast track of this and, while I am standing on my feet,
can you confirm that one of these dumps for your waste chemicals is at Jurby? Thank you.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Firstly it would be quite out of order of me to refer to a previous question. We have
now moved on on the direction of the presiding officer of this hon. Court. It is not true that the
department regards there being no hurry for the development of Jurby. My colleague, the hon.
member for Ayre who, after all, represents the north of the Island, has been working extremely
hard on this, as have our officers, so there is no question that we regard it as an urgent and
important matter but the Council of Ministers made a decision regarding this, which they are
entitled to do, and in many ways you could say that it is probably wiser to progress with this
matter after the election because we do not know who then will be the responsible people
concerned.

Regarding the other matter, which is the subject of a further question and two resolutions, I
think it will be quite inappropriate for me to mix that up with the long-term plan for Jurby which is
the subject of this question.



Incinerator — Designer and Builder — Question by Mrs Cannell

The President: Question 20, hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask:

Who will design and build the plant required for the mass burn incinerator?

The President: Again it is for the Minister of Local Government and the Environment, Mr
Gilbey, to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the first thing I must say is that the hon. member for East Douglas
is quite wrong to refer to a mass burn incinerator. We are building an energy from residual waste
facility designed to deal with materials which can not be recovered, reused or recycled viably. The
hon. member will undoubtedly recall that prior to the financial motion in respect of the integrated
incinerator energy from waste facility last year, the fullest details regarding the contract and
contractors were made available to all members of this hon. Court and to the public. However, to
assist and without wishing to go over ground already covered, I would summarise as follows.
With the approval of Tynwald, the Department of Local Government and the Environment entered
into a contract to build and operate after design the integrated incinerator with United Waste (Isle
of Man) Limited. Again, with the knowledge of this hon. Court, United Waste Limited sub-
contracted the design and build element of the project to Kvaerner EC (UK) Limited. Kvaerner
have been working on the design of the facility for over a year now and started preliminary
building works at Richmond Hill two weeks ago.

The President: Hon. member, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I consider myself duly ticked off by the hon. minister
for my expression on this facility, but I still regard it as mass burn. In view of the information
which was presented to hon. members this morning by Treasury in that when the financial status
of the companies involved with the design and provision of plant on the incineration no checks
on companies’ or the companies’ wellbeing was undertaken. And subsequent to that, the fact
that Kvaerner has been found to be in financial difficulty and that this is the company that is
designing and building the plant for the incinerator - does the hon. minister not agree with me
that it would be incumbent upon him to ensure that the plant ordered and designed and bid for
will be forthcoming and that, if it is not, it will be forthcoming from elsewhere and that there is
financial provision built in all of the contractual obligations back to back or whatever to ensure the
taxpayers’ interest and the department’s interest in respect of this?

Mr Gilbey: I would be glad to be able to give the hon. member the assurances which she is
seeking. First of all, I think she suggests no checks were made on the well-being financially of
companies which attended. In fact, every company that attended was checked most carefully, not
only by officers of the Department of Local Government and the Environment, but very senior
officers of the Treasury, and when you come down to Kvaerner, it is a huge international
company employing no less than 35,000 people in 35 different countries. The actual subsidiary
dealing with the design and build of the incinerator at Richmond Hill is in fact the old Davey
United company which older members of this hon. Court may remember in the past was the
backbone of British industry in the north of England. Now, that company as in my view sadly the
case so often these days, has passed through various ownerships over the quarter of a century
or more. And it is now a subsidiary of the Norwegian international group, Kvaerner. Even if the
worst were to happen to Kvaerner - and I will to come back to that in a minute - I think there is
every reason to suppose that Kvaerner EC (UK) Limited, the old Davey United Group, would
continue and merely be purchased by yet another new owner, as is so often the wont now, with
successful businesses to form part of groups.



But, coming back to Kvaerner, it did have problems which have been mentioned in the
international press and at one time its share price fell to about five kroner. Recently the level has
increased to about 13 kroner. I think it is, in fact, overcoming its difficulties, part of which were
caused by shareholders’ disputes and I have circulated to all hon. members of this Court various
information. However, of even greater importance is the fact that the Manx Government’s contract
is with United Waste and it is up to them to procure the design and building of the plant. And if,
for any reason, Kvaerner did not do it, it would be up to United Waste and their parent group,
which is an enormous international company, Suez Lionnaise des Eaux group - like the hon.
Treasury minister, I am afraid my French is not very good either - but that enormous group would
be bound to see that facility was designed and built to the required standards, and any additional
costs that might arise would have to be met by them and not the Manx Government. Therefore, I
am content, as is the Treasury minister, that our financial position is secured. I should add that
we have various guarantees guaranteeing the operation of the Manx companies that have been
formed by both groups.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you. The minister has actually touched in part upon the question that I
was going to put to him regarding guarantees, sir, because we do not want another rerun of the
meat plant and I was very concerned about the costs of this project and that we do have very firm,
long guarantees.

The President: Hon. minister for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I thank all the information that has been forthcoming
this morning from the hon. minister, but again, does he not share my consideration in that the
overall design of this plant was used at the public inquiry to consider reserved matters, and all of
that helped to base the decision of advice which came from the independent planning inspector.
Now, if Kvaerner do no longer continue, in the worst possible scenario, to supply through United
Waste for the Isle of Man Government’s project the particular plant of which designs were
submitted at the inquiry and it goes to another company, does the minister not agree with me
that it should also go to a fresh public inquiry? Does he not agree with me that the designs were
produced by Kvaerner and that forms the basis of the recommendation from the independent
planning inspector? And if Kvaerner are in financial difficulties and are unable to, through
procurement or otherwise, provide the plant that is designed and form the basis of a decision,
then it should go to a fresh planning inquiry?

The President: Hon. member, I think your comment is made. I think its conjecture is not
relevant to the question on the order paper.

Urban Regeneration Study — Consultation with Douglas Residents —
Question by Mrs Cannell

The President: We move on to item 21. I call on Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: I beg leave to ask:

(1) What is the latest position in relation to your department’s urban regeneration study in
the Tynwald Street, Allan Street, area; and

(2) When do you expect to consult with residents in this area?

The President: Again, Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, the Department of Local Government and the Environment has
been progressing phase 1 of the urban regeneration program which encompasses an area



banded by Allen Street, Westmoreland Road, Tynwald Street and Orry Street. A proposal for 18
first-time buyer apartments has been drawn up and the financial appraisal has just been
completed which will enable it to be submitted to the Treasury. These apartments will front onto
Westmoreland Road and provide much needed affordable homes, replacing commercial
buildings on the site at the present time. Properties have been acquired in the remainder of
phase 1 amounting to approximately 50 per cent of the developable land.

A consultation meeting will be held with members and local residents before the end of the
year to discuss the proposals for the apartments and the development options for the remainder
of phase 1.

With regard to the greater study area for east central Douglas, little progress has been
made since 1999. This has been because of the high workload of the planning directorate, finite
resources and the ill health of the former chief planning officer. A new director has recently
commenced work and he has reconvened a working group to study the development. A further
consultation with residents and those with local interest would be a high priority in accordance
with the assurances given by the department previously. Progress will therefore be made in the
near future, but it is worth noting that the government’s existing five-year capital program does
not include at this time funding for urban regeneration initiatives.

The President: The hon. member, Mrs. Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Could the hon. minister explain to me, please, why it
is that the constituents who reside in the study area have not had correspondence from his
department since January 2000? And why have they failed to get in touch with those people? At
the end paragraph of that particular letter, the parting shot was that the department would fully
consult with all of the residents prior to any draft design, any Treasury concurrence et cetera; why
has that not been done? And can he further explain why the members for Douglas East have not
been consulted or brought into his department to be briefed on this issue, and can he clarify
whether or not there has been a change in the initial intention when he says that the plan is to
provide 18 private apartments and yet there is no mention of local authority housing provision as
was the initial decision taken by his department and when will his department consult with the
people in this particular area? Will it be prior to Treasury concurrence and prior to any draft plan
being submitted for planning approval?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, the basic reason as I have tried to point out at the start, really, is that
unfortunately this has gone slower than we would have liked it to have gone and we have really
only gradually been picking up various individual properties by purchasing them from the owners
of those properties and, as I have explained, very soon there will be a speeding up of the
process and then there will be more consultation.

Regarding whether we go to Treasury first or public consultation it seems to me actually the
logical thing, particularly as I mentioned that there is no provision for urban regeneration
initiatives in the capital programme, to go to the Treasury first because, unless we have the
money to do something, really there is very little to consult about.

The President: The hon. member for Douglas East, Mr. Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. Is the minister aware that this lack of consultation
has caused a great uncertainty in the area, (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) particularly the change of
planning, because the only consultation with the residents has been through the members for
Douglas East who made a presentation to all the residents in the area showing the proposed
plans, which have completely changed now to the 18 first-time apartments, and it was also part



of the department’s strategy to try to de-camp people who were already in the area into the first
phase of development?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am sorry that the hon. members for the area were not aware of what was
going on. I am quite sure that had they asked on behalf of themselves or on behalf of their
constituents the estates and housing directorate and all the planning directorate would have
been happy to write round to all the residents and update them, so I do hope that you will give all
the details of the problems and what people’s main concerns are to the officers so that they can
take it up.

Mrs Cannell: They have it.

The President: The hon. member of Council, Mr. Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. Minister, I am sure you will, but will you make sure that
the department has due regard to the Tenancy and Business Protection Act for those
businesses in the area, as they possibly could go to Court in some certain circumstances to
renew their tenancy?

The President: Minister.

Mr Gilbey: We are well aware of that and we have got plans to help rehouse or actually
rehouse the small businesses; that is one of the reasons why we are interested in certain small
business units in the areas surrounding Douglas - so that people can move.

Incinerator — Disposal of Fly Ash — Question by the Speaker

The President: Question 22, Mr Speaker.

Mr Cannan: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to ask the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment:

What arrangements have you made for the disposal of fly ash from the new
incinerator?

The President: The Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, earlier this year the Department of Local Government and the
Environment submitted a duly motivated request to the UK Environment Agency for flue gas
treatment residues, otherwise known as fly ash, to be disposed of at a suitable licensed
disposal site in the UK. Unfortunately the UK Environment Agency was not prepared at that time
to consider the determination of a duly motivated request for waste that would not be produced
until 2003. That agency felt that any decision at that time would be premature. They also stated
that, as there was an imminent change due in the EU legislation, any duly motivated request was
likely to be subject to change.

However, the UK Environment Agency did state, and I quote directly from their letter dated
28th June 2001, ‘The Agency recognises that disposal to landfill in the UK mainland may be the
only viable option.’ Officers of the department have actively pursued this issue with the UK
Environment Agency explaining that we cannot wait until 2003 before we have an identified
disposal route. Quite simply, this is because if the UK refuse to accept the incinerator fly ash, we
would need sufficient time to establish another disposal route, either on-Island or elsewhere.
This could take up to two years.

The Environment Agency have agreed, therefore, to consider a fresh application for a duly
motivated request from the Isle of Man Government provided it is submitted with a sound case



justifying why it should be exported off-Island. To comply with this request the waste operations
management unit of the department is currently preparing the supporting argument for a duly
motivated request and is being assisted in this task by experienced external consultants. A
report is due imminently and a duly motivated request will be submitted upon its receipt by the
Office of Environmental Health.

The President: Mr Speaker.

Mr Cannan: In the light of the minister’s reply will he give an unequivocal assurance that fly
ash will not be deposited in the same area as he proposes to deposit carcasses infected by
foot-and-mouth disease? Will he give an unequivocal assurance that in the unlikely event of the
area at Jurby being used for disposal of foot-and-mouth carcasses it will not also be used for the
disposal of fly ash? An unequivocal assurance, sir, please.

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: As Mr Speaker knows very well, no hon. member of this House can commit what
future Houses, ministers, Council of Ministers et cetera may do, but certainly I can give that as far
as I personally am concerned that I know as far as the other members of the Department of
Local Government are concerned there is absolutely no intention whatsoever and, even more
important, the order which will come before this hon. Court probably later today makes it quite
clear that the sole purpose is in respect of carcasses resulting from an epidemic of foot-and-
mouth disease and no other purpose is mentioned so as far as I am concerned I am very happy
to give that assurance, but clearly it is a known parliamentary principle that you cannot bind future
legislators.

The President: The hon. member, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Does the hon. minister realise that his information to
us today, his revelation, will have alarmed the entire nation, not only members in this hon. Court
but the entire nation in the Isle of Man, to first of all tell us that the incinerator with the
commencement of the building took place two weeks ago and now to announce that the
department has no safe disposal route for the fly ash or the bottom ash?

I just want to clarify a couple of points. Under the duly motivated request - that in my
understanding comes under the Basle convention - can the minister clarify when the provision
for making the duly motivated request under the Basle convention ceased? My understanding
from literature submitted by his department over the last 18 months is that the enabling power to
apply under that Basle convention ceased in January this year; can he clarify that? If that is the
case, how has he enabled his department to seek an extension to that when other nations have
failed in the past? And if the United Kingdom is reluctant to agree to take our potentially highly
toxic fly ash, where on earth in the Isle of Man does the hon. minister propose that it should be
buried and how will it be dealt with? And is it not incumbent upon his department, when
considering these waste management matters, to establish a safe disposal route prior to
consideration of design and build of any particular plant?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: I am sorry that what I said disturbed and concerned the hon. lady. I can
categorically say that I have every confidence that we shall get this permission to export the fly
ash -

Mrs Cannell: You have not got it yet.

Mr Gilbey: We have not got it yet; we have got over two years to go. There are many steps we
can take. I have complete confidence that we shall obtain it -



Mr Karran: That is what worries us.

Mr Gilbey: I beg your pardon?

The President: Hon. member, just reply to the question which has been asked.

Mr Gilbey: I have complete confidence that we shall get it. If we did not, which I think is
virtually unthinkable, we could export it to another country possibly and also, in the ultimate, you
can bury it in totally secure burial pits which are totally safeguarded to prevent erosion, seepage
or anything like that. So I am afraid there is not a problem that is insurmountable. Every difficulty
is one more battle to be won, and this battle will be won.

Jurby — Foot-and Mouth Disposal Site — Lack of Consultation with Jurby Commissioners —
Question by the Speaker

The President: Item 23, I call on the hon. Speaker.

The Speaker: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to ask the Minister for Local Government and
the Environment:

(1) Why were Jurby Parish Commissioners not consulted before your department
approved the Town and Country Planning Permitted Development (FMD Disposal Site)
Order 2001 (SD No 582/01) for inclusion on the Tynwald order paper; and

(2) what was the date of the meeting at which your department approved the order?

The President: The Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, a full presentation of the plans and reasons for the proposed foot-
and-mouth disposal site at Jurby was given for hon. members of Tynwald at 2.00 p.m. last
Wednesday, 10th October. This was attended by Mr Speaker who asked various questions.
Subsequently at 3.30 p.m. the hon. Minister for Transport, the hon. Minister for Agriculture,
appropriate officers and I gave a press conference on the same subject in the Sea Terminal,
which was attended by representatives of television, Manx Radio and the press. Again,
numerous questions were asked.

Despite this, I am very sorry to have been advised that in his constituency broadcast made
between 1 p.m. and 2 p.m. yesterday, Sunday 14th October, Mr Speaker made sustained,
intemperate and inaccurate personal attacks on me because of the order which is now the
subject of this question. Therefore I must explain the situation so that the real situation is on
record.

As is well known, the Council of Ministers set up a sub-committee of political members and
officers to plan how to prevent the scourge of foot-and-mouth disease coming to this Island and
how, if it did arrive, it would be dealt with. This committee had a further sub-committee of officers
who did a great deal of detailed planning, in particular in the context of this question bearing in
mind the appalling problems experienced in the UK. They considered how carcases should
most hygienically and efficiently be dealt with should the plague hit this Island. After most careful
enquiry they came to the decision that a properly prepared burial site should be made available
and held available for use if such an appalling eventuality hit our Island. They then decided - they
had to decide - where this should be and they engaged expert advice to help them find the most
appropriate location. No less than nine sites were considered and the final choice lay between
two. The site other than Jurby proved unsuitable on various technical grounds and therefore the
site recommended was that at Jurby. The sub-committee reported to the Council of Ministers
meeting held on Thursday, 27th September that in the national interest there should be a
prepared site ready and that it should be at Jurby. The Council of Ministers accepted this



recommendation and that the proposal should be put before this hon. Court in the form of two
orders: the first is the financial resolution in the name of the hon. Minister for Transport, item
number 12 on the agenda, and the second covers the planning aspects, is in my name and is
number 28 on the agenda.

I must stress that in signing these orders the Minister for Transport and I were following the
policy and the decision of the Council of Ministers. We were in no way acting on our own behalf,
although we both agreed with the decision that the resolution should be placed before this hon.
Court to consider and to hopefully agree those resolutions. Accordingly, personal attacks on any
individual are totally unwarranted and totally unjustified.

In view of the time constraints for the submission of resolutions to this sitting of this hon.
Court the order in my name, and I think that in the name of the hon. Minister for Transport, were
signed on 27th September, the same day as the sitting of the Council of Ministers. The urgency
of putting both orders before this hon. Court in October is totally self-evident.

If there was an outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease on this Island the government needs -
indeed in the interests of public health it must have - a contingency facility available, and I
understand that Mr Speaker himself when speaking on Manx Radio has accepted that there
should be such a contingency facility available. Any such facility has a design, tender and
construction lead-in time of about three months and it is critically important, therefore, that there
should be no delay in bringing about this process. Although this disease has not occurred in the
UK now for some 14 days no-one can say with certainty when or where it might strike next.

It was accepted that the Jurby commissioners should be advised as soon as possible. Mr
Hamilton, the chief executive of the Department of Local Government and the Environment, rang
the clerk of Jurby commissioners on the evening of Tuesday 2nd October after members of this
hon. Court had received their papers for this sitting, and I must point out that 2nd October is, of
course, 13 days or nearly a fortnight ago. Furthermore, last week a presentation was given to the
Jurby commissioners on 12th October. That would have been held earlier but this was the first
convenient date as far as the commissioners were concerned.

Finally I reconfirm that the order was approved on behalf of the department on Thursday,
27th September as I previously intimated.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr Gilbey, what is the hurry to make this order and to override the civil liberties
and democratic rights of the residents of Jurby? Why did you not take proper cognisance of the
Town and Country Planning Act which states under section 7, and I quote from part of it, that
‘before making an order under this Act the department shall confer with the local authority of any
district in which the land affected by such scheme is situated and shall transmit to such local
authority a copy of the order intended to be made and, in any case in which the observations and
objections of the local authority are not met, the department shall give not less than 14 days’
notice in writing of their intention to apply to Tynwald for approval of such order’, and again in
section 13 of the Act, a public inquiry before making an order, ‘before making an Order under this
Act the department shall hold a public inquiry of at which at least 14 days’ public notice shall be
given by the department’ et cetera. And in section 14, ‘after making an order the department shall
cause such order to be transmitted to the Council of Ministers and such order shall not take
effect until approved by a resolution of Tynwald.’ Why did you disregard the rights and the
liberties of the ordinary people of Jurby, the householders, those roundabout, before making the
order? And minister, in your statement that you have just made, why the great hurry because the
foot-and-mouth has been going since February, there has been no outbreak in the United



Kingdom since 30th September, the Minister for Agriculture has stated that in 14 days’ time he
will lift precautions in the Isle of Man and in three months’ time, if there are no further cases -

The President: And Mr Speaker, I am looking for a supplementary question.

Mr Cannan: I am asking him why he made the order knowing all these things, sir.

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I can answer this very easily indeed. First of all, why was there a
hurry? If the order had not come to this sitting of this hon. Court it would not have been able to
come to December at the earliest, which would have meant a delay of at least two months and
probably longer and, admittedly, thank God, there have not been any cases for 14 days but, as I
have just said, there could be further cases at any time and the situation is rather similar to
insuring your house. You do not say, ‘Because my house has not yet been burnt down I won’t
insure it because it never will be’; you insure your house, or most people do, and it has exactly
the same the principle about it.

Regarding the legal aspects, the Department of Local Government and the Environment
has been advised consistently by the learned Attorney and his chambers that the legal process
that has been adopted is the correct one in order to deal with this matter quickly and that every
correct step has been taken, and if there is any doubt about that I would ask your indulgence to
let the hon. learned Attorney confirm it himself, but that is the advice that has been given to the
Council of Ministers and the department.

CCTV Systems for Police Work — Question by Mr Henderson

The President: Question 24, I call on the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr. Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Minister for Home Affairs:

In the light of further successful trials at Thornton, Hull, of wireless CCTV systems
which can be linked to police laptop computers, will your department now give greater priority to
the introduction of CCTV systems, through joint initiatives with local authorities and private sector
funding?

The President: I call on the Minister for Home Affairs, the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Bell,
to reply.

Mr Bell: Thank you, Mr President. The Isle of Man Constabulary crime management unit has
conducted widespread research with regard to CCTV system operation, location and data
protection accountability. A draft CCTV policy is nearing completion and is anticipated for
publication during November. The constabulary intends to outline its proposals with regard to
partnerships with CCTV systems operated by public, local authority and private system owners.
The ultimate aim of the constabulary is to identify and utilise the most effective and pertinent
technology for the Island’s environment but for this to be developed and managed in a measured
and controlled way. The Department of Home Affairs looks forward to viewing the Chief
Constable’s forthcoming report and will consider future steps in the light of the
recommendations which will be contained within that report.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the minister for that positive answer and
invite him to agree with me that in fact a modern and high quality CCTV system adds a valuable
and effective element to crime prevention and crime detection, and would he further agree that
this would be more welcome sooner than later?



The President: Minister.

Mr Bell: Mr President, I obviously concur with the sentiments of the hon. member for North
Douglas but, as I have said on many previous occasions, my department will always support any
initiative which is initiated by the police for the prevention of crime and detection of crime. To date
CCTV has not been presented to my department as a top priority of the police and therefore we
have not been as proactive, perhaps, as the hon. member would like. As a result of this report we
may see a change in priorities on the part of the police. If that is the case and if in fact the
appropriate technology can be identified as part of this report, my department undoubtedly will be
giving wholehearted support to the police (Mr Henderson: Hear, hear.) working with local
authorities and the private sector, and will be programming that support into our budget and
policy documents in the near future.

Isle of Man Constabulary — New Senior Appointments — Question by Mr Houghton

The President: Question 25, the member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to ask the Minister for Home Affairs:

(1) Do you support the appointment of a deputy Chief Constable from the UK;

(2) (a) do you support the appointment of a third chief inspector to take responsibility for
human rights and professional standards; and

(b) if so, why?

The President: Again I call on the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Bell.

Mr Bell: Mr President, with regard to part (1) of the question, what I have supported is the
advertising of the post of deputy Chief Constable in the United Kingdom. I considered it was both
appropriate and reasonable to extend the advertising of the post beyond the Island itself. At the
present time there is only one local officer who is eligible for appointment. Any selection process,
but particularly that designed to appoint at such a senior level, cannot be considered competitive
or appropriate without securing access to a range of suitably qualified candidates. It would not
be appropriate for me to comment any further with regard to the appointment in as much as the
selection and recommendation for the appointment of deputy Chief Constable is a matter for the
Chief Constable himself.

Concerning the appointment of a third chief inspector, a critical factor in policing is that of
public confidence. Any public belief that the police force cover up or fail to adequately consider
allegations of misconduct can seriously damage confidence in the force. For some people the
concept of the police investigating themselves is quite a contentious issue. Some argue that the
police can only be truly accountable to the public if there is an external and independent
investigation. Complaints concerning the police force are investigated by the police complaints
commissioner, but this of course requires officers to research various matters. As a
consequence of the report produced in 2000 by Her Majesty’s Inspector of Constabulary it was
recommended that the force consider the creation of a dedicated post to address the issue of
complaints against police. At present the deputy Chief Constable post spends much of its
expensive time supervising and quality assuring investigations and associated reports into
complaints before they are submitted to the police complaints commissioner. This is not
conducive to the principles of efficiency and effectiveness or securing value for money from this
very senior post.

Additionally, the force urgently needs a senior police officer to champion both the
development of police standards and human rights. As well as the requirement to secure
compliance with human rights legislation it is considered that there is a need to develop the



culture that welcomes the whole philosophy of human rights throughout the police force.
Consequently the creation of the chief inspector post has freed up time for the deputy Chief
Constable to focus on more key strategic responsibilities, has allowed the existing chief
inspector to focus more on service delivery and will allow greater public confidence in the
process of investigation of complaints and adherence to human rights principles.

The President: The hon. member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. A two-part supplementary, sir, if I may indulge. With
regard to the deputy Chief Constable post, may I ask if the minister could explain whether he
agrees that a fixed contract post would be completely discriminatory towards a Manx police
officer as he would currently have to resign his position and forgo his rights under police
regulations? And does he not further agree that the medical requirement is extremely prejudicial
towards the local officer as it is not, indeed, usual for promotion to any other rank and therefore,
may I ask, what would happen if a Manx candidate failed the medical standard? Would he be
pensioned off from his present position, for instance? Finally sir, on this part, is this not also
contrary to the force policy policing plan which aims to value and develop the staff in key service
areas, sir?

The President: Minister.

Mr Bell: I think it is quite reasonable, Mr President, for people appointed to that level of
responsibility to be expected to undergo a medical. The Chief Constable himself had to undergo
one when he was appointed and I do not see that there is any difference on that issue. In no way
is the proposal that is being put forward likely to be prejudicial to the local individual; it is simply
extending the net to cover possible candidates off-Island as well as local candidates, and there
is nothing untoward about that. It is simply, from the Isle of Man’s point of view, an attempt to get
the best possible individual appointed to that position. Sorry, I have forgotten what the second
point was now?

Mr Houghton: Was it contrary to the force policing plan which aims to value and develop the
skills of staff in key service areas, sir?

Mr Bell: No, it is not, Mr President, not in the slightest. In the last five years, certainly since I
have been Minister for Home Affairs, the budget for training and enhancing the skills of individual
officers has been increased very substantially and for the first time there is extensive training
right across the force from senior management right down to front-line officers. The department
and the senior management are committed to developing the skills of individual officers to the
very highest standard and their contribution to the service is well recognised.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, can the hon. minister assure this hon. Court that the appointment of
a deputy Chief Constable has not already taken place as there seems to be a lot of people under
the impression in the police force and in other areas that there has been appointed an individual
who has already got the job from the United Kingdom?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Bell: Mr President, I do get tired of these wild statements which are made by particularly
the member for Onchan but other members at the same time without any foundation whatsoever.
It is quite clear, and the hon. member knows it, that this job has not even been advertised yet, it is
simply that the draft job description is being (Mr Karran interjecting) drafted, it is hon. members
that start these hares running, Mr President, and we ought to be more responsible on these
issues.



The position is quite simple: the previous deputy Chief Constable has retired now on ill
health and that job is being filled. We will not be permitted to, in advance, offer a job to someone
prior to the office itself being advertised in the normal manner and the hon. member knows that
full well. It is extremely unfortunate that these assertions are being made. The job will be
advertised, there will be interviews in the normal way and the Chief Constable ultimately will be
making the final recommendation to the department.

The President: The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. With regard to the third chief inspector post, who I
note will not be used in essential operations but instead will deal with those administrative
matters outlined by the hon. minister, may I ask whether this will mean a departure from the post
of head of corporate services who was brought in to replace the services of a chief inspector only
a few years ago, sir?

The President: Minister?

Mr Bell: No, it will not.

The President: The hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. Could the minister clarify the position if an officer is
recruited from the UK force for the deputy Chief Constable’s position on a five-year contract, after
that five-year contract can that officer return to the British force? And if he cannot could we be
under the impression that an officer from the UK would only be coming over to retire for his five
years?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Bell: I understand, Mr President, that the procedures would be that the successful officer
would be expected to resign from the force he was presently attached to but the overall terms of
his involvement beyond that would depend on the agreement negotiated with the individual and
the region which he comes from.

School Secretaries — Salaries — Question by Mr Houghton

The President: Question 26, the hon. member for Douglas North.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to ask the Minister for Education:

Due to the increase in the workload and responsibilities of primary school secretaries
following the implementation of delegated financial management (DFM) is your department
willing to raise the amount of salaries paid to secretaries accordingly?

The President: I call on the hon. Minister for Education.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, a review of all primary school secretaries’ grading has already
begun. This was arranged following the introduction of delegated financial management and
involves the Personnel Office together with the department’s employee relations adviser. The
review is taking place now so that the impact of delegated financial management on primary
secretaries’ roles could be properly evaluated in the light of actual changes. The results and
recommendations of the grading review will be referred to the department for approval and, if
upgradings are recommended, it will be requested that any increases be backdated to April
2001, when delegated financial management was introduced.

The President: The hon. member, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President, I am very grateful for the hon minister’s reply. Thank
you.



International Business School — Breakdown of Costs — Future — Question by Mr Karran

The President: Question 27, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the Minister for Education:

What is the full breakdown of the costs of the International Business School met by
your department and what plans exist for the future of this facility?

The President: Again I call on the Minister for Education, the hon. member for Garff.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the International Business School is a limited company with
funding from both government and the private sector. I would confirm that the Department of
Education is the vehicle for government funding of the business school by means of an annual
block grant. This has met start-up costs, academic and administration salaries, rental costs of
the three-year lease on the property, marketing and fees for services provided by our academic
partners. For the first year of funding 1999-2000 the Department of Education grant was
£200,000. For the year 2000-2001 it was £505,000, partly offset by the first stream of income
from sponsorship and lettings of £110,000. For the present financial year the grant totals
£480,000 of which salaries currently comprise £143,900 and the current lease costs of
£210,000. In addition, during 2000-2001 the ground floor and lower ground floor refurbishment
was carried out at a cost of £534,000 which was met by supplementary vote of this hon. Court
earlier this year.

Mr President, I am pleased to report that we are in the happy position of having recently
welcomed our first 20 students, who are Manx and from overseas, to the first-year undergraduate
programme of a BA in business studies. We will shortly be welcoming the first students to our
two postgraduate masters degree programmes in international banking and finance, and
regulation and compliance. In addition to this, the business school is offering part-time and full-
time courses, professional programmes and specialist seminars and is looking to develop into
the field of tourism management.

I am sure that the Court will agree that this is a most impressive achievement to have a
working business school within 23 months, and I would take the opportunity of paying tribute to
Professor Roger Carey and his dedicated team who have brought this about.

The successful forward development of the business school will now depend on resolving
the question of its long-term accommodation. The Nunnery mansion house has been identified
by the school’s directors and governors as the preferred site for its permanent home, especially
given the long-term goal of establishing a University of Man for which the Nunnery would
undoubtedly make a superb campus location. I am pleased to advise that negotiations for the
acquisition of the Nunnery have moved forward successfully to the point where agreement in
principle to purchase has been reached but details of the contract have yet to be agreed and
finalised. The terms of the legal agreement are the subject of continuing negotiation and
therefore I cannot comment further, save to mention that the capital sums involved are being
raised by the private sector.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, is the minister aware that we own the covenants on the Nunnery so
that it can be only used as a private residence, so that would affect any purchase price? Would
he also give an assurance to this Court, as I believe there is going to be a financial scandal over
this whole affair, that any moneys for purchasing this house will have to have a motion in
Tynwald of a future administration and not hide slyly away like so many other things that this
administration has got away with? And can I also ask the minister, will he give a full backing to



this proposal of any purchase of this property as far as the Treasury and the other members of
the Council of Ministers are concerned in order to safeguard the taxpayers of this Island?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I am of course aware of the existence of covenants on the Nunnery
property restricting its use to residential purposes. They were, of course, varied by the holder of
the covenants, the Isle of Man Government, at the request of the Department of Education. Our
legal advice is that there is no problem as far as the covenants are concerned.

The hon. member asked for an assurance about my placing a financial motion in Tynwald
for the capital sums. Well, of course this would be the case if in fact government were
responsible for the provision of those capital sums. As I said in my original answer, that is not
the case and the sums are in fact being raised by the private sector and therefore there is no
requirement to come to Tynwald for Tynwald approval. The guarantee of those sums is via the
Department of Education acting on behalf of the Isle of Man Government acting responsibly as
one of the partners of the International Business School arrangements.

The other matter about Treasury concurrence and support within the Council of Ministers - I
can give the hon. member assurances that government is fully aware and briefed of this
development, which I am sure every member of this hon. Court will welcome as a most
significant achievement in not only Isle of Man education and towards our aspirations of a
university on this Island but will help consolidate the Island’s reputation internationally for
business education and particularly with the solid arrangements that are now coming into being
for specialising in offshore business education.

The President: The hon. member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the minister not agree that everybody in
this Court has no problems as far as the principles of trying to get this done? What this Court is
concerned about is the fact that we do not like the taxpayer being ripped off. Would the minister
not agree that the bottom line is the taxpayer is going to pay, we are going to pay in this hon
Court, and, if we are going to pay in this hon. Court, let us have some transparency regarding the
situation? I have already had a scandalous situation with the DLGE over another appalling affair
and I think that this Court needs an assurance that it will come to this Court because we are
going to pay for it, the taxpayer.

The President: Minister, do you wish to add to your reply?

Mr Rodan: Save to mention, Mr President, I am not in the business of facilitating scandals
(Mrs Crowe: Hear, hear.) financial or otherwise, and I can assure for the avoidance of doubt that,
acting on the fullest proper advice, this matter is being handled properly, is being handled
responsibly and I rather resent implications that I am involved in some sort of financial scandal,
which is patently not the case.

Marine Administration — Competence of UK Marine and Coastguard Agency —
Question by Mr Rimington

The President: Question 28, the hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President, I beg leave to ask the Minister for Trade and
Industry:

Is the Isle of Man Marine Administration satisfied that, having regard to past defaults of
the UK Marine and Coastguard Agency, that agency is competent to undertake certification work
on its behalf and what steps are you prepared to take to ensure that Isle of Man residents who



suffer loss as a result of defaults by the UK agency receive adequate compensation for their
loss?

The President: The Minister for Trade and Industry to reply.

Mr North: Mr President, those work areas of the United Kingdom Maritime and Coastguard
Agency, the MCA, which undertakes surveys and inspections are accredited to British Standard
EN.ISO 9001 1994. This standard requires regular audits to be carried out internally on the MCA
and externally by an approved organisation, in this case the British Standards Institute. In
addition, United Kingdom Treasury requirements require regular auditing to their government
standard on internal audits. These review the performance of the agency’s work in all areas over
a three-year cycle.

Finally, in response to a government request, the United Kingdom National Audit Office will
also carry out periodic audits of the agency, making its findings public. I am advised that an audit
of the ship survey, an inspection service, has recently been completed and a second looking at
environmental protection is ongoing.

As regards the questions of compensation in cases of default, the United Kingdom
Government has established a contingency liability fund from which any costs that arise as a
result of possible negligence by a government agency would be made. An award of
compensation can be made either as a result of a decision by a relevant UK Government
department, by an ombudsman’s decision or as a result of court action. These channels and the
compensation payments are available to Manx residents as they are to United Kingdom
residents and thus no additional formal steps by the Isle of Man Government would be
appropriate.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Would the minister confirm at around the time of the Solway Harvester a
vessel was brought on to the Manx register, having passed a stability test narrowly, undertaken
on behalf of the Isle of Man Marine Administration by the UK Maritime and Coastguard Agency? It
was brought to the Isle of Man, it was subsequently tested by your marine administration and
shown to have failed stability massively. That same vessel, sir, would you confirm, was bought
with a false safety certificate. Would you confirm, sir, as you have the file in your possession, as I
have, that that boat never had a valid safety certificate and, as your department was the principal
which employed the UK Maritime Coastguard Agency, why then have you not taken steps fully to
ensure that the aggrieved owners have been properly compensated?

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr North: Mr President, I am not prepared to answer any supplementary question which
suggests reference to this or any other specific case, I am afraid.

The President: Hon. members, that brings us to the conclusion of the oral questions at
item 28. The remaining 11 are for written answer and I understand they either have been or will
be shortly circulated.

Child-Minding and Crèche Facilities — Introduction —
Question by Mr Henderson for Written Answer

Question 29

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson to ask the Chief Minister:



In the light of recent UK announcements of the provision of child-minding facilities and
creches for teachers, will you consider the introduction of similar schemes for public sector
workers in the Isle of Man?

Answer

Initiatives and schemes designed to aid the recruitment and retention of public sector
workers are kept under review by the relevant departments of government and the Civil Service
Commission.

No doubt a similar situation exists in the United Kingdom. However, it would be wrong to
presume that the United Kingdom Government’s proposal for child minding facilities for certain
workers in the United Kingdom would be appropriate generally for the Island’s needs.

If there was evidence that such facilities would substantively improve recruitment, then
consideration would be given to such an initiative by the relevant employing authority. In the past,
investigations by the Department of Health and Social Security and Civil Service Commission
into the need for schemes of this type revealed that more appropriate initiatives were desirable.

Work Permits — Requirement for Manx People in European Union —
Question by Mr Delaney for Written Answer

Question 30

The hon. member of the Council, Mr Delaney, to ask HM Attorney-General:

Do Manx people still require work permits to work in member states of the European Union?

Answer

Under the Treaty of Rome, nationals of any member state have the right of free movement
within the Community; that is, they have the right to move to any other member state and work
there, without a work permit.

However, under the special arrangements for the Isle of Man and Channel Islands which
were reached in 1972 when the United Kingdom joined the Community, certain British nationals
were excluded from this right. These people who have British nationality only because they, or
their parents or grandparents were born in the Isle of Man or the Channel Islands, and have no
connection with the United Kingdom.

To be precise, if such a person has a parent or grandparent born in the United Kingdom, or
if he or she has lived in the United Kingdom for five years or more, he or she has sufficient
connection with the United Kingdom to take advantage of the ‘free movement’ rights under the
Treaty of Rome. But a person of Manx descent, as mentioned above, who has no such
connection with the United Kingdom, even if he or she has British nationality, cannot claim the
right to work in another member state without a work permit.

Kewaigue — Road Widening — Question by Mr Duggan for Written Answer

Question 31

The hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan, to ask the Minister for Transport:

When will work start to improve road safety and widen the road from the New Castletown
Road to Kewaigue School?

Answer

My department intend to bring a financial resolution to the May 2002 Tynwald for phase 4 of
the Douglas inner link road.



This scheme includes improvements to the roundabout at Spring Valley crossroads,
widening of the Road Island Road incorporating a new footway linking to Kewaigue School and
modifications to the junction near Middle Farm.

Subject to Tynwald approval it is intended to start work on this scheme improving road
safety in this area of South Douglas and Braddan immediately after the TT period.

Noble’s Hospital — Waiting Lists — Question by Mr Henderson for Written Answer

Question 32

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson, to ask the Minister for Health and
Social Security:

(1) What are the categories of non-urgent medical conditions which form separate waiting
lists for hospital in-patient treatment at Noble’s Hospital, or in UK hospitals;

(2) how many patients are on each list; and

(3) what is the average waiting time for each category?

Answer

(1) Waiting lists are categorised into specialties rather than specific conditions.
This applies at Noble’s Hospital and in United Kingdom hospitals.

My department does not compile routine statistics for patients referred to the
United Kingdom for tertiary opinions. They are, in effect, United Kingdom waiting list
cases.

It is possible with in-patient waiting list information to provide an indicative
comparison with similar figures produced for the National Health Service in England
at 31st March 2001.

The comparison shows that across all specialties, there is a shorter waiting
time for patients on the Island than in England. As an example, at 31st March 2001, 70
per cent of Isle of Man patients were seen in under three months, compared with 52
per cent in the National Health Service in England. At six months, 93 per cent of all Isle
of Man patients have been seen compared with 76 per cent of patients in England.
This trend continues for patients who are required to wait for longer periods.

(2) The tables below show the number of patients on each specialty in-patient
waiting list at Noble’s Hospital at 31st March 2001, and 31st July 2001.

(3) The average waiting time for each specialty is also included in the tables
shown.

There has been a significant decrease over the past year in the number of
patients waiting for in-patient appointments.

The total number of patients waiting at 31st March 2000, was 1,118. During the
year, this has been reduced by over 20 per cent so that on 31st March 2001, 934
patients were waiting, of which seven (0.75 per cent) were waiting longer than 12
months.

At 31st July 2001, there were 899 patients waiting, of which seven (0.78 per cent
were waiting longer than 12 months.

In-Patient Waiting Lists at 31st March 2001



Noble’s Hospital

< 3 < 6 6-8 9-11 12+ Total
mths mths mths mths mths

General Medicine 6 3 1 10
General Surgery 201 59 14 3 3 279
Gynaecology 27 2 29
ENT 73 50 17 140
Ophthalmology 66 50 18 1 4 139
Orthopaedics 160 44 7 1 1 213
Oral Surgery 113 4 1 118
Rheumatalogy 6 6

Total 652 212 58 5 7 934

In-Patient Waiting Lists at 31st July 2001

Noble’s Hospital

< 3 < 6 6-8 9-11 12+ Total
mths mths mths mths mths

General Medicine 10 9 0 1 1 21
General Surgery 241 55 21 10 2 329
Gynaecology 38 2 1 0 0 41
ENT 61 14 25 1 0 101
Ophthalmology 56 23 1 1 4 85
Orthopaedics 159 63 13 4 0 239
Oral Surgery 57 26 0 0 0 83
Rheumatalogy 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 622 192 61 17 7 899

Noble’s Hospital — Waiting Lists for Heart Angiograms —
Question by Mr Henderson for Written Answer

Question 33

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson, to ask the Minister for Health and
Social Security:

(1) What is the average waiting time for a patient to have a heart angiogram;

(2) How many patients are currently on that list;

(3) What can be done in urgent cases to expedite the tests;

(4) What is your department’s policy for any patient on such a list whose condition
deteriorates; and

(5) In the case of patients awaiting heart surgery, what are the answers in respect of 1,2,3
and 4 above?

Answer

My department does not compile routine statistics for patients referred to the United
Kingdom for tertiary opinions. They are, in effect, United Kingdom waiting list cases.

The number of patients from the Isle of Man waiting for angiography or coronary
surgery/angioplasty at the Cardio-thoracic Centre (CTC), Broadgreen, Liverpool, are thus not



readily available, although it is estimated to be in the region of 50. Statistics have been
requested from the CTC and are currently awaited.

ANGIOGRAPHY

Coronary angiography is performed with the aim of judging the severity and extent of
coronary artery narrowing in patients who have symptoms of angina or cardiac dysfunction, who
are candidates for revascularisation. Patients are graded at the angiogram as to the severity of
their problem, and a decision made on the required method of revascularisation (if any) - either
balloon angioplasty or coronary bypass surgery.

Patients with critical narrowings in critical areas of the circulation are at highest risk, and
either have revascularisation (usually bypass surgery) before they leave the CTC, or join the
urgent waiting list for surgery. Patients with less critical, but still severe narrowings in their
circulation, join the non-urgent waiting list for revascularisation.

In answer to the specific questions:

(1) Patients with stable angina, on medication, who are suffering with persistent
symptoms, are referred for consideration of revascularisation. Their condition is
stable, albeit limiting as far as their lifestyle is concerned, and an urgent angiogram is
not required. The average waiting time for non-urgent coronary angiography at the
CTC is between three and six months.

(2) Currently, the exact number of patients on the list awaiting angiography is not known.
Patients are referred to the CTC by a number of medical consultants at Noble’s
Hospital.

(3) Urgency is determined clinically. Unstable angina develops both de novo and in
patients with previously stable angina. These patients are admitted to the coronary
care unit at Noble’s and aggressively treated according to evidence-based guidelines.
Those whose symptoms fail to settle on aggressive treatment are deemed to be at
highest risk and they are referred for emergency coronary angiography. They are
transferred directly from Noble’s to the CTC where angiography is performed within a
few days.

(4) Patients on the waiting list for angiography who deteriorate are assessed either as in-
patients if unstable, or as urgent out-patients. If the deterioration is such as to require
the Angiogram to be expedited, Consultant communication with the CTC usually
results in the angiography being performed within a few days to weeks. In the
meantime, additional medication and further restriction of the patient’s lifestyle,
controls and situation. Naturally, patients on the waiting list who remain stable have
their wait increased by urgent cases needing to be done ahead of them.

HEART SURGERY

The majority of patients waiting for heart surgery are awaiting coronary bypass surgery. A
lesser number of patients are awaiting valve surgery or both. As previously explained, the
findings at coronary angiography determine the urgency of the surgical requirement.

In response to the specific questions:

(1) The average waiting time for non-urgent bypass surgery is 12-18 months.

(2) It is not known how many patients are on the waiting list. The CTC audit data, when
available, will provide such information.



(3) If it is deemed that a patient needs emergency or urgent bypass surgery,
communication with the CTC allows for emergency/urgent transfer of such patients.

(4) If the condition of the patient on the non-urgent waiting list becomes a cause for
concern, direct communication with the CTC usually results in the operation being
brought forward.

Widow’s Benefit — Qualification for — Recipients of —
Question by Mr Henderson for Written Answer

Question 34

The hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson, to ask the Minister for Health and
Social Security:

(1) What is the current amount of the Isle of Man widow’s benefit;

(2) what are the criteria for qualification; and

(3) how many people are currently in receipt of this benefit?

Answer

The system of widows’ benefits was replaced by a new system of bereavement benefits
from 9th April this year. The new system and transitional arrangements for recipients of widow’s
pension and widowed father’s allowance on that date and the entitlement conditions were
described in the department’s Benefits and Contributions Information Guide 2001-2002 (‘the
Guide’) which was circulated to members immediately after the May 2001 sitting of Tynwald.
Specifically entitlement conditions are described at pages 71 to 76 of the guide.

The rate of bereavement payment is £2,000. This is a lump sum payment and the average
number paid each month is two.

The standard basic rate of widowed parent’s allowance is £72.50. Reduced rates are
payable where the late spouse’s contribution record is deficient and an earnings related addition
to the basic rate may be payable. An allowance of £11.35 per dependent child is payable. There
were 76 cases in payment as at 30th August 2001.

The rate of transitionally protected widow’s pension is the same as that of widowed
parent’s allowance except that there are no dependent children and therefore no allowance for
them. The number of cases was 258 as at 30th August 2001.

The standard rate of bereavement allowance is £72.50, and reduced rates are payable
where the claimant was under age 55, but over age 45 at the date of spouse’s death. There were
27 cases in payment as at 30th August 2001.

This reply excludes information relating to war widow’s pension which is outwith the
department’s responsibilities.

New Hospital — Diabetic Centre — Question by Mr Braidwood for Written Answer

Question 35

The hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood, to ask the Minister for Health and Social
Security:

Has your department, since the Tynwald resolution of 16th May 2001 which endorsed
the establishment of a dedicated diabetic centre at the new hospital, initiated any design plans
for such a centre, to commence after the practical completion of the new hospital in September
2002?



Answer

The Service Planning Group for the new hospital has been asked by the department to
review services planned for the hospital, having regard to Tynwald’s support for the
establishment of a dedicated diabetic centre. The planning group has invited the hospital
medical directorate to prepare an operational policy for the Service, taking account of the
consequential implications in respect of the Medical Department. At this stage, the Planning
Group has yet to receive a full response from the directorate for its consideration, prior to
submission to the department.

Local Authorities — Audit Fees — Question by Mr Rimington for Written Answer

Question 36

The hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, to ask the Minister for Local Government and
the Environment:

(1) For the current and previous two years, what are the audit fees charged by the
government auditors to each local authority; and

(2) what is the extent of the audit service provided for the different fees charged?

Answer

In response to the question submitted by the hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, I am
pleased to provide the following information:

(1)  In respect of part (1) of the hon. member’s question, regarding the audit fees charged
by government’s auditors to each local authority for the current and previous two years,
I attach as an appendix a schedule of fees charged by the public auditors in respect of
the audits for the year end 2001,2000 and 1999.

 Isle of Man Local Authorities
 Audit fees for the year ended 31 March

2001 2000 1999
Audit Audit Audit
Fee Fee Fee

£ £ £

Andreas Parish Commissioners 206 200.00 180.00
Arbory Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 165.00
Ballaugh Parish Commissioners 206 200.00 202.00
Braddan Parish Commissioners 464 450.00 448.00
Bride Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 197.00
Castletown Town Commissioners 3,090.00 3,000.00 3,180.00
Douglas Corporation 9,785.00 9,500.00 11,087.00
German Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 229.00
Jurby Parish Commissioners 206 200.00 202.00
Laxey Village Commissioners 824.00 800.00 1,278.00
Lezayre Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 250.00
Lonan Parish Commissioners 180 175.00 158.00
Malew Parish Commissioners 464 450.00 546.00
Marown Parish Commissioners 232 225.00 185.00
Maughold Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 197.00
Michael Commissioners 258 250.00 197.00
Onchan District Commissioners 3,090.00 3,000.00 3,119.00



Patrick Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 218.00
Peel Town Commissioners 3,090.00  3,000.00 3,119.00
Port Erin Village Commissioners 3,090.00 3,000.00 2,857.00
Port St. Mary Village

                Commissioners  3,090.00 3,000.00 3,005.00
Ramsey Town Commissioners 3,090.00 3,000.00 4,977.00
Rushen Parish Commissioners 258 250.00 185.00
Santon Parish Commissioners 180 175.00 165.00
Castletown & Malew Elderly Persons 747 725.00 805.00
Cooil Roi 747 725.00 805.00
Marashen Crescent Housing 747 725.00 805.00
Peel & Western District Housing 747 725.00 805.00
Ramsey & Northern District Housing 747 725.00 805.00
Northern Parishes Refuse Collection 386 375.00 371.00
Northern Swimming Pool 335 325.00 328.00
Southern Swimming Pool 335 325.00 328.00
Western Swimming Pool 255 0.00 0.00
IOM Arts Council 0 425.00 437.00
Manx Hertiage Foundation Fund 438 425.00 437.00
Royal British Legion Housing 438 425.00 546.00

39,273.00 38,300.00 42,765.00

Burial authorities
Andreas Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 112.00
Arbory Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 74.00
Ballaugh Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 167.00
Braddan Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 70.00
Bride Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 70.00
German Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 140.00
Jurby Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 112.00
Lezayre Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 102.00
Lonan Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 167.00
Malew Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 210.00
Marown Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 70.00
Maughold Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 112.00
Michael Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 74.00
Onchan Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 97.00
Patrick Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 167.00
Rushen Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 97.00
Santon Burial Ground Authority 103 100.00 68.00

1,751.00 1,700.00 1,909.00

41,024.00 40,000.00 44,674.00

(2) In respect of part (2) of the hon. member’s question, I feel it would be appropriate to
provide some background in relation to the responsibilities of local authorities and the
auditors under the Audit Act 1983.

Local authorities are responsible for ensuring they maintain proper
accounting records and produce annual accounts which are properly prepared in
accordance with the Accounts and Audit Regulations 1984, made under the Audit Act



1983. The public auditors have a responsibility to report whether, in their opinion, the
annual accounts have been properly prepared in accordance with the aforementioned
regulations and Act. The public auditors also have a professional responsibility to
report if the annual accounts do not comply in any material respect with applicable
accounting standards unless, in their opinion, the non-compliance is justified in the
circumstances. In determining whether or not a departure is justified, the public
auditors would consider whether the departure is required in order for the annual
accounts to be properly prepared under the Audit Act 1983, and whether adequate
disclosure has been made concerning the departure.

The auditors’ professional responsibilities also include the giving, within
their report, of a description of the authority’s responsibilities for the annual accounts
where the annual accounts or accompanying information do not include such a
description, and considering whether any information in documents containing
audited accounts is materially consistent with those accounts.

The public auditors’ audit is conducted in accordance with auditing
standards issued by the United Kingdom Auditing Practices Board. The audit is
conducted in such manner as the auditors consider necessary to fulfil their
obligations and will include such tests of transactions and of the existence, ownership
and value of assets and liabilities as the auditors consider necessary.

The nature and extent of the audit and tests vary according to the auditors’
assessment of the accounting systems and of the systems of internal control in place
in individual authorities.

In conclusion, in respect of the specific question posed by the hon. member
for Rushen, I would advise that the audit service provided by the public auditors is that
which is necessary to fulfil their obligations under the Accounts and Audit Regulations
1984 made under the Audit Act 1983. The various charges reflect the amount of work
which is necessary within each authority, in order to enable the auditors to prepare
their report in accordance with their obligations. Generally, as can be seen from the
schedule of charges, the charges are higher in respect of authorities whose
responsibilities are greater and whose financial systems may be more extensive or
complicated due to the wider range of duties they undertake.

Pulrose — Acceleration of Rebuilding/Refurbishing Programme —
Question by Mr Duggan for Written Answer

Question 37

The hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan, to ask the Minister for Local Government
and the Environment:

Will your department consider meeting with the Douglas Corporation -

(a) to speed up the rebuilding programme of Lower Pulrose Estate; and

(b) to improve on the slow progress of refurbishment of the Higher Pulrose Estate?

Answer

Officers of the Department of Local Government and the Environment meet with
Douglas Corporation on a regular basis to discuss the Lower Pulrose redevelopments. All
parties agreed, earlier this year, that the original 10-year programme was too long. Funding
has therefore been rescheduled and the programme reduced to seven years.



Discussions continue to be held with regard to further acceleration of the programme.
Consideration is being given to entering into a partnering agreement with the main
contractor which could produce efficiency savings to the benefit of all parties.

The Lower Pulrose project does not, however, sit alone within the house building and
reinvestment programme. Accelerating projects including the Higher Pulrose refurbishment
or adding new projects to the existing programme will require either additional government
funding or result in other approved projects being delayed.

The latest Housing Policy Review Progress Report (October 2001) refers to this
point and recommends that the government and local authority house building and
reinvestment programme be reviewed in light of:

* Information resulting from the recent public housing stock condition survey; and

* the need to minimise the loss of public housing caused by demolition and
refurbishment at a time when additional new housing is required.

The Department of Local Government and the Environment will be taking a broad
overview of the five-year housing programme which is budgeted at over £55 million. This is
obviously a complex process which will require detailed discussion with a large number of
local authority partners.

DTI and UK Marine and Coastguard Agency — Relationship between —
Question by Mr Rimington for Written Answer

Question 38

The hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, to ask the Minister for Trade and Industry:

What are the formal and informal relationships between the Department of Trade and
Industry and the UK Marine and Coastguard Agency?

Answer

The relationship between the Department of Trade and Industry and the Maritime and
Coastguard Agency (UK) exists in several forms. Formally, a written agreement on the
conduct of surveys and inspection exists between the Isle of Man Administration and the
Maritime Coastguard Agency (UK). The Isle of Man is also a member of the Red Ensign
Group, which meets annually and provides the opportunity for senior staff from the two
organisations to consider matters of mutual interest.

On a more informal level officials of the two organisations regularly communicate
regarding policy decisions and day to day advice on British shipping matters. The Shipping
Policy Division of the Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions (UK),
who act as sponsors for the Maritime and Coastguard Agency (UK), have regular contact
with the Department of Trade and Industry through the Lord Chancellor’s Office, and also
participate in the Red Ensign Group Conference.

Tynwald — Members’ Mileage Allowance Claimed —
Question by Mr Duggan for Written Answer

Question 39

The hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan, to ask the Chairman of the Tynwald
Management Committee:

What is the total amount claimed each year for mileage allowance by each member of
Tynwald from after the general election 1996 to date?



Answer

MEMBER TOTAL MILEAGE CLAIMED

2.11.96- 23.04.98-  1999 2000 2001

22.04.98 31.12.98

£ £ £ £ £

Hon A R Bell MHK 3799.56 1712.76 3427.20 2877.00 2815.40
Hon J A Brown MHK 1886.20 956.80 1456.32 2096.72 1090.00
The Hon J D Q Cannan
                       SHK 3755.02 1881.10 2473.34 3439.78 2733.47
Hon C M Christian MLC 2651.74 1841.38 1929.08 1936.32 1335.00
The Hon N Q Cringle 115.92 - 415.38 - -
Mrs P M Crowe MHK 2997.60 1577.20 2668.80 3012.00 1971.00
Mr D F K Delaney MLC 525.52 100.74 608.42 914.40 414.90
Hon A F Downie MHK 100.28 144.44 245.28 1110.92 -
Hon D J Gelling MHK 1266.60 - 733.20 530.40 921.20
Hon W A Gilbey MHK - 164.16 495.84 615.01 292.16
Mr P Karran MHK - 287.04 224.40 - -
The Hon Sir
           Charles Kerruish 1331.78 508.76 1417.44 902.88 -
Mr J R Kniveton MLC 1646.06 858.90 1225.92 1754.12 1171.50
Mr E G Lowey MLC 2238.92 1279.24 1829.76 1914.72 1523.00
His Honour A C Luft 145.56 - - - -
Dr E J Mann MLC 834.12 243.80 538.52 - 195.00
Mr R E Quine MHK 2625.60 2081.60 2954.40 1344.00 3060.00
Mr J N Radcliffe MLC 962.00 1735.07 2714.13 2543.52 1295.46
Mr J Rimington MHK - - - 17.00 -
Hon S C Rodan MHK 1216.48 1716.72 2395.20 2402.88 2539.04
Mr J P Shimmin MHK 393.86 137.08 - - -
Mr L I Singer MHK 3009.80 1519.72 1973.28 2129.86 1485.50
Mr G H Waft MLC 668.30 648.48 788.64 644.64 486.52
Sir Miles Walker MHK 966.50 2472.96 2251.02 2101.34 1502.50

Please note: The amounts shown in column one were reported to Tynwald in April
1998.

The President: Hon. members, I think it is an appropriate time in which to adjourn. The
Court will resume its deliberations at item 3 on the order paper at 2.30, hon. members, thank
you.

The Court adjourned at 1.20 p.m.

Air Transport — Statement by the Chief Minister

The President: Hon. members, having completed our question paper this morning, we then
turn to the principal order paper and we have reached item 3. I call on the Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Thank you, Mr President. When I originally sought your permission to make this
statement I was not at all clear what it was I was actually going to be saying to the Court. At that
stage we were in a period of some uncertainty and did not know whether, and if so, in what way
the position would have resolved itself by today. However, the Council of Ministers felt that,



whatever the position today, I should provide an explanation to members about what had
happened.

I did, of course, write to members about 10 days ago so I will not labour on the situation of
that time. Suffice to say, one of the consequences of the barbarous acts perpetrated by the
terrorists on the 11th September was that the global insurance market withdrew its previous
cover in relation to third party liability for war and terrorist incidents. The United Kingdom Treasury
established an insurance underwriting scheme to underpin this liability for British-registered
aircraft to allow them to continue to fly. Some aircraft, including five operated by Manx Airlines,
because of the definition used in the scheme, were excluded from this underwriting. The
consequence of the omission was that the five Manx Airlines planes were unable to fly because
of inadequate insurance.

As soon as this situation came to our attention we made representations to the Lord
Chancellor’s department to take this issue up on our behalf and see if we could not secure the
entry of the Manx Airlines planes into the scheme which, incidentally, is called Troika.

I must be fair to the Lord Chancellor’s department and in particular to Michael Wills, the
relevant minister. They took on board our case. They represented our interests in the United
Kingdom Treasury and served as an intermediary between us and the Treasury. There was an
initial reluctance on the part of the UK Treasury to change the scheme in spite of the
representations and initially we made no progress but ultimately we were able to talk directly to
the Treasury and presumably, as a consequence of the pressure from ourselves, from the Lord
Chancellor’s department and from British Regional Airlines, which of course is the Manx Airlines
parent, they finally agreed that the scope of Troika could be extended to include the Manx five
aircraft. Unfortunately in the meantime we had about two weeks of disrupted services as Manx
Airlines endeavoured to provide a service using aircraft brought in from British Regional Airlines
fleet.

With the resources at their disposal Manx Airlines did provide as good a service as was
possible and we are grateful to them for their efforts in keeping routes and services open during
that particular period.

The insurance cover that was withdrawn did not only relate to aircraft, it also related to
airports and, as with Manx Airlines planes, our airport was originally excluded from Troika. We
immediately agreed to carry the enhanced risk in relation to the airport so as to keep the airport
open and because of the very low risk involved, but it was part of our approach to the United
Kingdom Government that Ronaldsway Airport would also be brought within the Troika scheme.

It is perhaps worth explaining why we were not able to accept the risk of underwriting Manx
Airlines aircraft on the same basis as at the airport. The reason was the sheer size of the
potential risk. When it is considered that a major terrorism incident could give rise to insurance
claims of hundreds of millions of pounds and when that is compared to the whole of the Isle of
Man Government’s annual income of about £350 million, the unacceptable scale of the exposure
I am sure can be seen.

The basis of our inclusion in Troika is that Manx Airlines aircraft are pooled within the British
fleet and in return for those aircraft being covered by the scheme the Isle of Man Government
accepts a pro rata share of the liabilities that would occur in the event of any of the pooled aircraft
giving rise to an insurance claim under Troika. In other words, if any of the British aircraft give rise
to a claim, we will pick up a small proportion of that particular claim.

This was a very satisfactory arrangement as it put Manx Airlines in the same footing as
other British-registered aircraft and got them flying again. It limited our risk and it meant that we



were accepting, as a responsible jurisdiction, a share of financial responsibility for the costs of
responding to this terrorist menace.

The Troika scheme is time-limited. It does in fact expire on the 24th October and we are not
yet clear what will replace it. We expect a statement about the next stage from the United
Kingdom Treasury, probably in fact during this week, during the sitting of our Tynwald Court.

It may be that Troika will be renewed, albeit with the airlines having to pay premiums into
the scheme, or it may be that Troika will end and airlines will have to find what insurance deals
they can in the market. Either way it will be our approach to try to ensure that Manx Airlines enjoys
a level playing-field with the rest of the British-registered air fleet and is treated in the same way
that they are.

I end the statement there and thank you, Mr President, for enabling me to put that statement
forward.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Could I ask the hon. Chief Minister: while he says that we do not know what is
going to happen after 24th October, can he assure this hon. Court that, whatever happens, we
will be included immediately into any arrangements that are made and we will not end up in the
same position as before?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, indeed, I cannot explain to the hon. members of the Court why that was the
case in the first place. I suppose I could be generous and say that they had such a mammoth
task ahead of them that the fact that there were five aircraft in the Isle of Man under Manx Airlines
registration was overlooked and perhaps that was the case, but I think now the principle has
been accepted by the Treasury that we are part of the Troika scheme in principle, and I have to
say at this time we do not actually know what the cost of it is. All we know is that it is a jolly sight
less than it would have been had they had to go out into the market because all the insurance
companies had withdrawn their actual coverage for terrorism and war third party liability. So
therefore we know it is a lot cheaper, but it also was designed to get the planes back in the air
and as long as Manx Airlines, in my opinion, have a level playing-field with the others, because I
think at the end of the day, whatever happens after the 24th October, the airlines will have to take
this upon themselves and it will be passed on, I would suggest, to passengers, and therefore
we have had ranges from $3 a passenger per kilometre mile or whatever it was - air mile, sorry -
down to 25 cents. Well, we want to be looking at the 25 cents per passenger end, not the $3.

So all I can say to the hon. member is, as far as we are concerned, now we have been
accepted, we would like to see our airport covered as well. Up to 1998 I think we were in the
same position as we are now, that our insurance cover did not cover our airport, we had to
accept it ourselves. Because of the terrorism on our own doorstep easing and peace, we
thought, was prevailing they actually came back and said, ‘We’ll now cover it’, but immediately
after the 11th September they withdrew it again. So that is how the Isle of Man Government were
in the same position with the airport, but we would like to think that perhaps we can get in on that
same scheme because of the cost.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Could I just ask, Mr President, the Chief Minister on a point of explanation with
regard to this Troika scheme and the insurance provided by it? To what extent are we into this
scheme in as much as is it just the five aircraft that we are talking about for Manx Airlines or is it a
part of the whole of British Airways? Just what is this insurance cover?



The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: First of all the coverage, Mr President. The coverage is what the CAA will accept
as being sufficient cover for them to allow them to fly. So in other words, the CAA were the people
who said, ‘You cannot fly the five aircraft.’ It was them, the CAA, that said, ‘As an operator you
must cease operating even chartered aircraft.’ So you can image the pressure that was upon us
because even if the airport was open, even chartered flights could not have operated under the
Manx Airlines operation. So therefore the cover is what will satisfy the CAA. They are satisfied with
whatever Troika has developed because all the other aircraft are flying under the same CAA
licence rules. So that is the coverage.

Now, the principle that has yet to be finalised, but I can assure you, hon. members, there is
no dispute, is the one whereby, if there was an incident, the Isle of Man would pay a share - it
may be one thousandth, for argument’s sake - of the total British aircraft that are flying; five could
represent, as I say, a thousandth. I am not absolutely a hundred per cent sure of how many
aircraft are flying, as we are hearing by the day there are more aircraft being put on the airports
and are not flying, but, seriously, the situation is that that would be a lot cheaper for Manx Airlines
as the air operator and also for us at the airport.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Yes, I would like to ask the hon. Chief Minister if he thinks, really, that the Isle of
Man has been patently shown to be in an extremely vulnerable position on two fronts.

The first front is that it was unable to use its Manx Airlines planes despite the public
perception of the fact that Manx Airlines were a part of a group which would be able to contain
that. Now, I know the hon. Chief Minister has said in fact that the planes were, on a quite
separate basis, being funded through Manx Airlines. But I think it is time, I respectfully suggest,
that the relationship with Manx Airlines and the Isle of Man is re-examined because Manx Airlines
and the Isle of Man, when it came to it, were found to be pretty shallow.

On the other point, although the Chief Minister has said he feels charitable this afternoon, I
certainly do not and I think it is time in fact that we made sure that our relationship with those who
purport to represent us actually is demonstrated palpably rather than just shaking hands on it,
because although in fact our latest representative, in a long line of recent appointments, appears
to have come up with support for us, it took some time to do and I am not fully convinced that we
can come to the table at the Home Office or the CAA or wherever it was and show that we are a
separate nation.

I think it has given us a second chance, Mr President, and I would like to have the Chief
Minister’s concurrence that in fact we have learned our lesson on this and that we do know that
in future we will have to re-examine the entire policy with regard to aviation, perhaps even
towards the type of arrangement we have with our shipping services.

The President: Now, hon. members, questions on a statement are to elicit information from
the statement, not to engender a debate on the whole of the surroundings to the statement. Chief
Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr President. We could, of course, have extended the safety net
that we had at the airport to Manx Airlines, but in fact it was decided that that again was not the
risk that we wanted to put ourselves in as to go into a public company literally saying we would
underwrite any problems that they might have. So therefore it was decided at that time, because
there were British Regional aircraft available for charter, that it was much better for them to
charter aircraft in, which were out of the same group, and operate those aircraft rather than the
government having to underwrite the situation.



Now, that all was on the 24th September. When aircraft were registered it had to be as they
were registered on the 24th September. On that date five were still registered in the name of
Manx Airlines.

Again there was another solution. The other solution would have been to have said, ‘Well,
just put Manx Airlines planes in the name of British Airways, end of story.’ One thing that would
have been encouraging, I would say, was the demise of Manx Airlines because then they would
have been blue and flying under a different regional name, but also the situation was that they
would not accept any new registrations after the 24th. When they made their decision on the
24th, that was it.

So that was why we had that situation where we could not put them in but if they had
registered them under British Airways, they could have probably got them in on the back of that,
but that was not really what we wanted because that would have just been saying to British
Airways, ‘There you go.’

Now, vulnerability. All I can say to the hon. member for Onchan is this, I cannot in any way
question the way in which Michael Wills, the minister, actually performed in this particular case
for us. He actually stayed at his office, and you might say he was better off doing that. He did not
go to the party conference, he stayed at his office in Westminster, all over the weekend, that
Saturday and the Sunday, to get the breakthrough into the Treasury because he just could not get
to talk to the man in the Treasury that actually could make the decision. So it had to be ratcheted
up. That is when we got the breakthrough. Once we were talking with Treasury we were able to
arrange it, but certainly I could not condemn our representative or our mouthpiece down there, as
he certainly worked extremely hard on our behalf.

The President: Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Given that it was suspected that insurance
companies would withdraw third party insurance cover for war and terrorist attacks from aircraft
and airports prior to the grounding of the Manx Airlines fleet, why has it taken government so long
in reacting to protect this vital arterial commuter and business link, and also, what is the
perceived real damage this has caused, especially to our business community?

The President: Chief Minister, you might find that a bit difficult to answer.

Mr Gelling: Yes, a bit difficult. I got a phone call at 5.30 on the Monday to tell me that the
insurance was being withdrawn from midnight. Now, I would suggest that it is rather difficult to
get something arranged in that time.

We also, of course, were dealing with a company outside of government. We made the
decision immediately to underwrite our own airport so that the airport stayed open, so there was
no problem in that direction, but it is different when you are then dealing with a company which
has lost its insurance and cannot find any other insurance. It was only a matter of days, in fact,
when the insurance companies came forward with insurance, but you can imagine the
premiums were absolutely unbelievable and it would have cost - the hon. member is talking
about the economy and the business people - them an arm and a leg to get off the Island.

So therefore the situation was that we had coverage, the chartered aircraft were running the
routes and I think, with the co-operation of Manx Airlines being able to re-shuttle some of those
flights to take Liverpool and Manchester together, we were actually able to keep the system
going, and I have not had any complaint from any business person as to the situation that
existed, in fact they have only been highly delighted that we were able to get it back and recover
the situation.



The President: Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the Chief Minister for his positive former
answer. My second question is: what plans are being worked on now to cover any further
withdrawal of cover which might occur, as indicated in the Chief Minister’s statement following
the period when Troika ends, and what assurances are being given to our business community
and residents alike in such occurrences or indeed what sort of plans are being worked up or
contingency measures?

The President: I find that question hypothetical and I think in this instance I will disallow that
question.

TT Races 2002 — Statement by the Chief Minister

The President: So now, hon. members, the Chief Minister has made a request to make a
further statement and I propose to take the statement at this particular stage on our order paper.
So I call upon the Chief Minister to make his second statement.

Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr President, and thank you for the permission given to make
this statement on the foot-and-mouth and next year’s events.

It was, again I repeat, with great sadness in April this year I had to advise Tynwald that the
Council of Minister had taken the decision to cancel the 2001 TT races as a precaution against
the introduction of foot-and-mouth disease into the Island. Whilst everyone very much regretted
that such a decision was necessary, it was in reality the only decision which the government
could take. The consequences of an outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in the Island’s herd
were too horrible to contemplate and running the TT races was, at that time, a risk too far.

At the time all the experts were predicting that the disease in the United Kingdom would be
brought under control in the relatively short term. Whilst there has been a major drop-off in the
number of cases, it cannot yet be claimed that the disease has been eradicated and it would be,
in our view, unwise to base our future planning on the expectation that the United Kingdom will
have eradicated the disease completely by next summer or on the hope that the disease will not
reappear next year. Therefore the Council of Ministers asked the relevant departments to put
together an outline contingency plan which would allow the 2002 TT races to go ahead even if
there were to be foot-and-mouth disease still in the United Kingdom.

This plan has now been produced and approved by the Council of Ministers and I am
therefore pleased to be able to confirm that the 2002 TT races will go ahead even if there is a
new or continuing problem in the United Kingdom or Ireland.

The first key element of the contingency plan is the disinfection of all persons and vehicles
entering the Island. This has, of course, been done ever since foot-and-mouth disease was
notified in the United Kingdom. The only difference for the TT period is the scale of the task but
with proper resourcing we are confident, based on our experience thus far, that we can cope.
Whilst disinfection is a good first line of defence, it can never provide 100 per cent security even
when applied at both the port of departure and the port of arrival.

The second key element of the strategy is a series of measures to ensure that visitors do
not come into contact with livestock or livestock areas. When we were considering whether or not
the 2001 races could go ahead, the major problem was that many of the spectators’ areas
around the course are on agricultural land. The only option which we had in 2001 was to close
most rural spectator areas in order to keep people away from livestock. Now, with a much longer
timescale for planning and implementation, we would look at the opposite approach: keep
livestock away from people. This will involve the creation of livestock-free corridors around the TT



course, primarily by the erection of a second line of fencing, set back around five metres from the
main fence or hedge.

This will, of course, involve a lot of co-operation from the landowners around the course. I
do, however, know just how appreciative the agricultural community is of the hardship suffered by
the tourist industry and of the deep disappointment of our many racing enthusiasts. In 2001 our
community stood together behind the heartbreaking decision to cancel the races. I am sure that
in 2002 the community will pull together to ensure that, regardless of what happens in the United
Kingdom, the TT races will go ahead without jeopardising our bio-security. In this spirit I am sure
that we will get extensive co-operation from landowners.

In order to prepare and implement such a contingency plan we will need to approach this
issue on a cross-departmental basis. Although the Departments of Tourism and Leisure,
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and Transport will be the key players, other departments will
be involved as necessary. The TT organisation, through the senior officials of the event, will also
be vital and I would thank them in anticipation for their help and support, as they are all
volunteers giving their free time to their sport.

It is very difficult at this stage to put a precise cost on the contingency plan. Much will
depend upon discussions with landowners which will determine, on a field by field basis, exactly
what is to be done. The departments have, however, undertaken an initial assessment and a
cost range of between half a million to a million pounds has been estimated. Whilst that is a
great deal of money, it should be put in the context of the cost of losing the TT races and other
major events this year.

Much of the fencing will be permanent so the cost of the contingency plan also needs to be
considered in the context that it will, once implemented, remain in place for many years and will
be effective should we face a similar situation that we have in 2001.

The Council of Ministers believes that this is the responsible course of action which
protects the interests of both tourism and agriculture and I for one am looking forward to the TT of
2002.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. I would like to congratulate the Chief Minister on
his statement, it is a way forward, but I would also like to ask him if there is any contingency also
for fencing off some of the walks round the Island and some of the fields, particularly down The
Sound, so that will encourage people as well, because that is a niche market in the Isle of Man
for walking, so at least you can walk then from Spanish Head down to Cregneash, Cregneash to
Port Erin and particularly over down to Cornaa and over Cronk ny Arrey Laa. We can do some
fencing that way and again encourage people to come back and walk round the Island.

The President: I will allow the Chief Minister to reply but, again, we do not want to get into a
footpath debate.

Mr Gelling: Initially, Mr President, we have been dealing with the TT but I think in the context
of keeping stock from people, rather than keeping people from stock, I would say the same thing
will be what I believe the agricultural department will be looking at. Obviously we are now trying to
make it as normal as possible, as we can, but we must always remember the risk would be
devastating.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Yes, briefly, Mr President, you will be mercifully glad to hear. I wonder if the
Chief Minister has, though, with this consultations, considered the position of the arrival of foot-



and-mouth disease in the Isle of Man. He said these are precautions which would allow the TT
races to go ahead even if there are problems in the United Kingdom. What would be the situation
if there was to be a foot-and-mouth outbreak in the Island?

The President: Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, indeed, Mr President, a great deal of time and discussion on that very point.
If, for argument’s sake, a farm had the misfortune of getting foot-and-mouth and they were in an
isolated position right a long, long way from the TT course, perhaps in the deep south or in the
deep north, where it was possible to actually isolate them away from any of the activity, that would
be something that could be considered. However, if you had an outbreak on the side of the TT
course, I would have to say to you that the Department of Agriculture would have to put in what
they are legally responsible to do and that would be to close the road: a whole new issue, a
whole new ball game. So we have always got to have that in the back of our mind, that it would
depend on where it was, how it was reacted to.

Housing at Ballacannell, Lonan — Expenditure Approved

The President: We turn then, hon. members to item 4 on the order paper and I call on the
hon. Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Department of Local Government and the Environment to
proceed with the development of 14 first-time buyer houses at Ballacannell, Lonan, for a sum not
exceeding £420,000.

I previously indicated to this hon. Court that in pursuit of the department’s objectives to
provide affordable housing for the people of the Island I would seek to mobilise the efforts of both
public and private sectors. As can be seen at the Harcroft meadow site in Douglas and at Cronk
Grianagh, Braddan, and in the near future in Andreas, the department has utilised land in its
ownership to stimulate the provision of houses for sale for first-time buyers at a cost not
exceeding £85,000. This makes the best use of publicly owned land to meet this important
objective.

The officers of the department have also been active in discussing with private developers
the possibility of bringing forward schemes on land in the latter’s control which also includes
suitable low cost housing for first-time buyers.

The proposal before this hon. Court is the first of a number of such schemes which
harness the resources of the public and private sectors. I believe it is important to recognise that
the private sector has always provided the largest proportion of housing on the Island and this
must continue to be the case. Consequently we must work closely with private developers and
builders if we are to secure the provision of the housing we know to be needed at this time.

The department has agreed the specification of first-time properties with the development
of the Lonan site and obtained planning approval for the joint venture.

It is proposed that 14 two-bedroomed first-time buyer houses will be sold, purchasers
nominated by the department at £85,000 each. This is a heavily subsidised cost, given that such
properties, if sold on the open market, would command a purchase price well in excess of
£100,000.

In order to achieve the £85,000 selling price the department has agreed to make a subsidy
payment of £420,000 on completion of the 14 houses. However, the department’s investment
will be protected since the agreements for sale to purchasers will include a provision whereby, if



the properties are offered for sale, the department has a first option to buy back at 70 per cent of
the then current market value, thereby maintaining a hidden equity in each property. If the
department exercises this right the property concerned would then be offered to another first-time
buyer.

I believe that hon. members will support this motion which will enable the construction of
these properties to be commenced before the end of this year. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Garff.

Mr Rodan: Thank you, Mr President. Obviously I do welcome this proposal for 14 first-time
buyers’ properties and this contribution to the desperate need for affordable homes in Laxey and
Lonan and it is most welcome.

I have to say, though, what was not welcome, certainly at the time, was the manner whereby
the planning approval was sort whereby an existing approval for 15 larger dwellings previously
obtained by the developer in line with the recommended density proposed on the then eastern
sector plan was in effect converted into an approval for 43 dwellings on this same site and of
course the public interest extends to 14 of those 43 dwellings.

Now, I do not want to go over old planning battles but would comment that if the department
is going to seek agreements with developers for joint initiatives on much-needed starter homes,
especially agreements that might override existing planning permissions with which the
community is well content, then it is essential to inform and consult that same community well in
advance, otherwise there is a suspicion, and I will put it no stronger, that their concerns over
infrastructure and the recognised constraints that exist on development - roads, drainage,
overcrowding of the school - are being ignored and what we have effectively are houses being
shoehorned unreasonably onto a particular site, in this case 43.

Now, if the community, having lost the planning battle that 43 was too many, is to bear the
disadvantages of this scale of development, then I think it is only right that it also has the lion’s
share of the advantages of having, through this development, its own housing needs met.

Therefore my question is this. Can the minister give assurance that applicants in the Lonan
and Laxey area, of whom the last time I asked the question of the department there were at that
time 20 who had expressed an interest in the government’s mortgage assistance scheme, will
have first call, first priority for these homes?

Secondly, from the plans that were approved it does appear that 14 first-time buyer homes
which are to come onto the market, as the minister has indicated, at a cost of no higher to the
purchaser than £85,000, are actually more or less the same size and specification as other
homes in this development which will presumably be sold for considerably more at the full
market value. Therefore does the department perhaps see an opportunity here to extend the
scheme to more than the 14 first-time buyer homes and also in fact possibly to acquire some of
the homes that are aimed at second-time buyers, for which provision is also made in the
government mortgage assistance scheme.

I would ask the department, if it can, to get the maximum opportunity out of this most
welcome scheme and this motion today for affordable housing, but could I please have some
assurance that the local housing requirements of that area will be given the first priority.

The President: Hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.



Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I continue to be concerned because I am aware that
first-time buyer houses do, you might say, pull at the heart-strings with regard to getting people
on the home/house buying property market, but the difficulty is that the people then have to move
on and I think we are probably building in these particular areas very intensively on these
particular sites.

Now, it is all right, they have got planning approval, but is it good planning approval? Surely
if we are providing somewhere for people to live and we are prosperous and we are developing,
we should be using that prosperity to provide good-quality housing for our people.

This particular scheme of first-time buyers and second-time buyers and buying on the
market and also local authority housing leaves a black hole where many, many people are falling
through, and we come to a report later on with regard to home ownership, but what we are doing
here is developing overintensively on this particular site. The site in my area is also
overintensively developed, approved by the Planning Committee, I have to accept that, but it is not
good planning, and why should the Isle of Man have to pay a price because we are prosperous
for just cramming as many homes in as possible, especially in the countryside, which are totally
out of keeping with these particular areas and doing that but not giving people a proper living
area and I am extremely concerned by what we are doing.

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

Mr Karran: I should be saying here today at least it is something and I am saying at least it
is something. It is farcical, but it is something as far as this issue is concerned today and there
are 14 poor souls who are going to get a house if we support this proposal.

But it does concern me, the issue that concerns me is the fact that, here we are, we have
doubled the density, we have made more profit for the developer and we still have to foot the bill
for nearly half a million for 14 houses.

It does seem to highlight the problem that many outside this hon. Court feel, and I think it is
all right people saying, oh well, it is the LGB’s fault and the LGB says it is the Department of
Transport’s fault and it is somebody else’s fault, the fact of the matter is executive government
has failed our people badly as far as this issue is concerned in my opinion and I think in the
opinion of most outside.

What concerns me about this, and I am told by my good friend behind me, the hon. member
for Ayre, is that there was a circular as far as the details of this proposal which I cannot say that I
have seen. I do not know if any other members have seen it in the stuff. I thought maybe it is
another one of these commercially sensitive issues where obviously the taxpayer is supposed to
get ripped off and we are supposed to act like nodding dogs over it.

But what I am concerned about with these nice arrangements on this situation is that it
does give the placebo that the government is in bed with the cartel that has created so much
suffering in our community.

I also remember the points of a former member for Douglas North, Edward Collister, and
he talked about that planning permission was owned by the people and should be made to work
for the people, because at the present time it is certainly is not made to work for the people,
especially the locals at the present time who have to suffer the horrendous problems that have
been created through the fact that we have not managed to sort out the supply and demand
situation.

What I would have liked to ask the minister about and I am not interested in creating
ghettos, is we have to look more imaginatively and we have to have more commitment than



worrying about upsetting the cartel that are drip-feeding our markets and keeping our markets at
an artificially high rate, who will invariably destroy the economic base of this Island if we do not
sort it out, because we will become uneconomic to compete, just like the way it has come north
from the Channel Islands to us in the first place. We have got to address that issue.

I will not be voting against this proposal here today. I hope that the 14 lucky people who get
one of these houses have a long and happy and fruitful time within their houses, but I do really
feel that the situation is that we must not allow ourselves to delude ourselves about this and the
next one, which is landable and we must support the department as far as that is concerned, but
we need not 14 houses and 33 houses, we need a couple of hundred houses.

It is so difficult to get on these lists, the complaints I have. The local authority lists are
farcical now. It is so difficult to get on one of these lists, it is so bad and I believe this is the case.
So I do not want the minister or one of his sidekicks getting up here and saying, ‘Oh, there’s only
133 people who want a house on the whole of the Isle of Man’, or something like this, because I
must have had at least 70 of them and I am sure this House, individual members, must have all
had people on to them about the housing crisis.

But I am concerned that, whilst I support this, I want a rethink as far as the department of
government that is supposed to be responsible for housing. I believe we need to develop a
system where we have certain housing where the locals are not competing against the
investment companies, like we have 25 per cent-plus in the Douglas North area where they
rented out in Governors Hill that would normally be in the owner-occupier. We need to be
developing a principle where certain houses can only be bought by Isle of Man workers, cannot
be owned by a company and cannot be rented out for more than a council rent in perpetuity.
These are the sorts of things that need to be part of the package and I do hope that when we are
doing these deals in future as far as doubling the planning, which I am not arguing over, but what
I am arguing over is the fact I still get a bitter taste in my mouth that I believe that the taxpayer has
been short-changed as far as these proposals.

I will not be voting against the proposal here, it has to happen, it is something, because it is
going to be the indictment of this administration, the way we have allowed the housing market to
get so bad for so many in our society.

The President: Minister to reply. Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. Mr President, the Department of Local Government
and the Environment were a bit of a whipping boy this morning and I would like to congratulate
them. At least they are coming forward with proposals. We had the Harcroft, we have now got the
Lonan and we have got the Cronk Grianagh which is the next motion on the agenda.

I can understand the concerns of the hon. member for Garff when he says there were 15
houses on this development of four acres and that has now been increased to 43, but it is
innovative, how they have come, the department, with taking an equity share which will realise a
£30,000 reduction from the £115,000 to the £85,000, and also we have to remember that the 14
houses which are being built will be built to a public standard, which is a higher standard than
normal, and they will be looking after the construction and I hope they will be going on site and
making sure that the construction of the houses is being built in this way, and I presume as well
with the £30,000, which we will get back when the prospective buyer sells, where they have got to
buy back the 70 per cent, and also the £60,500 which the first-time buyers will be able to get for
the purchase on a grant and I congratulate the Department of Local Government and the
Environment.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.



Mr Quine: Yes, just two or three points if I may, sir. The hon. member for Garff has made the
point or asked the question will the people in that area have the first call on these homes and the
position, of course, is that they do have a preference because there is a pointing system which is
calculated in determining who has first choice on these homes and that has a weighting in
favour of those persons who have lived in that area, so the answer to that is they will have an
advantage.

As far as whether or not other houses in this area should be available for second-time
buyers, clearly that is not in the existing home purchase system. The only provision for second-
time buyers is in respect of a person who is in effect moving on and making his first-time buyer
home available.

But in terms of the standard to which the existing home purchase scheme can assist
people, it has to be borne in mind that a couple who are seeking a house by using this system in
fact can still qualify, albeit their gross earnings are substantially above £30,000. So that is a
pretty generous scheme, I would suggest.

The other point, one further point, I think, well, two further points if I may, the question Mr
Karran raised was whether or not this 14 is adequate. Mr Karran keeps, of course, throwing
around figures of hundreds of first-time buyer homes. He might like to know that in relation to the
offers made for the second phase of Springfield/Harcroft where we have had about a third of the
persons who were on the list, they have been offered properties there and they have not taken
them up, so of course they will be allocated to other people.

In terms of the adequacy vis-ˆ-vis Garff, well the position there is of course there are 14 to
be made available, and as indeed the hon. member for Garff intimated, the waiting-lists show a
demand for 20, so it is going to meet that demand to a very large extent.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, thank you very much. The hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine, has of
course adequately answered the point raised by the hon. member for Garff, Mr Rodan.

Regarding the points made by the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, I would say as
follows, where she says is it good planning, I would say it is definitely. The fact is, as set out in
various documents of the departments, that the standard of housing for government first-time
buyers’ schemes is actually higher than that of private sector developed houses that are of a
similar type.

Then she says she thinks it is generally bad planning. I cannot agree with her. If you go to
Harcroft meadow you will see it is very well planned, in fact it is planned with a nice green area
between the houses and the main road, it is as good as any estate of its size and I do not think
you can criticise some housing in this Island or anywhere else being of a high density. We
cannot expect all development to be of low density and I think you could say with truth some
people do not want very big gardens et cetera, they are quite happy to have smaller gardens.

I am very glad that the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, welcomes the 14 houses. I
would say to him, however, that it is absolutely essential that if we are to provide all the houses
that we need for the people of this Island, the government should work with the private sector and
co-operate together because government alone would never by itself provide the required
number of new homes.

I should very much like to thank Mr Braidwood, the hon. member for East Douglas, for his
supportive remarks and will return the compliment by pointing out that he was actually a member
of the Department of Local Government when the work on various of these schemes was started



and in fact many of these schemes were started several years ago, but as I have pointed out
often in this hon. Court, it does take at least two years from the time that a scheme is first thought
of to the time when the first residents move in. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 4 on your order paper.
Will those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Housing at Cronk Grianagh, Braddan — Expenditure Approved

The President: Item 5, the Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Department of Local Government and the Environment to
proceed with the development of 9 public sector properties, 33 first-time buyer housing units and
3 open market value houses at Cronk Grianagh, Braddan, for a sum not exceeding £560,000.

The members of this hon. Court will be familiar with the Department of Local Government’s
list of housing projects which appears at chapter 17 in the Isle of Man Policy Review presented
by the hon. Chief Minister.

The project for the development of the site at Cronk Grianagh, Braddan is included in that
list and proposes the construction of nine public sector properties for rent and 33 first-time buyer
houses. The construction of these properties will assist the department in meeting its objective
to facilitate development of an average of 80 public sector properties per annum and 80 first-time
buyer properties per annum.

The department has included in its capital estimates the total sum of £795,000 for the
complete construction of the public sector housing in this scheme.

The motion before this hon. Court today seeks approval of expenditure not exceeding
£568,000 for the complete construction cost of the development. Hon. members will appreciate
that this reduction in cost demonstrates the department’s success in securing best value for
money.

However, I should explain to this hon. Court the circumstances of this development which
are different than a typical capital project. There are two main parts to the project. The first one is
straightforward, being the construction of public sector housing for rent. The contractor selected
will construct the housing and receive payment from the department as work progresses and the
total payments for this part will not exceed £560,000.

The second part of the development is the construction of housing for sale. The
department’s land is made available to the contractor to build the housing and sell to purchasers
agreed with the department. There will in fact be 33 first-time buyer houses consisting of 12 two-
bedroomed houses and 21 three-bedroomed which will be sold at a price not exceeding
£85,000 each. In addition the contractor will construct three detached properties for sale at
commercial prices.

The works for the whole development will be progressed in a co-ordinated manner, so the
costs reported to hon. members can be seen in the context of the whole development proposal.
It is proposed that the first house will be ready for occupation in the early summer of 2002.

I am sure that hon. members will agree that this is a worthwhile development which will
make a significant contribution to our targets for providing affordable houses for the people of
this Island and I hope that the hon. Court will express their full support for this motion. I beg to
move.



The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second, sir, reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I rise to support this particular motion, as I did the
previous one and the one that is next as well. I think the department deserve some praise in
delivering the goods. They have taken some serious knocking, not least of which my comments
have been in there from time to time and caused a review of the housing report, but having said
that, where due regard should be given I think it should be so here.

Also I am impressed with the numbers because at this rate we will substantially answer the
first-time buyer need.

Having said that, though, I would like some assurances that this will keep pace with the net
immigration that we have currently and so on so that in future years we will be able to keep on
track, as we seem to be doing here, and it is great that our young folks are being given a chance
to have a go at these, although I would ask, when the minister sums up, if he could give some
sort of indication of what the price to first-time buyers is estimated to be. He may not have proper
figures in front of him but a guesstimate. Are we looking at something, as we have with Harcroft
at the minute, in an £85,000 region?

Also I would just like to support are these houses going to be similar in their hidden part
equity scheme that the minister mentioned previously, which I like the sound of because it keeps
a principle going that I certainly subscribe to and that is a first-time buyers’ bank or pool is kept
within the community and does not diminish as and when houses are sold on: there is still a
pool there for other first time buyers who will be coming along. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I too welcome this particular initiative, although there
are one or two queries that I would like to put to the hon. minister in relation to it.

First of all it was my understanding from the department that the development would have
started during the month of October and so therefore has there been some slippage in respect
of this and when can we expect development to begin and when will the first phase be due for
completion?

Further, this is following on from comments that were made by the hon. member for Ayre
during the previous item when he said about the poor take-up of applications from those seeking
to become first-time-buyers. I have to say that there are a number of my constituents who applied
for the first phase of Harcroft, were unsuccessful in being able to obtain a property there but
nevertheless never got any correspondence back from the department to say that they had been
unsuccessful or that they would be put on for the next phase or subsequently the one which is
before us now today, being a much larger one.

So there are a number of young families and young couples who are quite happy to be
considered to be first-time buyers, but I think perhaps communication could largely be
responsible for the perception by the department that there is a slow take-up. I think I would like
to see from the hon. minister and the department better publicity in terms of this and also
acknowledging letters that are sent in. A number of them have been sent in to the department by
people wanting to apply and they have sent copies of the same letters to myself, so I have quite a
raft of letters from people who would like to be considered and have been on that consideration
list right from day one with the Harcroft development.



So there are people out there and not all of them are aware of the department’s proposals
and equally those who are and do apply are not being catered for in terms of communication, so
could we see an improvement in that, please, then we can see a good take-up of these
properties.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Yes, Mr President, I would like to ask the hon. minister about the figures really
because there does seem to be quite a discrepancy between the two schemes which we have
heard this afternoon vis-ˆ-vis the subsidy and whilst I am quite happy that there is a subsidy on it
and it seems to me that on the first scheme a £30,000 subsidy is put into it and presumably, as
the hon. member for East Douglas, Mr Braidwood, said, those on low incomes enjoy a further
subsidy, bringing the price down to a very respectable £68,500 for a £115,000 house. There
cannot be any arguing with that, but the figures on this scheme which is now before the hon.
Court do not seem to enjoy quite the same amount of support, so clearly you get a better deal if
you go to Ballacannell than you do to Cronk Grianagh.

Having said that, I would like his observations on the fact that, although this is a very
laudable scheme and those of us out on the road on our election campaigns are hearing this
probably as the most interesting item which is put to us as to how we are going to solve it, at the
end of the day it is a question of who is actually paying the profits. Are the developers enjoying
more than their fair share of profits on all these schemes? I am sure the answer will be said to
be no, but I am reasonably reliably informed that if you go to Northern Ireland, similar companies
to those developing in the Isle of Man are building homes for not much more than half of the
same price, and we have heard one of the electoral would-be MHK candidates, who is in the
construction industry, concur with that. Now, I do not pretend to be an expert on that, nor much
else to be honest, but if you can build with bricks and mortar for a certain figure in Northern
Ireland and you can build the same type of property here and it costs more, why is that? That can
only be the supply and demand and the desirability of actually selecting the areas where you
build, and I am not so naive as to think that you could take a first-time buyer scheme to Monte
Carlo and pretend you could knock it out for £85,000; that obviously would not be the case, but I
would like to know if the hon. minister has enquired as to why we are seeing the same
developers - not the same type, the actual same company - capable of producing houses at
considerably less than this, and whilst it is tempting to say that £68,500 for a house is a snip
these days - and I am hearing of terraced houses in my own constituency fetching £142,000
when you could have bought the whole row for that 20 years ago - it is still disturbing and we
ignore this at our peril, particularly those facing the prospect of trying to be re-elected. It is the
number one priority for the Isle of Man.

But I think the department has a good PR job to do, because they need in a certain degree
to protect the members by telling everyone, because I do not know what other members are
doing, but I certainly know what I say when faced with this: ‘Have you got your name down with
the department?’ and invariably the answer is no, and the reason for that is because people feel
it is not worth it. They do not stand a chance and the department has a lot of making up to do to
sell itself to make sure that those people who do wish to avail themselves of these schemes are
fully aware of it. Now, their answer no doubt would be, ‘Well, we do not need to do that because
the lists are full,’ but, as we have also heard from the hon. member for Ayre, the lists might be
full, but when you come to put the money up front, as they say, pay your deposit, which even at
£68,500 takes a bit of finding for ordinary people - and let us not run away with the idea that
everybody is on £50,000 working in the banking industry; Many are on £10,000 (Mr Henderson:
Hear, hear.) - it is still a lot of money.



Now, I have told this hon. Court before that to find a deposit for my house it was necessary
for me to dispense with some of my other material possessions just to get the deposit, and you
have to make a sacrifice if you want to own your own home; there is no doubt about it. Some
people are reluctant to do that. They do not wish to give up their holidays et cetera and cars and
everything else, but the department has a duty, in my opinion, to make sure . . . and the
Department of Health and Social Security has done this with publicising the benefits to which
people are entitled and have not been claiming - very successfully, I may add. If they did a
modest PR job, particularly in the next few weeks, not just to protect Geoff Cannell out on the
road, but the government as a whole to say ‘Look, it is not that bad,’ and I am afraid to say that
the hon. member for Ayre standing up and saying it and being reported in the press will know as
much as if I stood up and said it, no-one believes it, but if the department does it under a public
notice basis and says this really is the position - so many vacancies, these houses are coming -
I am sure they have plans elsewhere as the housing report will demonstrate later on - we would
all be in a lot better position because it is too easy to talk of crisis; it may be a crisis as viewed by
the public, but it is not a crisis if you come to have your money ready to put down, and you stand a
very good chance, I am sure, in the next two years of enjoying one of these marvellous
properties, but I still think we could do it better. I still think there are people out there who are
actually exploiting the situation and driving the prices up and I think the developer should be
brought to book and, if we cannot do it in any other way, I think we should say to the developers
‘Right, you can have this, but what is in it for us? Put something up for us. Build some community
establishments as the price of having this opportunity if you wish to make this money.’

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I would like to take up what the last speaker has just
said. I endorse what he has said. Whilst I accept that we are always going to be told that there is
a premium on building property in the Isle of Man and we have been told this and we know it has
happened with other major buildings, including the hospital, there is a premium we have to pay -
one has to say, are we in fact being fleeced? I was in Manchester recently and they are building
there an estate three miles outside the centre of Manchester, semi-detached houses with a
garden, including carpets, kitchen, car parking space - £43,500. Now that is by a builder, Bellway
I think it was, a well-known builder there; that includes the price of the land as well. So if we are
comparing this £43,500 to £85,000 or more here including the land, you have got to say, where
do we get this figure from? I would suspect that not only the developers are making their normal
profit, because they are in the position that they are on this Island and it is limited to the number
of builders we can go to, it seems to me that they are making excessive profits out of this
government and out of the first-time buyers. I really believe that we have to tell it as it is and I
would ask the minister to tell me whether that is the case. Are we being fleeced or, shall we say,
held to ransom? There is a limit to the number of developers we have on the Island and they
know that if we do not give them the work then we will not get the houses built.

So I think it is a time for honesty here, really. As I say, tell it as it is, and should we be having
houses available to the younger people at certainly perhaps £20,000 less with the developers
making an acceptable profit and it then being to everybody’s advantage.

The President: Mr Karran, member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I support the proposal in front of us, but I am amazed by the input
and I am waiting for the other member for Douglas East’s input on the same lines as the last
item on the agenda, which will amaze not just me but people outside. I was glad to hear Mrs
Cannell say about the problems of people trying to get on this list because I sometimes wonder
whether somehow I am the only one that seems to be here as St Jude, the patron saint of lost



causes so you come and see the MHK for Onchan, because I have that problem on a regular
basis and I really find it exceptionally annoying when I hear from Mr Quine, ‘Oh, 30 per cent have
split up, 30 per cent have not come along.’ What we do not know is how many people . . . I mean,
I can go and get you half a dozen now and I will fill those houses if you want. They are partly more
her constituents than they are mine. There are three in her area that I know of to start off with
without the one that I went in the other day, a fortnight ago, to see your housing officer and he has
not phoned back to do with a constituent of mine. The situation is, I am sorry, but I know my
colleague in Onchan is used to the media, and do not talk it into a crisis; it is. . . (Interjections and
laughter) It is just spin as far as I am concerned and it is absolutely offensive to the people
outside this House to say there is not a housing crisis. It is an absolute insult to them, because
there is a housing crisis, and for him to say ‘Well, I do not understand how this one is so much
less costly than the previous one’ - the fact is, we have put the land in; that is why it is a lot
cheaper. We have put the land in and the land prices at the moment is a quarter to a third of a
million for developable land.

Mr North: That is the point. Absolutely.

Mr Karran: So if you put one house on that before you have turned the sod it is a quarter of a
million. You put 10 houses on that you have got £25,000 on each house before roads, sewerage
or anything else.

All I can say is I am glad to see these here today. I am delighted to see these here today,
but it does annoy me and annoy a lot of people outside when I am told that there is no housing
crisis, ‘We have a problem selling these things.’ What annoys me about the spin is we take the
likes of up at Harcroft, and you can look at all those beautiful houses and you think, ‘Oh, aren’t
they lovely?’ They are wonderful, but the thing is the state ones are behind the ones at the front, if
that is not the case, and you look at that and you think they are all first-time buyers’ houses. They
are not all first-time buyers’ houses and I am not arguing. I do not wish to be always knocking as
far as this is concerned - (Interjections)

Mr Quine: He would be lost if he did not!

Mrs Crowe: That would be a change!

Mr Karran: Maybe if I knocked a few heads together I might get some sense; you might be
right there when we look at some of the things you have been up to! But what does concern me
about this proposal today is that the hon. minister needs just to explain to the likes of my
colleague the reasons for the differences as far as the costs are involved on this, the likes of the
fact that we are throwing in the land. I have to say - and I take my good friend. . . and I trust him as
far as honourableness is concerned, that it has been circulated. I have not seen any detailed
proposals for this item or the previous item. Now, maybe I am just the only one in this hon. Court,
but I have not see that and I do think that that is part of the problem why the likes of my
colleagues obviously have not seen that, but it was obvious to me, as I know where the land is,
that it is government land that has been put in, but let us not allow the hype and the spin; let us
just say, ‘Yes, this is another 33 houses for first-time buyers and another nine houses for the
public sector which will help, but will not solve’ and that is what people have to remember: it will
not solve.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. I think the St Jude of Onchan has answered one of
the queries which the other hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell, had posed - the £30,000
which, he is quite right, is the land. There are four acres - you can say £300,000 an acre - you
have got 40 properties, there is the £30,000 subsidy to bring it down from £115,000 to £85,000.



Again, as the previous motion I will congratulate the department in coming forward. We
have nine public sector properties as well. We have to look at the price, £560,000. That is being
allowed in the construction of the development to get those nine public sector houses which the
department will be paying for, and I do not think that the developers are making a substantial
profit on this development because the land has been put in, they are being capped at a certain
price. (Interjections) They are selling again, the department, for £85,000 and there will be a grant
for the £16,500. As my colleague from Douglas East said, yes, we are all getting people saying
to us, and what I am saying to those people who had their name down at Harcroft is: it was
automatically transferred to the Cronk Grianagh site, but please contact the Department of Local
Government and the Environment and Mr Senior and just check that their name is on. They have
been doing that and I have been advising them to do that. So I will then come back again and
congratulate the department. At least we are moving forward and trying to take some of the first-
time buyers off the list.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. I too would like to congratulate the department for
making such positive moves. I understand that we are not going to go in for a new village or town
in the future, so I would just like the minister to bear in mind that when they are thinking of
improving some areas with a few houses it is spread throughout the Island and not concentrated
on the one area and to take into consideration not just the roads and the sewerage but also the
schools and the play areas, the community facilities, the social facilities, (Mrs Hannan: Hear,
hear.) the pension clubs and everything that goes with a little village. To put 200 or 300 houses
on the outskirts is going to put great pressure on the central of the village and those social
facilities must expand to meet the need and, if the need is too much, then you are expanding it
too far. So have a thought apart from, as I say, the roads and sewerage, to make sure that the
social infrastructure is there to be able to accept that number of houses. Thank you, Mr
President.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. My contribution will be very brief really - just a
question to you, sir; it briefly slipped away. Could you confirm to me that we are still only on item
number 5, and we are not on item number 59? The nature of the discussion seems to be more
on item number 59 than it does on item 5.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. Just two or three sharp points, sir (Interjection) -
preferably in somebody’s back - (Laughter) The first point that I would like to deal with is the
matter raised by Mr Henderson about net immigration. I am not the man to answer that. You
know my approach to net immigration and this administration does not support it. Now in terms
of price, the position is going to be as you suggested. It is going to be in line with what was
mentioned for Lonan, maximum price of £85,000, and that of course deals with the property
price, but in terms of affordability some of the applicants, most to some extent, will of course
qualify for a grant of up to £16,500. It will probably be higher than that, of course, by the time this
scheme comes forward.

There seems to be some reluctance to accept that the figures which are on our register for
first-time buyers are accurate. There seems to be an assertion that it has not been properly
publicised. We have gone through this, I believe, ad nauseam. (Mrs Crowe: Yes.) We created a
special register for them, we had a press conference, we wrote out to the local authorities and
publicised it, we wrote to the estate agents and publicised it, we have had press conferences, at



least three since this register came in - there have been at least three press exercises to
publicise it. I am afraid the answer, which is one that our critics will not accept on this particular
issue, is that on that register you have aspirational interests reflected and, when it comes to the
point where they have to take a decision whether or not to accept a property and take the
responsibility that goes along with that acceptance, then of course they back out of the offer
which is there. It has been clearly demonstrated and I accept that some members do not want to
accept that because it does not go along with the propaganda which they have been putting out
for a long time.

The other point that I would mention is this question of ‘why is it that certain houses can be
produced in places X,Y,Z at a substantially lesser price than they are produced here. Well, if I
understand the point that was being made, that is essentially suggesting that we compare chalk
with cheese. The circumstances could be entirely different, but if we are asking what the main
factor is that impacts upon house prices here at this time, then again the point has been made
by two or three people - it is the cost of land, and later on when we get to another agenda item I
will be very pleased to debate that issue, sir.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Thank you very much, Mr President. I would like to thank the hon. member for
North Douglas, Mr Henderson, for his gracious remarks again on this resolution.

He asked whether we can keep pace with immigration. Well, of course that all depends on
the speed of immigration, but as far as we are concerned we are keeping pace with our objective
of building an average of 80 first-time buyers’ houses each year, and whether that is sufficient
will depend on the rate of immigration. If the rate of immigration goes up it clearly will not, if it
goes down it will.

Regarding the points made by the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, I hope
development will start very soon, perhaps this month, if, as I trust, this hon. Court approves this
resolution unanimously. The first people will move in early in the summer of next year, 2002. I am
sorry if some people have not received replies to their letters and I am sure that the hon. member
for Ayre, Mr Quine, who is in charge of estates and housing will look into this with the appropriate
officers.

Regarding the difference in subsidies raised by the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell,
the fact is that the Lonan land belonged to the developer so the department paid money to that
developer for its use for first-time buyers, but in the case of Cronk Grianagh the land belongs to
the department and therefore there is no need for the department to pay over anything as it is
government land and the subsidy is on the basis of that land being made available free of
charge.

The hon. member for Ayre explained why Irish prices cannot possibly be compared to those
in this Island. Now, I am very sorry, as is the hon. member for Ayre, if people do not know of our
schemes. I can only reiterate what he has said, that we have been aiming to get virtually
continuous publicity for what we are doing, but as far as I am concerned I am more than glad that
we should step up our efforts and get even more publicity for it, because I think it is right that the
world should know all that is being done. I do not agree with Mr Cannell, however, that public
notices are better than press comments. I am surprised at that remark because my personal
view is you take much more notice of what you read than the public notices, which I am sure a lot
of people never even glance at.



The hon. member for Ramsey raised the question of us being fleeced. All I can say is that
the hon. leader of his group, the APG and I were both convinced that we are not being fleeced, so
I hope if he does not agree with me he will at least accept Mr Quine’s view on that. (Interjection)

The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran - I cannot agree that people have problems getting
on the list if they apply. However, it is up to individuals whether they apply or not, and we cannot
force them to apply. I would also say that we believe in the idea of mixed estates, not all first-time
buyers. I am sure it is better in the social environment of the Isle of Man not to have ghettos of
one kind of housing or another but to have a mixture of housing. Again, in answer to his point I
think the difference in costs has been fully explained.

I would like to thank the hon. member, Mr Braidwood, for his continued support and Mr Waft
for his. I would certainly confirm to Mr Waft that the whole idea is to spread the first-time buyers’
houses throughout the Island: in the east, which we have heard of; in the west, where we have
got plans for Higher Foxdale; in the north, where we have got plans; and I hope we will get some
in the south too, but unfortunately the planning application that would have provided first-time
buyers’ accommodation in Farrant’s Way was turned down.

Regarding his point about social facilities, I am sure he will have noticed that the new draft
strategic plan makes it quite clear that where there is any material volume of development, new
social facilities in the form of playing fields or public halls, et cetera must be provided. Mr
President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is at 5 on your order paper. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Andreas — Development of Elderly Persons’ Bungalows — Expenditure Approved

The President: Item 6, the Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Department of Local Government and the Environment to
expend a sum not exceeding £60,000 on the pre-contract fees for the development of 20 elderly
persons’ bungalows on a site adjacent to Croft Park, Andreas.

In early September the Department of Local Government and the Environment submitted an
application for details of planning approval for the construction of 20 bungalows for the elderly at
Andreas. The £2 million development, which is accessed from the Leodest Road, is adjacent to
a development including 14 homes for first-time buyers for the department, to be constructed by
Heritage Homes. Again, this amplifies what I have just said about us believing in mixed estates
of different kinds of housing. The elderly persons’ bungalows will be similar to those built in St
John’s which have been extremely well received both by tenants, neighbours and virtually
everyone who has seen them. The proposals include a separate building to provide community
facilities for the residents. This scheme to create homes for the elderly is but one facet of the
department’s broad strategy to improve the stock of affordable and suitable housing to both the
private and public sectors. Provision of housing for the elderly in schemes such as this not only
allows older residents to remain in the communities which they consider to be their home but
also releases public sector houses for young families. In current parlance you could call it a
‘double whammy’ of positive benefits.

The motion before the hon. Court is in respect of fees not exceeding £60,000 which will
carry the scheme up to tender stage. It is currently programmed that the department will be in a
position to come back to this hon. Court for approval to accept a tender in July 2002. I beg to
move.



The President: Hon. member for Douglas North.

Mr Henderson: I beg to second it, Mr President, and in doing so I wholehearted support the
ministers ‘double whammy’ and have to just put in one or two of my own observations here and
certainly with experiences in the North Douglas constituency where this kind of development is
being cried out for, and throughout the Island, and it is one of those things that has been ticking
away for a long time now. The minister is quite right to point out the effects in public sector
housing where families have moved on and one or two folks are left who are getting older and
the property is becoming more difficult to manage, in the private sector too, where for folks to try
and continue the upkeep of a large house is becoming more difficult. So I wholeheartedly
support these initiatives and let us have more of them sooner than later.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Radcliffe.

Mr Radcliffe: Mr President, I rise briefly to support the resolution before the Court. It is well
known that the hon. chairman, Minister for the Local Government and the Environment, sticks
only to Glenfaba, none of us have heard of the ‘Le-odest’ Road. We have all heard of the
‘Loudest’ Road (Laughter), so just get pronunciations right! But I do approve of the resolution
before the Court today.

The President: Hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Yes, I also rise to support this, but in supporting it I have to say that in my area
we have not had any development such as this for some time. I did meet the minister to talk to
him about some of the housing in our area. He did say that he would progress both local
authority and elderly persons’ accommodation because the standard of the development that
has been provided at St John’s is superior to the other sheltered accommodation that is
available in the west of the Island and therefore I would hope that in supporting this the
Department of Local Government and the Environment will bring about some more local
authority housing and some more sheltered accommodation for elderly persons, built to the
same standard as St John’s, in the West of the Island, namely Peel. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, all I would like to ask the minister is, will he look at the possibility of
developing the policy when we come to the likes of these elderly persons complexes? We have
this crazy situation, if they are outside the LGB area, where you have got people who have got
elderly family who they want to move into Peel or Onchan or Douglas but they cannot get in on the
list. I would like the DLG, whilst I have no problems with this, even though I do not think there will
be as much of a priority in Andreas for this sort, but at least it is somewhere, as it would be in the
Douglas/Onchan area or even the Peel area, but I do feel that the principle needs to be
addressed that we need to have maximum flexibility when we have the absurdity like I had
recently where I had a lady whose only grown-up child with a family lived in Onchan and she lived
on the other side of the Liverpool Arms in rented accommodation and she could not come into
Onchan because of the fact that she was in Lonan with her age and everything else, and what I
would like is to see whether, when we do do these proposals for different housing authorities,
we could have some flexibility so that we allow people on social grounds where they have got
close family in a housing authority area where there is this flexibility, because the only thing that I
have that concerns me about this proposal here is the fact that in this case it is going to be run
more likely by the department, but in a case where we are paying for it at 100 per cent deficiency
in housing authorities we need that flexibility. Elderly person housing is a social need, in my
opinion.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.



Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. Just a question to the hon. Minister for the
Department of Local Government if, in this particular complex or one similar to that, he would
consider using a different method of heating. Elderly persons’ complexes, bungalows, have a
constant heat demand by the very nature of the occupants and tend to be put in quite a small
contained area, and the land conditions in the north of the Island are such that it would make it
suitable for what is called ‘geothermal heating’. There is none on the Isle of Man at the moment,
but it would be the logical and sensible area for such a development. I would not say it is
necessarily the best economic development at this point in time, but we should be exploring all
these possibilities and this sort of development in this sort of terrain would be the best one for
that type of heating system to be applied and see if it is relevant and good for the Isle of Man,

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I was brought to my feet by a remark from the hon.
member for Peel, Mrs Hannan. Maybe the way that we should be looking is to vote for the local
government reform that is coming further on in the day, because certainly our local authority, the
Marashen Crescent Housing Authority, which is a statutory board of all our local authorities, is
this week I think opening, yet again, another elderly persons’ housing complex, which is
absolutely superb, and they have got a wonderful record in dealing with the sheltered
accommodation for our area so maybe that is a way forward, maybe we should look again at
local government reform to see whether it is not satisfactory when these areas join up together
and progress housing for their area.

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I would like to thank Mr Henderson and Mr Radcliffe for their
support. Regarding the point made by the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, I am very glad she
refers to the high standards of the retirement bungalows at St. John’s. It is indeed very high and
something the whole Island can be proud of and it is certainly the department’s intention that all
future developments should be of an equally high standard, not of a lower one at all, and we
want more, not just in the west but in all parts of the Island, so that elderly people can remain in
the area where they have spent most of their lives and so that their houses in those areas
become available for younger families.

The arguments the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, has put forward are the very
reasons why the department is recommending common housing criteria, which we believe in
most strongly. I totally accept the hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington’s wish to have
environmentally friendly methods of heating. The department does not just want them for this
kind of development, it wants them generally and parts of the department are working very hard
to encourage such provisions - indeed, even looking at ways you can plan estates so that
allowing for wind and sun et cetera they need less heat than if you plan them in another way.

Regarding the other hon. member for Rushen’s point I am sure you would not want me to
enter into discussions about the reform of local government. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at number 6. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Port St Mary — Improvements to Southern Civic Amenity Site — Expenditure Approved

The President: We will turn then to item 7 and again to the Minister for Local Government
and the Environment to move.

Mr Gilbey: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move:

That -



(a) Tynwald approves expenditure of £570,913 on improvements to the Southern Civic
Amenity Site, Port St Mary;

(b) authorises the Treasury to expend during the year ending 31st March 2002, from the
capital transactions account a sum not exceeding £60,913 in respect of the additional
expenditure; and

(c) approves and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £60,913 being made by
government to be repaid in 20 years.

We now move on from housing to waste management and I certainly do not intend to
restate the key elements of the approved waste management strategy, save to say the recovery,
the use and recycling are extremely important both now and in the future. Part of the strategy
aims to focus on the Island’s four civic amenity sites and to improve the sites in the south, the
east and the north of the Island.

In particular, the request before hon. members today seeks to improve and extend the
existing Southern Civic Amenity Site and to provide a material reuse area similar to that which
has worked so successfully at the recently established Western Civic Amenity Site, which is now
called the ‘Harrod’s of the West.’ The southern site will also feature an area for processing
construction waste, a function which the current site offers but needs urgent improvement.
Perhaps most important of all however, it is proposed that the Southern Civic Amenity Site will
also provide an area to carry out the composting of all the green waste collected on the Island.
Once the process is complete the compost can either be returned to householders or used to
restore the surrounding land which was previously used as a landfill site, partly to restore it to
community use and partly to agriculture. This is a pilot scheme for green waste which initially will
serve the whole Island, but if it is well used the department might well look to support the
provision of similar facilities in other locations.

Approval is sought for a sum not exceeding £570,913 for the cost of constructing this most
worthwhile facility and providing essential equipment to enable it to operate safely and efficiently.
Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: The hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: The hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: I welcome this but I am surprised that it has taken so long to actually get here
for the vote of this money. There have been many people out there who have been waiting for this
to be set up so that their garden waste and the like can be recycled, so I am very pleased to see
it here before us but again the comments made by the minister, it will be supported in other
areas, I think it is very important that we should get on and do this in these areas. When there
was a scheme in the past in Onchan it was very well supported; that was the kerbside compost
collection, and I would hope that the department would also return to that in the not-too-distant
future, but I welcome this on the agenda today.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I too rise to support and congratulate the minister on
the progression of the Southern Civic Amenity Site. I do not actually know how we managed
without it down south. It is a wonderful facility, but I would say that I do now have some problems
with recycling, and this has been brought on recently. We had a home safety exhibition which the
Office of Fair Trading organised, and also an open week recently and we needed a settee for our



lounge area in our little house of horrors, so on the way home I nipped in to the civic amenity site
and picked up a lovely little settee and it was really clean, there was not a mark on it -

Mr Quine: I hope you did not sit on it, Pam!

Mrs Crowe: It was quite useful for anyone who was setting up their little flat or their home
and, much to my horror, when I got that settee back to the office I discovered that it was lethal.
That settee, if it had been ignited in a careless moment with a cigarette, would have burned
within one minute and 40 seconds, it would have produced enough cyanide fumes to kill anyone
that was in the room apart from the fact that the flash back from this foam would have actually
made all the furniture in the room virtually self-combust, so we are talking about a room in a
house going up like a bomb. That was just an item that I had taken back from the civic amenity
site; it really rather worried me.

Now, as a result of that we have been having a sweep; trading standard officers have been
going around civic amenity sites. We have got a concern with people that are taking things from
the sites to resell - electrical goods, furniture. Now, we will view very seriously anyone that is
found reselling these products that are not safe for consumers, but I must say we are hoping to
work with the waste management division on this area to make sure that these dangerous
products and this harmless little settee that I picked up in all innocence, thinking that it was just a
little. . . No-one would have realised what a lethal little fire bomb that settee was.

Now, we are hoping to work with the officers of waste management but I do fully support the
civic amenity site but we do have some problems; it is not as plain sailing as we might think. The
recycling of products that people have disposed of must be controlled and we must work with the
officers of the waste management division to get in place some legislation that will protect
consumers of the Island over these very dangerous products that are readily available for people
to take away from these civic amenity sites, but on saying that I fully support what is happening
down south.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I had hoped to be standing up to actually support
this and had no reason particularly otherwise prior to the last weekend, when I had some
reservations about the scheme. However, over the last few days my thoughts have been
crystallised by the contributions of others and those directly concerned with the management of
that particular site, and therefore I think there are some matters which this hon. Court ought to be
aware of.

First of all, the statutory board that the legislation is in existence establish - and it should
have been established by now - is not established by now and is still working as an ad hoc
committee, and there are various stumbling blocks there. Possibly one of those might be to do
with the owner of the site; because the board cannot get a lease on the site, the department
does not have a lease on the site to expend the money that we are now voting for. So there is
some distance to go, and the reason why there is not a lease, I understand, is because there is
not approval by the owner of that land for what is going to take place on it.

Secondly, there are some concerns about the actual methodology of the green waste
composting scheme that is going there. Now, I say products from the Windrow composting in the
Isle of Wight and decided that that was absolutely wonderful and we should be doing that here in
the Isle of Man. However, they were composting in an area away from public housing and down
in a dip. There are some concerns about this method of composting in the turning over of the
green waste which I believe becomes dry in the middle so that there is a release of pathogens,
and that blows across into nearby areas and that is a particularly windy site. The other side to



that, yes, we should have some form of organic composting; should it also include a facility for
actual household organic waste? Should that be an enclosed system but, whatever it should be,
should it not be in the centre of the Island? And logically, if we are going to have a facility at the
bottom of Richmond Hill, which I am not too keen on, that would be the place for it. As we have
now got our hands on a fairly big acreage down there that would be the logical place for an all-
Island facility, and the rationale of having it in the south - i.e. to cover the bit of wasteland or the
old tip that is there, although that is obviously a bonus it does not actually stack up in terms of the
actual position of the site. That land can still be covered and does not necessarily have to be
covered over with that particular material.

Secondly, there is not, as far as I know, a proper working plan which the board has seen for
actually managing this compost and what they are getting to deal with it, and even less is there a
working plan for this processing of builders’ waste, and builders’ waste processing, to be
economical and sensible, has to be done on a larger scale and usually by people in the trade or
connected to the trade so obviously in a private sphere, and that is an area which has big
question marks on its usefulness and appropriateness in what would be this particular area in
the south of the Island.

And very lastly - and it is a question of public money - well over half a million pounds for
what is essentially just an extended area of concrete - in the majority that is expenditure the
members in the south and myself also historically feel is a rather large amount of money for just
extending a bit of concrete (Mrs Crowe: Yes.) and that really some more detailed costing and
showing where that money is going to be spent and why those costs are so great would be
appreciated.

The President: The hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Yes, Mr President, I stand to support the resolution without reserve, to get that
straightaway, just to say that this particular site has pioneered recycling long before it became an
amenity site. I know some of the best recyclers in the south of the Isle of Man used this site when
it was a tip for the local commissioners, so there is nothing new going on on the site. However, I
am on my feet just to remind the Court that we do not need to redesign local government to get
co-operation. A good friend of mine, the hon. member Mrs Crowe for Rushen, said housing is a
joint effort by local commissioners working together jointly, they do that now and have done for
many years and practised in the south. Also on the amenity site the running costs are borne by
the local authority and also on swimming pools, so it is already being practised. That is under
the old system, so we do not need a new system to allow that to continue. I agree with her that I
think it should be extended and I think pioneering in this particular form . . . Half a million - if we
have learnt anything about dealing with rubbish in the past it is that whenever we have tried to do
it on the cheap we have had a disaster; it does not come cheap and therefore I do not have any
difficulty in saying half a million pounds for concrete. It is rather a big area that is going to be
covered in concrete and, in doing that and drainage and all the rest on that particular site, I think it
has got to be carefully done. It does not surprise me that it is half a million and I think it will be
half a million well spent. Do not try and do it on the cheap when you come to recycling or doing
rubbish. I take on board the very point that the hon. member moves about safety on furniture and
things, I think that is very important and I am certain interdepartmentally that can be arranged too.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I am only brought to my feet by the hon. member for Rushen’s
concerns about people wanting to take toasters and chairs off tips. It seems an awful indictment
if that is the case and what security is needing to be done. Maybe the hon. member might not



take so much pride in when we did bring the minimum wage in for £4.10 and supposed to bring
1,000 workers up. Maybe some of them are the ones who are having to scrounge on tips -

Mrs Crowe: No, no, it is people reselling.

Mr Karran: It is a scandalous situation that we hear this from the hon. member that people
are that desperate that they are going to find an old toaster and come back into. . . It is just crazy.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: I have to admit, Mr President, my first bike came off this certain recycling
centre before it was a recycling centre!

Mr North: That is right.

Sir Miles Walker: It was Port St Mary tip and I spent many long and happy hours grovelling
as a young fellow and as I say, I got my first bike there. Just in response to the hon. member Mr
Karran, people are encouraged actually to go down there, see what is useful, it is laid out in a
way that people can go down, they can see if you want a window frame or if you want a bike
perhaps or even a toaster, which I think is a bit sad, but there is a climate down there of recycling
and it has been a very useful amenity for the south of the Isle of Man; of that I have got no doubt.

I reflect, I suppose, the concerns of my hon. colleague Mr Rimington. I think there are some
questions that I will be listening to the minister to answer when he is on his feet. I think the issue
of the lease of the land, the formalisation of the joint board which has been promised for some
time - those issues, I think, should be clarified and we should also understand that half a million
pounds is a heck of a lot of money and I agree with Mr Lowey: do not do it on the cheap but also
just throwing money at a subject does not necessarily mean that it is going to be an
improvement either.

As far as the green waste composting area is concerned, I would be interested in a little bit
more explanation of that from the minister. It is a nice thought, but when you come to actually
realise the situation and it is going to provide a service to the whole Island - and does that mean
that the people who cut the grass in Ramsey and Ballaugh and Kirk Michael are going to put that
in their little trailer and tootle down to the south of the Isle of Man for this composting area, or do
they expect a local authority to pick up that waste -

Mr Gilbey: It will move from one site to another.

Sir Miles Walker: - and deliver it down to Port St Mary? I think some explanation there would
be useful because the people who live round about this site also deserve to know what is going
on there, and I think they have accepted the site that is there, and it has caused a certain amount
of difficulty with wind-blown refuse, with smell, with noise, with traffic and so on, but that seems
to be accepted. A large expansion of activity on that site is something, I believe, that the locals
should know about and I hope that perhaps through this debate they will learn something of it
and can make their views known to the relevant authorities, i.e. the local authorities in the area, of
the way that it is managed, because management, I suppose, is the key to these sites. I know
the one at St John’s, the recycling area, is really acceptable and it is because the management
is good. If the management is bad then there is lots of mess and unrest in the area so the locals
are interested. They have a right to be interested and I think have a right to be satisfied that their
concerns, in fact, can be ameliorated in some way.

The President: The minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, Mr President, Mrs Hannan would have liked it earlier, so would all of us
have liked it earlier and we want to get it as quickly as we can.



Now, Mrs Crowe has raised problems about recycling of things that are dangerous. I do not
think it is the recycling that is the problem; it is the people who break the law by selling them, that
is the law.

Mrs Crowe: No, by taking them away.

Mr Gilbey: You cannot sell things. After all, they could give them to people. There is no law
against giving people things, so therefore I think this can be dealt with under existing laws which
make it quite illegal to sell things that are not up to required standards.

Regarding Mr Rimington’s and Sir Miles’s point, I am sorry that the statutory board is not
working well but I am sure we can get it working in the future while the development is going on.

Regarding the land, I can also assure this hon. Court that the department will not agree to
start spending any money unless they were satisfied regarding the ownership and use of the
land. However, if we do not pass this resolution at this sitting of this hon. Court we shall have
months of delay, which is the very thing that the hon. member for Peel quite rightly does not want
any more of, and I agree with her.

Regarding the question of composting I cannot claim to be an expert in different methods of
composting, but I am sure we have had experts looking at this who have recommended the way
that is proposed to do it, but what I can speak on with much more certainty is why it should not be
in the middle of the Island. The reason that the site has been chosen is because anything
composted there has two opportunities for being used. Firstly, as we hope, gardeners from not
just the south but other parts of the Island take away the compost to put on their gardens, but if
they do not, because of that site and because land around it needs reclaiming still, the compost
can be used for reclaiming the existing land round about. And it is not just a question of concrete,
there is going to be an office and various other facilities, as helpfully explained by the hon.
member of Council, Mr Lowey, who knows the area well. I would like to thank him for his
unreserved support regarding this.

Mr Karran, the hon. member for Onchan, seems to think it is an indictment of poverty in this
Island because people take things from civic amenity sites. I can assure him it is not the case at
all. Most of the people who go there are quite affluent people who want to get bargains, and we
all like a bargain; however rich you are you like a bargain -

Mr Brown: Hear, hear, come to my shop.

Mr Quine: You would get ripped off there!

Mr Gilbey: That is why people go down there, and I think it is a very good thing. Surely it is
better that people should go and collect these bargains so that is why I said it was called a
‘Harrods of the West’ because it is really equivalent to an Asian bazaar. I mean, some people go
there two or three times a day; there are all kinds of things that people can get. You can get a
completely new virtually unused bathroom suite which someone who has just moved into a
house throws out because the housewife does not like the colour of it, so out it goes, virtually
new, and someone else gets the benefit. Surely it is better that that should happen than it should
just be taken up to the Point of Ayre and use valuable space there.

Regarding Sir Miles’ other point, I would say that as far as local residents are concerned
and their interests, quite obviously a scheme costing this amount of money involving the various
facets that it does was subject to planning permission, which has been obtained, and they
obviously had their opportunity to voice their views and object if they disagreed at that stage.

I do urge this hon. Court to support this resolution. We are pledged to reuse and recycle,
and it is our civic amenity sites that take the lead in doing this. They are the absolute leading



points in our policy of reuse and recycling, so I hope that this hon. Court will support this
resolution. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 7 on your order paper.
Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Animal Waste Processing Plant — Design — Expenditure Approved

The President: Item 8, the Minister for Local Government and the Environment.

Mr Gilbey: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Department of Local Government and the Environment to
expend a sum not exceeding £135,000 on the pre-contract fees for the development of the
design of the animal waste processing plant.

This, Mr President, you will be glad to hear, is the last item I have got for a little time. (A
Member: Hear, hear.) This one is also regarding waste matters. The Department of Local
Government and the Environment’s Waste Management Plan 2000 has been established to
provide a framework for the detailed implementation of Tynwald’s waste management strategy
for the Island.

Amongst the wastes identified for disposal by incineration are up to 4,500 tonnes per
annum of animal wastes arising from agriculture and meat industry sources. Most of this waste
is currently rendered at the animal by-products plant in East Baldwin, the residue being taken to
landfill sites. In future such wastes will be fed into the secondary stream of the integrated
incinerator (energy from waste) facility.

The proposed animal waste processing plant is required to process animal wastes into a
form suitable for incineration and to the requirements agreed with United Waste Limited, the
future incinerator operators.

Initially, following preliminary advice, a budget of £250,000 was allowed for the provision of
equipment to be installed within the existing old abattoir building. However, during refinement of
the development brief it became clear that a more complex and sophisticated plant would be
required to cope with operating needs, current environmental health standards and health and
safety legislation. I should say that here the standards required are continually rising, something
in respect of which I do not think we should complain.

In arriving at this conclusion the department has taken expert advice from the industry, and
modern plants operating in the adjacent isle have been visited to ensure that only proven
technology is utilised.

In view of the highly specialised nature of the processing plant, the design is being
progressed in conjunction with specialist suppliers of this type of equipment and with advice
from the Department of Transport, which operates the present by-products plant.

The outline sketch scheme proposals are still in preparation. Any cost estimates given at
this stage, while based on the best available information, provide a general guide and should
not be regarded as being fully accurate. However, it is currently anticipated that the budget for the
project will be in the range of £21/2 million to £3 million.

The motion before hon. members is for pre-contract fees not exceeding £135,000. This will
enable a much more detailed cost estimate to be prepared and for the revised cost to be
included in the 2002-2003 budget for approval by this hon. Court.

Mr President, I beg to move.



The President: Hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 8 on the order paper. Will
those in favour please say aye, against no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Inner Link Road, Kewaigue Bridge — Construction — Motion Carried

The President: Now, hon. members, as I indicated this morning, the hon. Minister for
Tourism and Leisure is off the Island today on a family matter and so I will defer item 9 and take
item 10. Minister for Transport.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

That Tynwald -

(a) authorises the Department of Transport to undertake works for the construction of the
inner link road and new railway bridge at Kewaigue bridge for a sum not exceeding
£1,560,000;

(b) authorises the Treasury to expend out of the consolidated loan fund during the year
ending 31st March 2002, a sum not exceeding £750,000; and

(c) approves of and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £1,560,000 being made by
government, to be repaid over 30 years.

The motion before hon. members is seeking approval for the funds required for the next
phase of the Douglas inner link road, thereby enabling my department to continue to develop the
Douglas transport plan. This follows on from the present reconstruction of the highway on the
Old Castletown Road.

This next phase, phase 3, provides for the construction of a new 250-metre section of road
which will be at the standard 7.3 metre width and also for the construction of an additional new
bridge to carry the steam railway at Kewaigue.

The construction of the additional new bridge is essential, as it will enable us to provide the
height required to enable modern vehicles to pass under the railway bridge without having to, as
at present, go into the centre of the roadway under the existing bridge.

The scheme will also enable us to provide a much-needed footway in the area, an area
where schoolchildren walk this route to and from Kewaigue Primary School.

The new bridge will be faced with Manx stone to ensure that it blends with the existing
bridge. The existing bridge is to be retained and the existing road landscaped and reduced in
width. This will provide an alternative pedestrian and cul-de-sac access to the properties which
currently have poor access and visibility onto the Old Castletown Road.

In undertaking this scheme there will unfortunately, be some tree loss. The required
approvals have been obtained and as part of our scheme we have determined to incorporate a
tree planting scheme which involves planting some 200 native species. In addition, we are to
construct around a 130 metres of new Manx hedge.

The department has liaised closely with the owners of the railway, the Department of
Tourism and Leisure. It is proposed, subject to Tywald’s approval today, to start on site on the
5th November 2001, with completion of the railway bridge in March 2001.



As hon. members will appreciate, it is important that the Isle of Man Railways regain
possession of their track by the middle of March 2001 so as to enable the steam trains to
operate on this section of line for the 2001 season.

The works involved in constructing most of the new highway and the new bridge will be
undertaken without the need to affect the travelling public, and the existing road will operate as
normal. However, a traffic management scheme will have to be put in place for a limited period
when the works are undertaken to connect the new roadway into the existing road.

The total contract period is 35 weeks, with the entire scheme being completed and the new
roadway being opened by July 2002.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the residents in the area for taking the time to
attend our briefing at the Sea Terminal on our proposals. I am sure the scheme will, when
completed, bring substantial improvements to their environment and improve road safety in the
area to the benefit of everyone.

Finally, I would also like to thank those hon. members of Tynwald who took the time to
attend our recent briefing in relation to the scheme.

Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: I beg to second and reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Just a quick one, Mr President. The minister did mention about the height of the
bridge. Will it take double-decker buses, because the present bridge would not?

The President: Minister to reply. Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: All I would like to ask the minister, Eaghtyrane, is I have got no problems with
the principle of this, but when we are talking about having no unemployment at the present time,
and I understand the principle of getting a link road, I just wonder whether it is about timing and I
just think, why is it so urgent that we have to do this now when we have got no unemployment
situation, we have got a massively overburdened capital programme? Why are we told we have
got to do it now? That is what I would like to know before I would be prepared to pay for it
because I believe that in my opinion there are priorities and there are things that should be put
back until there is some unemployment.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. In answer to the hon. member for South Douglas,
Mr Duggan’s question, the answer is quite simple. If a bus is less that 5.3 metres it will be able
to get under the bridge. I do not know what height a bus is, but certainly if it is less than that it will
get under it. So as far as I know, it will.

I would say to the hon. member that the bridge is the maximum height we can get because
of the railway line being at that gradient. So, that controls where we can go and the construction
of the bridge is being done in such a way as to maximise our ability to get the greatest height
and, yes, it should be able to go under.

The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, asks, why the urgency? I would just say to the
hon. member there is no urgency. The proposals to redevelop the Douglas plan have been
going on for quite a number of years, certainly all my time in the department. We have done the
Cooil Road, we are now progressing plans on Vicarage Road, we have undertaken and are in



the middle of constructing the Old Castletown Road, and this is the next step which of course is
to take this work forward so it is part of a planned programme, and as I answered in a written
answer to question this morning, the next phase is then to do Road Island Road and up through
there, so it is part of a proper plan that has been programmed into the capital programme to
enable us to do it.

The other thing that is vitally important, though, I would say is important is the starting time
is critical because if we do not start the project in November this year, then we do not lose a few
months, we lose a whole year because we must start the construction at a time to ensure we
can get it completed, that is, the bridge, to enable the railway to open for a summer season and
clearly, subject to another item on this agenda, it is absolutely vital that this section of line is
ready for operation for the summer season of 2002.

I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed as 10 on your order paper.
Will those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Now, hon. members, I think it is an appropriate time at which we should take a small break
and the Court will resume its deliberations at item 11 at 5 o’clock.

The Court adjourned at 4.38 p.m.

Announcement of Royal Assent

The President: Now, hon. members, I have to announce that the Royal Assent was given
today to the Civil Jurisdiction Act 2001, the Customs and Excise etc. (Amendment) Act 2001, the
Education Act 2001, the Road Traffic (Amendment) Act 2001, the Royal Bank of Scotland
International Limited Act 2001 and the Statutory Boards (Amendment) Act 2001.

Transmission Main Construction — Railway Track Replacement —
Castletown to Santon — Expenditure Approved

The President: Hon. members, we resume our deliberations at item 11 on the order paper
and I call upon the Minister for Transport to move.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I beg to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Department of Transport to undertake works for the
construction of a sewage transmission main and replacement of the railway track between
Castletown and Meary Veg, Santon, for a sum not exceeding £13,290,500.

This motion seeks funds to enable the next phase of the IRIS master plan to be progressed
in conjunction with the renewal of the railway infrastructure from Santon to Castletown.

The objectives of the scheme are to provide for the laying of the sewer transmission main
from Castletown to Meary Veg sewage treatment works which is presently under construction
and to completely remove and reinstate the railway track, track bed and railway drainage for the
steam railway.

This scheme will enable the sewage flows from Derbyhaven which are presently
discharged into Derbyhaven Bay to be transferred into the Castletown system and for the
Castletown sewage flows, along with the sewage flows from Ballasalla which is presently
discharged into Castletown Bay to be transmitted to Meary Veg treatment works for treatment.

I, like other hon. members, am aware of the concerns that are being expressed by some
members of the public regarding the proposal to lay the transmission main under the railway
track from Santon to Port Erin, the Castletown to Port Erin scheme being the next phase. This is



either due to their real concerns, some of which have now been answered, or due to
misinformation that has been put about by parties who are totally opposed to such a scheme.

I would like to say, and again publicly make it absolutely clear, that I would not agree to
sanction or support anything, never mind present this proposal to this hon. Court today, to
undertake any works to the railway and its infrastructure unless I was absolutely satisfied, as
satisfied, that is, as any layman can be, that the railway system was not under any threat. I would
not and will not support any proposal which would threaten the long-term viability of the Island’s
steam railway and its system. Therefore let no-one be in any doubt about my commitment to the
retention of the unique and historic Isle of Man Steam Railway and its system.

The scheme proposes to lay a ductile iron pipe under the railway track and it will not
endanger the railway infrastructure. Ductile iron pipes are laid and continue to be laid under, both
parallel to and across heavy railway systems in the United Kingdom and Eire. Our railway
system is a light railway system.

Ductile iron pipes have been around for a very long time and are well known for their
robustness. They have a minimum life of 50 years and the rail track, of course, when it is
renewed, will have a life of 40 years, and no leaks or fractures of the ductile iron pipes have been
detected within their minimum lifespan where the pipes have been laid as specified.

The pipe manufacturers, who are always willing to provide such support, will give those
working on this scheme and laying pipes appropriate training, as they have done for the
department’s workforce.

There will be three resident engineers on the project overseeing the contractor to ensure
that the works are carried out as required under the contract and thereby ensure the safety of the
rail infrastructure as well as the proper installation of the pipes.

There is understandable concern regarding the loss of part of the railway line for
operational purposes during the 2002 season, during the period of works, that is. Unfortunately,
if we are to be practical and sensible, there is no alternative. It is not a realistic, viable option to
stop work on the project during the summer season when the trains would normally operate.
This is because, if we did, it would mean the contractor would have to demobilise his total
workforce and specialist equipment. Much of the equipment for this contract will have to be
brought to the Island for this project and therefore decommissioning will be an expensive
additional cost.

The proposal to undertake this joint project, which is put together after an approach from the
Department of Tourism and Leisure, will result in a substantial financial saving to the taxpayer
and will result in a far greater quality rail track and infrastructure being installed than would have
been the case if the rail track and its infrastructure had been renewed as previously proposed,
that is, prior to the joint scheme being put together. Therefore the proposal before hon. members
today, if approved, will (1) secure the long-term life of the steam railway and (2) mean that, along
with Douglas and Onchan, the town of Castletown and the villages of Ballasalla and Derbyhaven
will be able to transmit the sewage from their areas to Meary Veg by late 2003. That means that
all these communities will be able to cease the discharge of raw sewage into their relevant
coastal bays, that is, the bays of Douglas, Castletown and Derbyhaven.

The works are proposed to start in November 2001 and to be completed by March 2003.
This means that for the summer period of 2002 the line between Santon station and Castletown
station will not be available for use by the railways. However, the rest of the line, that is, Douglas
to Santon and Castletown to Port Erin, will be available for the summer of 2002 for normal train



operations. The Department of Tourism and Leisure are to make special transit arrangements
for users of the railway to enable them to carry on enjoying their journey.

I would like to thank those hon. members of Tynwald who took the time to attend our
comprehensive briefing which took place recently at the Sea Terminal.

This is an important part of the implementation of the IRIS project. It also provides us with a
unique opportunity to safeguard the steam railway and its infrastructure for generations to come.
I beg to move the motion standing in my name.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Kniveton.

Mr Kniveton: Thank you, Mr President. I am happy, sir, to second the motion as put forward
by the minister. As the minister has explained, the scheme is essentially in order to transfer the
sewage flows from Castletown, Ballasalla and Derbyhaven to the Meary Veg sewage treatment
works, the construction of which has started in recent days and at the same time to carry out the
reconstruction of the rail track from Castletown station to Meary Veg.

The minister has spelt out quite clearly that the intention is that the sewerage main is to be
placed under the rail track. As I have said so often as IRIS has progressed, once these contract
works, being the transmission main connected to the treatment works at Meary Veg, are
complete, this will result in cessation of discharge of raw material into the sea, in this case
Castletown and Derbyhaven Bay, and equally importantly, the decommissioning of the very old
and very tired treatment works at Balthane, Silverburn and Newtown, and I can tell you hon.
members, Mr President, sir, as chairman of drainage, how delighted we will be to see these
treatment works decommissioned and their embarrassment removed.

So, hon. members, equally importantly I can say that upon the completion of the works, the
Department of Tourism and Leisure will have a very important length of new rail, urgently
required to meet the railway’s needs, most importantly, for the sake of passenger comfort, safety
and track stability, yet of course retaining its heritage feel.

Last week I, as chairman of the IRIS client team, was pleased to meet with a number of
organisations who were supporters of not only the steam railway but also the electric railway,
together with one or two other organisations. The meeting with my division had been requested
and we were pleased to have the opportunity to explain thoroughly, as we had to to Tynwald
members on the previous day, as to how we are going to go about the laying of the pipe under
the rail.

There had been great concern expressed by these organisations but I am delighted to say
that at the conclusion of the meeting there were only two gentlemen, I believe from Track, I think
was the name, who indicated their continued opposition. All the others, the supporters’
organisations, expressed appreciation for the presentation and were happy to remove any
objections they had.

This motion is an extremely vital part of the IRIS strategy and naturally I am pleased to
support the motion as explained by the minister. I trust that all hon. members will continue their
support through this next phase of the IRIS strategy. Thank you, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I too rise to give my full support to the scheme before
us. However, in rising to support the scheme I would like to refer to the letter that has been
circulated to all members of this hon. Court by the member for north Douglas, Mr John Houghton,
and this was a letter from Track which I think you all have.



Now, the letter refers to a very successful public meeting that was held the previous evening
in Ballasalla. Now, I actually attended that meeting and I was one of 13 people. I think there were
five members of the campaign committee there, so perhaps that left maybe eight very concerned
people in the whole of the south of the Isle of Man.

The majority of people that I have spoken to recently are indeed in favour of this scheme.
However, I would have some criticism of the way that the public were informed and it is certainly
not my way of doing things. I cannot understand why when the scheme has got so much support,
government had nothing to hide, the information was not readily disseminated to the public. Why
was the information not there? Why did we not see the presentation that in fact many members
saw at the Department of Transport? That would have allayed the fears of most of the people that
signed the petition which actually said, ‘Do you want to stop our railways?’. Of course no-one
wanted to, so I would have signed that myself. It is unfortunate, the way in which we choose not
to inform the public of these wonderful schemes that we are bringing forward and I do criticise
the departments for that.

However, as I say, the people that I have spoken to recently in the south, and that is a great
many people in Rushen, have all been in agreement with this scheme and I think especially as
this scheme could be the foundation for a much-needed integrated commuter system for the
south of the Isle of Man. Anyone like myself who drives in on a daily basis from the south, it takes
me as long to drive from Port Erin to Ballakinnish as it does for me to get from Ballakinnish to my
office. It is ridiculous. It is just nose to tail traffic all the way.

So I think we should welcome this scheme and I am sure most of the public would
welcome it. It is just a shame that the information was not more forthcoming, earlier to the public.
I fully support the scheme.

The President: Hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. Yes, I rise to support this. I think it is a major
investment, not only in the IRIS scheme, but also in the railway and the continuation of the
railway, and, yes, I suppose the member who has just resumed her seat is suggesting that
maybe this has not been spoken about in recent times, but it was spoken about when it was first
moved how the IRIS scheme would work. So I think maybe we do sometimes get a little close to
the issues and therefore it is not rehearsed on a regular basis so that people do know what is
going to happen and understand it.

However, in saying that there is an area here in which I must not miss the opportunity to
say, yes, you are getting this in the south, but it is also something that I want out to the west and
to Peel so that our railway can be reinstated and I believe that government should be prepared,
not only with investment to the south, but should also be prepared to put in this sort of investment
to the west and get a proper railway line back. It is the premier railway line and it should not have
been removed in the first place. (Several Members: Hear, hear.)

Now, we are actually securing the future of the railway line from here at least to Castletown -

Mrs Crowe: Exactly.

Mrs Hannan: - and therefore I would hope that, because it is available in that area, it is also
available in our area and I will, of course, and the west will also be supporting that and trying to
get government to spend in the same way out to the west, and I think that is an investment that
should be brought about in the not-too-distant future and I hope that government will be listening
to us when we make that plea again. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Dr Mann.



Dr Mann: Thank you, Mr President. First of all, I was unable to attend the presentation. In any
case, it is better that the questions that are raised in debate should be raised within this Court
anyway.

I really have to ask a few fundamental questions. As I understood the IRIS scheme in its
original concept the main transmission link between Douglas and Meary Veg was actually to go
under the railway line and across the Kewaigue Bridge. Now, for some reason or other, said to
be engineering reasons but I think it was probably due to the substrata under the railway line, the
Department of Transport persuaded us not to go under the railway line but to go by another route.
Now, we all know what the other route has been and yet today we are now asked that we must
go under the railway line.

Now, something is wrong somewhere because we have just paid or just agreed to build a
new bridge and yet one of the objections putting it under the railway line in the first place was
because we had to build a new bridge. Why does this transmission main, not just the one
between Douglas and Meary Veg but the one that is now proposed in this scheme, have to go
under the railway line? We suddenly have got all kinds of experts on railways telling us it is going
to be wonderful for the Isle of Man railway. It is not going to be wonderful for the Isle of Man
railway, it is just an easy, convenient way of rapidly producing a route for this particular main. This
particular main does not have to be under the railway line at all.

Mr Brown: It does not have to be. Nobody said it had.

Dr Mann: And the first question I must ask is why on earth is it ever going to be proposed to
be under the railway line? And it is fine to say in England they go under, over across and so on,
that does not make an iota of difference to what is being proposed here.

I think there is a basic misunderstanding of the way in which the so-called railway
enthusiasts view this line and the way in which it is constructed and the way in which it is
maintained. There is not an understanding of the true appreciation of those enthusiasts.

So before we start ripping it all up I would suggest that we need to know the answer as to
why on earth we are going under the railway line in the first place. Now, I would imagine that the
cost or, rather, the delay in getting agreement with adjacent landowners is possibly the main
reason and that is no reason at all in my book to create what is going to be to many people and
many traders in the south of the Island in due course a considerable obstruction, and these
tempting thoughts that once we have reconstructed this line, somehow it is going to be magically
transformed into some rapid transit system are absolute nonsense.

Mrs Crowe: No, it is not.

Dr Mann: True, we could have a rapid transit system, but not developed in the way that is
being suggested here.

Mr Brown: Nobody is suggesting it.

Dr Mann: Unless I have very good reasons I have no intention of supporting this which I
think is totally unnecessary.

The President: The hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. The minister is aware that in the time that I have been
in this chamber I have always supported all aspects of the IRIS scheme and its construction. But
to me there appears to have been a major U-turn over the last three years on the department’s
policy because I was involved in the initial discussions as a member of the department, and
acknowledging that it was at a very early stage, the consultants responded to my suggestion that



the preferred route should be under the rail track, albeit with work undertaken in the winter
period, their response to me at that time was that it was impracticable. They said then that at that
stage I was told that there would be many problems including ballasting and also access to the
pipes and at that time when we were discussing it - as I say, it was an early stage - it was said
that the preferred route would generally be over land.

So quite clearly my question is how have the problems been miraculously solved? Has the
risk factor identified then by the consultants been ignored or rejected or have they had a change
of heart, and if the latter is the case, then should we be questioning the consultants’ advice in the
first place?

I am wondering, as the previous speaker, what is the driving force literally to railroad this
proposal through? Is it the cost? Is it the use of certain private land which they do not want to do?
Where has the determination come from to persist with a scheme which is quite clearly, from
what we hear, against the wishes of so many thousands of people and from business owners
who will suffer as their business viability will be drastically reduced?

I have not heard, despite what the hon. member for Rushen has said, Mrs Crowe, that the
business people down in Port Erin and down the south suddenly turn around and say, ‘We’ve
changed our mind.’ They were quite vocal initially in saying that they were going to suffer
dramatically from this. I have not seen it in the paper that now they are all in agreement and so I
can only assume that they are still not satisfied.

It seems to me there are a lot of unanswered questions with this cause being promoted for
reasons that are not to the advantage of either tourism or to the business that takes place, to the
small business people down in the south of the Island.

I do not think the Department of Transport has made its case. The Department of Tourism
certainly, in supporting this, is not promoting its prime aim to reduce to a minimum the
disadvantages to tourism that we have suffered over the last year. This is a case, it appears to
me, of ensuring that the baby is born even if it is a monster. The department has not made its
case.

Mrs Crowe: It is going to be a safe railway.

Mr Singer: For safety reasons I do not think it has made its case, from what it said in the
initial stages of discussion, and unless the minister can convince me that this is the best route,
and he certainly has not done with his opening speech, then I will have to consider how I vote on
this because if it is wrong it will be another minister that will be picking up the pieces.

The President: Hon. member Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. I will be supporting the motion in front of us this
afternoon. The hon. member for Council, Dr Mann, mentioned why it did not go under the railway
line from Douglas out, to let us say, the White Hoe. I think we have to look. We are talking about a
500 millimetre ductile iron pipe. The one which was coming from Douglas was 900 millimetres,
so it is quite a considerable difference in size and the stability to the rail network. He also
mentioned, and I believe he is quite right, there was a problem with the substrata. I know when
we were discussing that I said, ‘Why couldn’t we have gone onto the land at The Nunnery?’ But
the advantage was taken improving the road network at that present time, which is the road
construction at the moment on the Old Castletown Road.

Now, the land is in the ownership of government. The inconvenience, particularly going
along the road on that particular section, would cause mayhem from the people travelling in from
the south.



I also think that we are talking about a lot of landowners going down from Meary Veg to
Castletown and I know there are some landowners down there who would object vehemently to
any line or ductile pipe crossing their land and could hold up the whole construction of this
scheme, and I have said on numerous occasions the IRIS scheme is there, let us get on with it
and we have to get on with it and the easier and the best option if we are relying on experts and
consultants is to lay it under the railway line and at the same time improve the rail structure down
to Castletown.

We have been talking today, the Department of Local Government and the Environment
about first-time houses at Lonan, Cronk Grianagh. One of the biggest landowners down the
south on Crossag Farm is government and if we have the IRIS scheme, because it has been
very difficult to develop, there we could open up the Crossag Farm for development, first-time
buyers down there. That is very, very important to everybody on the Island.

I am sorry there has been a lot from Track. I have got the letters and looked at the letters.
They talk about gas pipelines. From what I can gather there is no gas pipeline going from Meary
Veg down to Castletown on this section of the railway, so red herrings are being thrown in. They
talk about, ‘Oh look at the gas lines in Eastern Europe, how they’ve blown up.’ Well, as the
minister said, there are plenty of ductile pipes running under railway structures in the UK and in
Ireland and I am quite happy to go along with this motion to progress the IRIS scheme and let us
get on with it.

The President: The hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I rise to support the motion in front of us today. A lot
has been said by various members of the public in relation to this issue and I am afraid actually
they have, to an extent, gone off the rails in respect of this issue.

Just to amplify the point of the member who has just resumed his seat about the difference
between Douglas to Santon and then Santon down to Castletown, as he said, it was a 900
millimetre versus a 500 millimetre pipe and the surface area or the cross-sectional area of the
pipe is in proportion to its radius squared which means in these two particular pipes, the pipe of
500 millimetre diameter is three and a quarter times less cross-section than the 900 millimetre
pipe, which in engineering terms and in terms of putting it in a constricted area under the railway
line is a massive difference, and to actually create a safe environment I am quite content with
actually what is being proposed to go under the railway line, as it has been looked at and treated
properly.

Of course, as we all know, sometimes mistakes are made and the best-laid plans go
wrong, but that is always something we have to live with and every department and every part of
government has to live with.

Doubt has been cast by the hon. member for Council and the opponents on the commuter
issue and that has been brought into the equation. Well, that is nothing to do with it. That has to
stand up in its own right completely and independently, separately from this issue and I am
positive that it will do, but it is not related. It gives an opportunity for that to be considered and for
that to be brought in but it is not related because the track has to be upgraded anyhow and that is
an unavoidable reality irrespective of IRIS and has got to happen.

I share the comments by my colleague Mrs Crowe that it was not a public relations
wunderbar, I am afraid, it did not do very well on that front and that the information could have
come out in better presented, straight out to the public, ‘This is what we’re going to do, these are
the positive sides to it’ et cetera, and then obviously we would all have been in a better position.



Now, it is fair to say that possibly because that did not come out so well and then certain
members of the public were on Border TV and on BBC North West saying, incorrectly, that the
railway line is going to close for two years -

Mr Brown: Even though they had been told it was not.

Mr Rimington: - even though they had been told it was not, yes - that in fact has done more
damage to tourism -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.

Mr Rimington: - and it is reflected by a letter of ignorance in last week’s Independent that
people actually believe that now, more damage to tourism than the effect of the hiccups in the
line are going to create actually in the reality.

Now, what is happening in this particular motion and the arrangements that the department
is making for compensation for the journey by putting in link buses and so on I think are fair
enough and it is best that can be done under the circumstances. Okay, it would be nicer if the
line was open all the time but it is still a viable journey.

Now, the hon. minister will realise that my concern is for the second year, the continuation
of this project, and that is where in the course of time I would like the department to actually look
at the balance of costing there, i.e. the damage that will be done or potentially could be done to
the local community in the south of the Island, the traders who are in a rather difficult position -
well, generally all traders in our smaller villages are in a difficult position - the damage that can
be done to that community by the second year of activity because the proposed journey from
Douglas to Castletown then link bus from Castletown to Port St Mary then the journey from Port
St Mary to Port Erin does not quite stack up in the same way as the first year’s alternative does
and I would like to see some costings and a weighing of the different issues involved if we were
to take an alternative route in that second year.

But what is happening in the first of these, using the railway line, is the most sensible
option. You are either under the roads, which would be disastrous, and if you went on private
land you would be up hill and down dale, the gradients just are not there, there would be
immense costs and immense future costs in terms of pumping the energy into the future, but
going on the railway line in this case I think is by far the obvious option.

The President: The hon. member Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I suppose we are going to be in danger of
repeating ourselves shortly but I would just like to emphasise that the steam railway has been
an important part of the tourism infrastructure in the south of the Isle of Man for some time now.
In fact there is very little left without it because we do not have the bed spaces actually in the
south that we used to have, and the concern that people in business in the south of the Island
are expressing because of the disruption to that system I think should be understood and I think
those concerns are real and the people on the receiving end deserve some sympathy.

Like my two colleagues, I am concerned about the rumour that emanates about the closure
for two years - ‘And you know it probably won’t be opened after that: please will you sign this
petition’ -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely, yes.

Sir Miles Walker: - and two people have said those very words to me, ‘And it probably won’t
open after that.’ Now then, a complete mistruth. We know different. Some of us have been here
for a long time and have invested in that railway, realising its importance in due course and that



important time has arrived now. Any thought of us voting for something which is going to mean
the permanent closure of the railway is just untrue and I have to say it leaves me cold.

I was Chairman of the Local Government Board in 1982-83 when the Ramsey Town
Commissioners started to renew the sewerage system in Ramsey and that was the start of the
renewal of the sewerage system throughout this Island. We were short of money then but we
encouraged that and that renewal has developed into this all-Island system of dealing with our
sewerage, and I think to see this link happening is wonderful, I really do and I look forward to
know the next step, i.e. Port Erin through to Castletown. (Mr Brown: Hear, hear.) Meary Veg is
happening. It has been 20 years since we started this and at last we are seeing some light at the
end of the tunnel or the pipe or whatever we want to look down.

£13,290,500 - an immense amount of money for laying a pipe, and the hon. member for
Council, Dr Mann, said, is it just a convenient way of rapidly producing a route? Well, if it is, surely
we should be using it. It also appears to me to be a logical way of producing the route and I think
the alternatives are far more difficult. The road is almost impossible and if people are concerned
about the disruption to Port Erin by tearing up the railway line, then it is nothing to the result of
putting this pipeline under the road and the disruption that would cause. We have had that in one
or two places feeding the south and we know of the impact of that sort of disruption.

I am convinced that in an engineering way this can happen and that the railway shall run
afterwards, but we know, don’t we, that things can go wrong. A concrete slab to put the new
hospital on in an engineering way is quite straightforward, and yet because of certain things that
have happened we have ended up with voids underneath it which have had to be filled.

I think that the important part of this project is that the scrutiny of the contractors and the
overseeing of the contractors by people who really know what they are doing is the important
part, and the hon. minister, when he moved the resolution, I think said there were going to be
three engineers employed in this project and I would like him just to underline the fact that they
will be responsible for making sure that these works are carried out properly and in accordance
with prepared plans and good practice because if they are not and in three summers’ time, if the
track has to be dug up - no, it will not be three summers, it will probably be five years from now,
probably five years from now on the eve of the next general election when the track has to be dug
up - then there will be some questions asked.

I am sure if the job is done properly that this is the best route for it and I am delighted to see
this resolution here and the fact that this bit of the transmission main is going to be started and
completed in about 18 months’ time.

The President: The hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. Over 125 years ago there were a lot of very, very clever
engineers came into this Island and they left us with what I think is a very valuable legacy and
that is the railway infrastructure. Where else in the Isle of Man would you see places that linked
two points which have a very similar level or gradient throughout? No hills in the railway. If you
look at most of it, apart from odd slopes here and there, it is very level and in engineering terms it
provides a perfect medium for civil engineering works.

Now, concern was expressed about why we went under the roadway at The Nunnery. Those
of you who have read the history of the railway will see that one of the most difficult areas to
reverse from an engineering point of view was The Nunnery cutting. They were months down
there with dynamite, working day and night to cut through the solid rock, and you can understand
the logistical problem that they would have today of trying to put the IRIS pipeline right through
and underneath that area. It was a tremendous feat over a hundred years ago and there were



lives lost in that area and there was a lot of disruption and there was lots of concern expressed
at the time.

But moving on to the year 2001-2002, I think this provides an excellent opportunity both to
renew our sewage infrastructure and also to reinvest in some of our railway infrastructure. In fact
we are actually killing two birds with one stone.

I think that if you want to make comparisons, the thought of digging all the highway up round
about the Fairy Bridge and the Blackboards and on through to the Ballasalla area just does not
bear thinking about, and if you get over the railway bridge and you stand and look south you are
virtually a straight line all the way through to Castletown. It could not be simpler, could not be
easier.

I urge hon. members to support this item that is before us today. It is the way ahead, we are
all committed in this Court to IRIS, so let us get behind it and let us get on with it.

The President: The hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I think what we have to remember is that IRIS,
although the name is still used, originally the concept of IRIS was integrated recycling of Island
sewage and that was formed on the basis of a reedbed which would be situated in the central
valley that would cleanse the sewage before discharge into the sea. That was the original
concept that this hon. Court adopted some years ago by a former member of the constituency of
Rushen and a very brave move it was.

What we have today is something entirely different. What we have today has been described
by the engineering society in the Isle of Man as an engineering nightmare. It does have grave
cost implications because it is energy hungry and so energy efficiency is going to be important
Island-wide to keep this thing going.

We are being asked to consider whether or not we support the concept of it being placed
under the railway track. On the face of it, without much thought, deliberation or investigation into it,
you would think, ‘Well, it makes sense, you put it there, it’s straight, it goes through, it avoids the
roads, it avoids all the obstacles that might be encountered if you were going to put it under the
road and anyway we want to renew the railway track, don’t we?’

A Member: Yes.

Mrs Cannell: Well, of course we have heard from the previous speaker that the railway track
was originally laid 125 years ago and how marvellous that was and what an engineering feat that
was at the time and in fact men lost their lives in providing that facility, and on the other hand we
are being asked to tear that up, that wonderful engineering example that was put in place 125
years ago, (Interjections) for a pipe to be inserted, irrespective of the size, I am not concerned
with the size of pipes. What I am concerned about is removing something that works very well,
very efficiently -

Mrs Crowe: Used to.

Mrs Cannell: - is level, does not have bumps in it, and trains and carriages go along it and it
brings valuable tourism and people to different parts of the Island, and you are talking about
condoning, disrupting that wonderful engineering feat with the interference of a sewerage pipe.
So I have reservations about that, clearly I have reservations about that.

The other great reservation I have is in terms of the ongoing maintenance and access to the
pipe and the consequential disruption to a section of railway track, irrespective of where it might
be. It only need be six feet in length, but once you have removed that section of track and



disrupted that line in order to get access to the pipe for whatever reason, then the trains will
cease running, businesses will be falling and believe you me, Mr President, and hon. members
for Rushen, you want to feel the impact of no tourism in your constituency, like East Douglas has
felt it this last year. It is not a laughing matter. It is not a joking matter when you see businesses
falling by the wayside through lack of tourism. True, in this case foot-and-mouth precautions. In
your case of course it would be through the lack of access by your steam railway. I do not think it
is a good move.

I was rather interested to hear the comments by the hon. member for Ramsey, who was a
former member for the Department of Transport, when he said the previous consultants hired,
engaged by the Department of Transport had advised against putting the pipe along the track,
the railway track. That was the interpretation at the time. It was ill advised and it would be wholly
problematic impractical, et cetera, et cetera, and he suggested that the department had done a
U-turn and he was rather curious as to why, but of course with all government departments, if
one’s consultants’ findings and recommendations do not fit, then one can always hire another
consultant and go with his recommendations that will fit, because as long as you throw money at
consultants you will eventually find a consultancy who will tell you the way you want to hear it, not
necessarily the way it should be heard -

Mr Brown: That is how you work.

Mrs Cannell: - but the way you want to hear it. I am not going to ignore - apart from the
bickering from the hon. minister, which I think is wholly unprofessional of a minister in this hon.
place (Interjections) when a backbencher is on their feet, with the tittle-tattle that goes on in
between debate, Mr President, I rather like to listen to debate in the hope that I may learn
something, but not on occasions like this - I am not going to ignore the concerns and the wishes
of over 4,000 signatories to a petition that have grave concern and I take on board the fact, and I
am going by the paper that was circulated through the hon. Mr President this morning, that gas
pipes will now not feature along this particular section of railway, but nevertheless I am not a
person who ignores public opinion and the people, never have been, never will be. If there is a
large body of public concern and expression, then we should listen to those concerns and
expressions. We should do our very best to allay those fears and concerns and expressions and
if we fail to do that, then I am afraid I have to continue to support those people and endeavour to
find out the truth of the matter and so it will not come as a surprise to learn that I will not be
supporting this particular motion on the order paper.

I have the same concerns as the people have in respect of this and I have had my own
meetings with people who are knowledgeable in engineering terms, knowledgeable in the
running of railways and railway track, et cetera, et cetera and I would rather go by their opinion
and their view than something that appears to be hurriedly put before members of Tynwald today,
and I take on board the hon. member for Peel said some time ago this has been ongoing for
some little while, although admittedly it had not featured prominently for some time, and all of a
sudden it is rushed into the very last sitting of Tynwald, and I am pleased, Mr President, that the
hon. member for Middle is amused when I am on my feet. At least he will go out laughing from
this particular Tynwald.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would take issue with the previous speaker. I do what I think is
right in this chamber -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.



Mr Karran: not the petitions. I look over my parliamentary career at the number of issues
where one has been in the minority as far as that is concerned and have been proven right. So I
do not think just because there is a petition with 4,000 names on it that we should blindly follow
that.

But I will say that she is right on the issue of IRIS. IRIS died when the then minister, Mr
North, got it out of his constituency and we have been lumbered with this crazy affair as it is.

I am not arguing over the technicalities of putting this main under the railway line as far as
the facilities of that. I believe today we have seen crimes against humanity. Well, if there were
crimes against the taxpayer I believe this Court would be up in front of a bureau as far as this is
concerned and I will maintain, as I have said about the incinerator and I am prepared to stand
where I say, that I believe that if we support this £13-odd million you are all party to crimes
against the taxpayer. (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) You cannot just say, because you have have
gone ahead so far, that we have got to keep on going.

I was quite amused by the former Chief Minister and the senior member for Rushen and I
thought of his version and my version. Well, my version to what he was on about would be the
emperor without any clothes syndrome and that is what I see it as today, not his sophisticated
viewpoint of trying to reorganise what is reality as far as this proposal is today. I am concerned.

We heard from the member for East Douglas and he talked about how it stopped all this
development in the Ballasalla area. It did not stop that development. There were developers
prepared to put stand-alone sewerage situations which could have eased the pressure that the
likes of many of us have had to put up with as far as the housing crisis is concerned. So that is
another red herring, because unfortunately this thing has turned into another one of those state
religions and we must not question Saint IRIS. We can throw as much money at it as possible

We then had the great input from the member who told us about those poor souls who got
blown up 125 years ago as far as putting the railway in and, yes, that is very wonderful, but he did
not say that those engineers would be laughing at us in this hon. Court because they would be
telling you today it is a fundamental principle that you minimise pumping with sewerage and you
maximise gravity feed with sewerage because of the situation of what you are dealing with. You
are not dealing with gas, you are not dealing with fresh water, you are not dealing with electricity,
you are dealing with a substance which turns into a different chemical compound if it is not
sorted out and looked after.

Hon. members, I just hope that members do remember this debate: another £13 million
that bites the dust. The only thing that more likely will be the fig-leaf of this thing is that we will get
a new track. The fact is we will end up with something under it, as I say, that will have to be
abandoned at a later date. I think it will be a very sad situation.

I do feel that just because we have allowed this insanity, as I say, this absolute diversion
from the reality of what IRIS was originally going to be, somehow we have got to keep on going,
like the emperor with no clothes syndrome because ‘Oh yes, it’s a lovely outfit.’ We have all been
sold on it and we must carry on throwing taxpayer’s money away. This administration wants to
watch out and I think today before we get into the hype of the emperor with no clothes syndrome I
believe that there should be serious consideration as far as the taxpayer getting value for money
because if there were crimes against the taxpayer, financial crimes against the taxpayer, this
would be one of the top ones that will be effected.

The President: The hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. I rise to support the resolution, and as my friends from
Rushen actually said, I want us to get back on track, if you will pardon the pun.



We are talking about a railway track and I have heard it lauded as somehow it is an
engineering feat, a 125-year-old, and the lady has been neglected and whether you do this or not
you would have to spend millions of pounds on the track. Now, I am privy to the report of the
inspectors of the railway and you do not have an option and you do not have a long time and a
period to deal with it, you have got to deal with it now.

So, as the hon. member for East Douglas said, it is opportune and if there is a chance of
killing two birds with one stone - pardon the pun - then we should do it. This is one of those
occasions and I have listened to some of the concerns, as if they were just now concerns. Let
me first of all say to my friends I am delighted to see 6,000 signatures, or whatever it is, on the
paper because it shows there is an interest in the railways and I am delighted there is an
interest in the railways, absolutely delighted, but the misinformation that has gone out is quite
colossal, that the government somehow are wanting to destroy it. What have we been spending?
I think last year £6 million on the radio, £6 million on the infrastructure. Again there is an issue on
the item for the MER for 61/2 miles of the MER to be relaid. We are doing it, we are investing in it.
We are not investing in it to suddenly let it go kaput.

Now, I say to my hon. friends from Rushen when this first came before me in the tourist
department I asked the same questions. I recognised instantly that you cannot make an
omelette without breaking eggs and it was going to disrupt Port Erin. I know how vital the railway
is to Port Erin and Port St Mary in tourism terms. Now, what we have got here is the minimum
disruption and of course, look, in this world if you are making omelettes without breaking eggs
you are a genius. There has to be some pain.

What we have tried to do in this instance is to make it a feature. We will have two railway
journeys, plus vintage, hopefully, transport to connect them up as a novelty for a year, as a
novelty. Now, I have to say to you that it is that or the railway being disrupted.

Now, as far as I am concerned the safety element is real and I think the hon. member, Mrs
Cannell, for East Douglas, is right. I asked the questions on two fronts on safety, of what
happens if there is a break or a problem in that length of railway. Now there are pumping
stations, I think, virtually every mile along the way and so you can isolate it down to that small
part. It is going to be monitored on a regular basis from there so they can itemise it early, identify
it early, minimise it and hopefully there is a guarantee with the pipe and all the rest of it that these
things will not happen.

Now, yes you are in the hands of experts. It all depends which set of experts. That has
already been said. I have to say I started out as a sceptic and I did act the devil’s disciple on this -
the devil’s advocate, not disciple, although I do not know - and I have been convinced that this is
the best railway line, the best for the future investment of the railway, (Mrs Crowe: Hear, hear.)
that we have got a glorious opportunity. It is not a negative, it is an opportunity, and as far as I am
concerned I am supporting it with a clear conscience.

The other concern that I did have was could they get this? Because I have been assured by
other people that they say they cannot rip the hardcore that the lines are on, put the pipe in and
put it back without settlement. Now, I have been assured by the experts, with the modern
technology, that they lay lines for fast track. Now ours is not a fast track. Even if we got a
commuter train in it would not be fast track in the accepted sense.

I also posed the question where else in the UK is there going to be eight or nine miles of
pipeline under the track? There is not, but they say there is nothing to stop it from happening in
safety terms.

Now, there is not the gas, that has been explained, and that, I think is a frightening thing.



But I do have an environmental pedigree of a sort, but I did ask about the trees that
decorate, especially coming out of Ballasalla, and if digging that up will affect the roots. I have
been assured that it will not. Now, God help them if those trees dropped down, because I have
got it in writing and insurances that it is all right.

So on the strength of all of those safeguards I have been convinced that this is the right
thing for the Isle of Man. We talk about the disruption to the main thoroughfare on the roads in the
south and I have to say to you that this scheme far outweighs and has many, many more
advantages to it, not only for the railway which I come back to, which in my view will enhance the
rail. I have seen the reports of the inspectors and we will have to spend millions in the coming
months and years and if we do not we will not have a railway and it will be every year and then
their worst scenario will come to pass.

This is an opportunity. It is a happy coincidence that it works in with the IRIS and I think there
will be savings and that is not a bad thing. Let us make the best of it and I would urge the Court
to support the resolution before us.

The President: The hon. member, Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President, just a few observations. I have always supported IRIS,
as you know, but I have got reservations too about maintenance of this pipe that goes under the
line. Members keep referring to it going under the line. Could the minister clarify that it is going to
the side of the line, I believe? Is that correct?

Several Members: No.

Mr Duggan: If it is going under the line I would be concerned, sir, because with the weight of
the engine and all that you could get cracked pipes, and I do not know, maybe the minister has
got the answers to this. I have got reservations about it going under the line. If it was at the side
of the line I would say yes.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell.

Mr Cannell: Yes, just one small observation, Mr President, that does not seem to have been
highlighted yet and that is what we are likely to take away by doing this and I do not mean the
railway, because what we are going to do will do more for tourism than ever a temporary
interruption of the railway will do and despite it being dressed up by generations of coach drivers
being a beautiful layer of ozone -

Mrs Crowe: Exactly.

Mr Cannell: - as you enter Derbyhaven Bay, I am afraid the reality is quite different and
according to my hon. colleague from Onchan here, talking about the emperor, that is the period I
think he is talking about, where you had a channel down the centre of the street for this effluent.
We are going to take away a major problem for tourism of the Isle of Man.

Mr Karran: We will see.

Mr Cannell: We are going to take away the discharging of raw sewage, not sewerage,
sewage, into the nearby bays of the Isle of Man. It is something that is outmoded, illegal, (Mrs
Hannan: Hear, hear.) and a very great threat to public health for everywhere that -

Mrs Crowe: Quite right.

Mr Cannell: - old-time practice is allowed to continue.



Now, I do not reduce the notion of having an interruption to the railway and I am also very
suspicious that it is just going to be for a short time. It is always is to start with and I hope it will
not be for longer than they say.

I attended the presentation and I saw the assembled experts rowed up and they all
reassured me. That is also worrying. But at the end of the day if it is an interruption, and I look
forward to the link system between Santon and Castletown with Eddie Lowey driving the landau
down through Sunny Orchard and up through to the Blackboards -

Mr Brown: You’re betting on the road! (Laughter)

Mr Cannell: - the railway nevertheless will be out of operation for a short time. The benefits
are a better railway, though I do not fully subscribe to this argument about ‘If you do not do it the
railway we will stop’, because I have also been associated with the railway and that has not been
put to me, but I also do concur that the biggest benefit we are going to get is the continuation of
the IRIS scheme, get it going for Douglas and Onchan, and the hon. member for East Douglas
talked about tourism in Douglas. There was no bigger interruption to tourism than laying the pipe
along Douglas promenade for a couple of years. It was horrendous, absolutely, but it survived,
like everything else, and this will survive. The temporary interruption to the railway will survive and
the railway will be back, we hope, better than ever.

I do not go along with this commuter job. The Ballabeg bullet train I am afraid is not for me. I
do not ever see it happening. But we have a vintage transport which by good luck the Isle of Man
enjoys, not because of far-sighted decisions taken in this hon. Court because it was shut. It was
Lord Ailsa that saved the railway and aren’t we glad he did? But what we are getting here is the
start of the end for the practice which we have had of the raw discharge of sewage into our
otherwise beautiful bays.

The President: Hon. member for Middle, Mr North.

Mr North: Thank you, Mr President. I seem to have been here before somewhere about 10,
15 years ago and it is amazing really to hear the same old chestnuts thrown out, and I suppose if
you keep saying it often enough people believe if you give out the misinformation, so we have
heard it before and I am sure hon. members recognise some of it as the rubbish that it is.

I really must say to the hon. member for East Douglas I was not laughing at her in any
shape or form because I think perhaps the hon. member for East Douglas sometimes takes life
a little bit too seriously, because somebody remarked, having heard some of the comments, one
of my colleagues remarked, ‘What the hell did Frank put in the tea at 5 o’clock? and that was
really the cause of mirth for me, but I assure you, Mr President, that I hopefully will go out of here
laughing because I certainly am not going to stop now.

But the basic scheme, if I could just say for the record, has not changed. Yes, the treatment
plant moved out of my constituency, dreadful, and the scurrilous rumours of why that was done
remain today, but we all, those who studied it and were in the department with me, know why it
moved because it was the wrong place because it would not work there with the rushes. It
worked in Florida, but it needed 10 times the space because the temperature is not as good
here and it was going into the river and, oh, amazing, isn’t it? People just never listen, do they?
They never listen to the facts. Don’t let a few facts get in the way of a fancy story.

Also I think I would like to congratulate the minister and the department for what they have
achieved with IRIS in the last five years. I think they have done a superb job and the chief
executive there, make no mistake, the people who have been driving this and the minister and
the members have done a wonderful job. This is bringing everything forward two years and it is
going to save I would think something like £2 million to £3 million doing it like this. That has not



been mentioned. Oh no, that is a useful fact, saving £2 million or £3 million. Huh, amazing, we
do not want to go along with that. I congratulate the minister and I am appalled at the
misinformation that has come from outside. It shows a big problem that any government has is
still communication.

So, Mr President, I certainly support this. I wish the team well and I am sure that it will be of
benefit to everybody, including the railway. Let us get on with the job and I congratulate all those
who have been involved.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President. I thank all the hon. members for their contributions. I
think it has been interesting to hear some of the points that have been made, some clearly made
out of total ignorance of the basis of the scheme, unfortunately, and that is a matter for the hon.
members who have put those contributions forward.

I have to say whilst there was an initial hiccup in terms of the announcement of this
scheme, partly that was because we had had a situation where we were successful in this
year’s budget getting the scheme advanced by two years and we did not expect to be that
successful and when that happened we had a very, very, very short timescale in what is a major
capital scheme to get here to this October sitting of Tynwald if we were going to meet the crucial
timetable of starting in a winter, and what hon. members have to realise is, in undertaking these
works which affect the railway, as I indicated on the railway bridge earlier, it is absolutely crucial
that we start the works in the winter and this one even more so because it will affect one summer
season but it will give us a whole winter after that to ensure that we complete the job in time
before the next summer season. So those timescales are very important and should not be
forgotten.

I would thank those members who have indicated their support and I wait to hopefully have
the support of those who have not mentioned anything, did not speak during the debate.

I would thank my hon. colleague, Mr Kniveton, who has been heading the group in terms of
dealing with this issue, politically heading that group with advancing IRIS, and all the work he
has put into it, and as the last speaker said, the hon. member for Middle, an awful lot has been
achieved in the last five years and a tremendous amount has been achieved in the last five years
and I think it is the previous year before that which started the Douglas scheme. When you think
of what we have expended in excess of £55 million so far being expended on the IRIS scheme to
do something people should not lose sight of and that is to stop us discharging raw sewage into
the sea and coastal waters of the Isle of Man, but it is not only the coastal waters. We often forget
what it used to be like at Union Mills, what it used to be like at St John’s, what it used to be like in
Ballasalla, what it used to be like in Derbyhaven: sewage systems that did not work, shallow
rivers polluted, fish being killed, sewage in the rivers where the children played. How easy it is to
forget and I hear some of the comments I have heard this afternoon - my goodness me.

We have a situation which we are fortunate to be in where the Isle of Man at the moment
has the financial resources to invest in excess at the end of the day of £100 million to completely
renew the main infrastructure of our sewage system. Nothing can be of greater importance to our
community than that. It is a public health issue. It is not just something to do because it is a good
idea. This is about our people and there is no doubt at all that we should keep focused on the
issue and it is easy to forget how we have actually made improvements.

At the same time as this we have been lining the sewers, the secondary sewer systems,
throughout all the towns of the Island, investing millions of pounds lining those sewers to save



us having to rebuild them. That has been going on at the same time. So this has been advancing
year in year out now for a period of time and we must not lose sight of that.

We now get to the stage where this proposal before the hon. Court is with regard to
providing the transmission main, the first phase of it, from Santon down through to Castletown.

Now, the hon. member for Rushen, Mrs Crowe, has indicated her support and she
expressed her concern about the publicity, and, yes, we were caught out and part of that was
because an advert was to appear in the paper for the consultants and we did not want it just to
appear in the paper and we endeavoured to get out a message quickly to say this is what it was
about and all I can say is since that myself and the Minister for Tourism and Leisure and the
officers have endeavoured to go as far as we can to explain to the public what this is about, and
those people who have criticised the scheme, even when they have been told the reality of the
scheme, who have written to interest magazines in relation to the railways, have gone on the UK
media to say this is the destruction of our railway, are doing far more damage to Isle of Man
Railways and the future of tourism than this scheme will ever do, and we have asked them not to,
but of course they do not want to hear us.

Now, Mrs Hannan mentioned the point about a railway to the west and of course a modern
light railway, and I will come back to that issue, and I hope one day there will be a system that will
go to the west of the Island. It will be a different system than the steam railway, but maybe one
day that will happen and I presume it will happen because of the economics of the world and a
change in how the world is able to transport people, but hopefully not too far away.

Now, Dr Mann started by raising the doubts in the scheme and, while accepting that he
indicated he was not able to get to the presentation, and no member is obliged to go to any
presentation of any department, and I accept that, that is their choice, what I can say is, quite
clearly so there is no misunderstanding and this relates back to the hon. member for Ramsey,
Mr Singer’s comments, my department undertook a risk assessment in conjunction with the
Department of Tourism and Leisure to assess the risk to the railway system of providing the IRIS
transmission main from Douglas through to Port Erin. We wanted to know what were the risks?
Were there risks to the railway infrastructure because if there were we were not going to touch it,
whatever the consequences. That risk assessment said because Douglas through to Meary Veg
involved the installation of a 900 millimetre diameter transmission main pipe, which is virtually
the full size of the railway line, and because of the nature of the cuttings - the point the hon.
member for Douglas West Mr Downie made - the risk was seen to be too great, and I do hope
the hon. members for Douglas who are very keen on this and are likely to vote against it will
actually listen to what is being said because I might be able to persuade them this is in the
Island’s best interests -

Mrs Cannell: Like you listen to me.

Mr Brown: - No, I listen to you but I talk back to you.

Mrs Cannell: Yes.

Mr Brown: The point is we had a situation where the risk assessment was too great and
my department, in conjunction with the Department of Tourism and Leisure, said, ‘Then we are
not going to in any way put the railway infrastructure in danger and, no matter what the
consequences, we will put the transmission main out to Meary Veg on the Old Castletown Road’,
and that is what has been happening and we all know the disruption that has caused, but that is
what we are doing.

However, when they undertook the risk assessment they did say that as far as from Meary
Veg through to Port Erin was concerned, because the pipe dropped down from 900 to 500, down



to 350, down to 250, I think my figures are right, in fact the risk was substantially reduced
because the pipe is so much smaller, and as far as laying the pipe under the line is concerned,
that is not a problem, that is not a danger to the railway, it is not a danger to the infrastructure.
You can build around the pipe and you can protect the pipe because it is ductile iron and you can
ensure the railway can run as normal.

Now then, they are the experts and I have to say the point the hon. member for Douglas
East made about if you pay enough money you will get consultants to answer you in the way you
want I find really quite appalling. The consultants themselves have professional integrity.

Mrs Cannell: Prove it.

Mr Brown: The hon. member says - it is true - prove it and then you will see where you are.
The hon. member for East Douglas is a cracker for saying all sorts of wonderful statements. We
have heard them about the hospital for the last five years. Ninety per cent of them are a load of
rubbish so we are getting them now on the IRIS scheme. The point is the very people who
undertook the assessment are qualified. I do not know and we take their advice. All I can say is
they were questioned and questioned, and the hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey, indicated
where he came from and when you convince Mr Lowey, like others, then that is -

Mr Duggan: Quite a feat!

Mr Brown: - quite a feat because we do tend to start from a basis, ‘This can’t be done.’ I
remember it being said before I was Minister for Transport: ‘What a load of rubbish doing it under
the railway: it can’t be done.’ We are told it can be done.

Now, all I can say to the hon. member of Legislative Council, Dr Mann, is that having the
main under the railway, because it is ductile iron, we are advised by those people who have
been questioned and questioned and questioned that in fact it is not a problem, and those
members who attended the presentation also had that same opportunity and they did ask
difficult questions and they did ask about certain aspects of this proposal and I understand those
who were there were satisfied that the answers were the answers that gave them comfort and
said yes, this can go ahead, and I hope that will be shown in the vote.

The hon. member said why are we going under the railway line? Well, first because my
department was approached by the Department of Tourism and Leisure to see if we could do a
joint scheme because their railway is in a heck of a state, and if you think and those people who
oppose this think the railway is in danger if we do this, I would suggest the railway is in greater
danger if we do not invest in it soon and what this does, it actually enables us to invest in the
railway to a far higher standard than was proposed by the department if it patches year by year
over the next nine years. The next nine winters they are talking about. The railway inspector could
close the line within that period quite easily if there was a danger to the public and there is no
doubt and we all know that the inspectors, the health inspectors, safety inspectors, will have no
hesitation in doing that and rightly so.

So all I can say is, why? Because we were approached. My department’s view was to go by
road. We had no problem with that. We own the highways, we can get in the highways any time
and we can do it. But we were also conscious of the disruption to the businesses in the south if
we actually went by road because we know the disruption there has already been on the Old
Castletown Road and there is a level of tolerance that the driving public will put up with and there
is a stage where they say, ‘Out of choice I’m just not going to go down that way’, and I have to
say, and I am in business in the south and Port Erin more so, there is a lot of business from right
across the Island to the south as goes the other way and if you stop that and disrupt it to such a



degree and especially for two years, then those businesses, I would suggest, will suffer far
greater than if we do it by the railway.

So the other thing which we should not lose sight of is by doing this joint scheme we
achieve two objectives: we get the transmission main in at a gradient that is right and has
savings for operational costs and we have a substantial financial saving to the taxpayer because
it is a joint scheme. We cannot ignore that. We would be rightly criticised by the public if we did
and those things are important. It is not a matter of doing it cheap, it is not a matter of saying let
us just do it for the sake of it, it makes a lot of sense.

Now, the hon. member made light of the rapid transport system. I have to say I am
somewhat amazed at a couple of the comments made about us daring to consider improving
the railway line that is only used in the summer and only after 10 o’clock in the morning till 4.30, I
think it is in the afternoon, that we dare consider utilising this system to get potentially hundreds
of people from A into the heart of Douglas to work and back again by using a light diesel railway.
They had one when I was a kid. It is lying down the railway station now. I think it is called the
Northern Ireland or the Dublin or the Belfast train, whatever it is, and it was there when I was
there. It was a diesel one, it was like sitting in a bus and it cost us I think it was 1s 6d to get to
Douglas on it in those days and it was great fun: it was different. But people getting to and from
work, if we can work in the winter, if we can work outside those hours and the opportunity is there
because we renewed the line, why not? It is not going to be a rapid one, but if it gets from A to B -
at a steady speed of between 40 and 45 miles an hour and you can move a few hundred people
at the peak times, surely that has to be a benefit to us, not only to us but the environment, if we
reduce those cars, and then the argument is, ‘Oh, there’s nowhere for them to park.’ Well, of
course there is not at the moment, but at least we will have the option, whoever we are, to make
that sort of decision because the rail infrastructure will be right.

An interesting fact that came out when we were dealing with this issue is that the steam
trains used to get from Douglas to Port Erin 10 minutes quicker than they do today because the
line is so shot the trains cannot go at the speeds they were built to go at.

All I can say is I am amazed there is criticism. We have an independent report that has been
laid before this Court today of integrated transport and they see that as one of the biggest ways of
helping ease traffic flows on the roads of the Isle of Man. They may or may not be right. That is
another day, that is another investment, but to say it is a load of rubbish is just, I am sorry, not on.

Mr Singer said it is about a major U-turn. All I can say is it is not a major U-turn, I have
answered the point about the risk assessment, but I have to make one thing clear - maybe
others are different than me - I have no problem whatsoever in making a major U-turn if I find out
further information says the original decision I was going to make was wrong, I have no qualms
at all, because what is important is that we do it right and if we have different information that
says the decision I made yesterday needs to be changed, it does not worry me and I will stand
up and justify it. It never has worried me and never will worry me because I am here to do what is
right for the Isle of Man and that is what is important.

As far as the point of the areas where there are risks, and the hon. member for Ramsey
raised the point, Mr Singer, about areas of risk, those areas of risk are being covered. For
example, where we have got the embankment, which is a very sensitive area, special
precautions will be made when dealing with the track when it has been lifted. The pipe which
does not need it is going to be encased in concrete so that in fact not only is the pipe, which has
a life of at least 50 years, the ductile iron, going to be there, you actually are going to encase it
concrete in that area and in another area near Ballasalla so that there is no question of the pipe
being damaged. This pipe has a tolerance over a 5.5 metre length, when it is joined together by



the rubber gasket or a special rubberised gasket which is a push fit, to actually flex to three
degrees. The pressure it is tested to is 32 bar pressure. We are going to use six to eight bar
pressure in the pipe, a fraction of what it can take under the pressure of whatever goes through it.
So we are making sure that we can do this in the right way.

Critical as the hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles, said is ensuring the pipe is fitted
correctly. That is why we are putting three engineers on the job, that is why those three engineers
will be responsible through the contracted tours. All these things are put in place to protect it
because of the importance we put on the railway infrastructure. It is all because of the railway.
We want to protect the railway. We understand it is sensitive.

In terms of safeguarding the railway we are using wooden sleepers to retain the authenticity
of it. It would be far easier to put concrete ones down but there are practical problems and it does
not make sense anyway, so we are keeping the wooden sleepers, we are keeping the gaps in
the rail every so often so you get the noise. It is not a seamless rail, we are building into it the old
system, so we still have the authenticity of the steam railway. All these things have been worked
out because we want to retain the important character of Isle of Man Steam Railways, first and
foremost, and we are saying, ‘Let’s do this in that way.’

Yes, there will be businesses who may find it difficult in the south of the Island, there may
well be. The Department of Tourism and Leisure and my department have agreed to set up a
joint working group involving traders, business people, the commissioners from Port Erin, Port
St Mary and, if they want to, Castletown, to actually join this group to make sure they can come
forward with ideas and promotions during these periods where they may be affected because of
the railway being reduced and put something else on to attract people down there. We have got
to do something, we realise that, there is no question about that, but the point is you cannot from
A to B without causing disruption and you have to say which is going to be the biggest
disruption? And this ultimately provides an opportunity.

As far as the gas pipe line is concerned, there is no gas pipe line going from Santon to
Castletown. There is a gas pipe line already which runs from Castletown to Port Erin - sorry, Port
St Mary I think it is. The gas company has a legal right to have a gas pipeline in the railway
system and that was given when it was privately owned. I think it was when it was privately
owned, if it was not, it was on the verge of the changeover, but I think it was privately owned. That
legal right cannot be taken away from them and if they want to renew the pipe while the
infrastructure is being done, isn’t that sensible? But that is the next phase, that will come later,
and those points have been made by members from Rushen, and, yes, we still have the chance
to look at phase 2 and take on board concerns to see how we can deal with the potential
problems for the south.

But we must not forget that ultimately this is about improving public health in the Isle of Man,
about making sure we can cease to discharge into the bays in the south of the Island, and of
course the Douglas Bay is already being developed in terms of the transmission main is being
laid from Douglas through to Meary Veg and by the time Meary Veg starts up we will be able to
connect up a substantial part of the Isle of Man’s population to the system and we are already
moving on to the central valley transmission main, we are already moving on to see how we
connect up the north, we are already moving on to see how we connect all these other areas so
that this scheme will continue till we get the whole thing up and running.

As far as the coming to the last few points, I think I have answered most of the questions. I
do want to come back to Mr Cannell who said that he had looked at this and there were benefits,
and I thank him for that because it is easy to forget that there are benefits. He does not accept
that by not doing this it will stop the railway. I agree with him. If we do not do this, there is another



alternative: it will just take longer and it will not be done as well because the investment is not as
great because you are not going to do what we are going to do now.

I thank Mr North the hon. member for his contribution.

Mr Duggan raised about where was it going to be, is it under the line? Yes, it is to one side
under the railway line but it will move in places because of the line of the railway line and the pipe
has to go through that line and the ductile iron pipe is designed to go and sometimes it will be to
one side of the line, sometimes through the centre and so on and that is how it will run.

Finally if I can, I would just go to the hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell, and I just
have to say that it is recycling because once the sewage is treated the actual waste will be then
put into pelletisation and it will be pellets which can be sold for fertiliser or, if necessary, if
nobody wants it, it can actually be burnt in the incinerator or whatever. There are options for it. But
the point is the best use is to put it to land because that is a natural use for it and therefore it is
still being recycled.

It is clear that Mrs Cannell has concerns. All I can say is there is professional integrity. I
would make the point nobody is ignoring 4,000 signatures, but what we have as a responsibility
as members of this Court is to weigh up the views of those 4,000 people who may or may not
have been misled and may have very limited information and have signed it because they were
asked to sign it and of us who have all the information at our hands or have the ability to get it all
to make a proper judged decision, and I would say to hon. members is anybody who has had all
the information and is able to make a judged decision would, I believe, support this motion. I beg
to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you therefore is that printed at 11 on your
order paper. Will those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Rimington, Brown,
Houghton, Henderson, Duggan, Braidwood, Shimmin, Downie, Mrs Hannan, Messrs Bell,
Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 20

Against: Mrs Cannell, Messrs Singer and Karran - 3

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries, 20 votes in favour and 3 votes against.

In the Council -

For: Messrs Lowey, Waft, Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian -5

Against: Dr Mann - 1

The President: Hon. members, 5 votes are cast for in the Council, 1 vote against. The
motion therefore carries.

Now, hon. members, I am conscious of the clock. Can I suggest, hon. members, that whilst
we are still fresh in this month’s sitting we sit till, say, around half past eight?

Members: Agreed.

Jurby Airfield: Preparatory Foot-and-Mouth Disease Disposal Site — Construction — Motion
Lost

The President: In that case, hon. members, we take item 12 on the order paper and I call
on the Minister for Transport to move.



Mr Brown: Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move:

That Tynwald -

(a) authorises the Department of Transport to undertake works for the construction of a
preparatory foot-and-mouth disease disposal site within Jurby airfield for a sum not
exceeding £1,500,000;

(b) authorises the Treasury to expend during the year ending 31st March 2002, a sum not
exceeding £1,500,000 from the consolidated loan fund to meet the cost of the above;
and

(c) approves of and sanctions borrowings not exceeding £1,500,000 being made by
government, to be repaid in 20 years.

The proposal before hon. members is to provide funds to enable my department on behalf
of government to make proper provision for an animal waste disposal site in the event that a foot-
and-mouth outbreak occurs in the Island. Presently government has no prepared site to enable
the proper disposal of animal carcases in the event that the disease reaches our shores. We all
hope that it will never reach our shores. However, we cannot live only in hope or ignore the fact
that it may.

If a foot-and-mouth epidemic arrives on the Island prior to this facility being developed, then
the Island would have no choice but to bury animal carcases in unprepared disposal sites. The
option to bury on each farm is not an option any more. This would result in the pollution of our
environment. Clearly such a situation is not desirable.

The proposal before hon. members is to enable the government to (1) provide a properly
controlled managed site; (2) provide a proper surface water drainage system along with a
lagoon to collect any contaminated water from the site; (3) provide two new access roads within
the site area; (4) provide for the surfacing of the cross runway and part of the perimeter taxiway;
(5) provide security fencing; and (6) provide two small, properly lined disposal cells.

The operating department will be required to obtain a licence under the Public Health Act
1990 before it can operate the disposal site for this purpose.

If there were an outbreak of foot-and-mouth on the Island, then the slaughtered animals
would be transported to Jurby disposal site in specially sealed transporters. This is to ensure
that nothing from the carcases is deposited on the highway during transportation, that there is no
danger to public health and to ensure that there is no further spread of the foot-and-mouth
disease due to transportation of animal carcases. The carcases would be disposed of into the
cells and the animal carcases would be covered. The effluent from the animal waste from within
the sealed cells would be drawn off as and when necessary into road tankers and the effluent
would then be treated and discharged to sea via a suitable sea outfall. It is proposed that this will
be via the Jurby outfall.

The discharge will, I understand, have an immediate impact in the immediate area where
the discharge takes place and that for a short period of time precautions are likely to have to be
taken to stop people swimming in the area. However, after the initial discharge the dispersal and
dilution rate is considerably reduced and people will then be able to swim in the area again. This
is likely to be a couple of days after the discharge.

The amount of effluent fluid to be drawn off the carcases which are decaying will
dramatically reduce over a short period of time until eventually there will be no need to draw off
any more fluid.



I know that the question is being asked, why has this suddenly come about and why the
urgency, especially as the foot-and-mouth crisis in the United Kingdom seems to be ending?
These are the same questions that I and my colleague ministers asked, as did other members
of Tynwald at the Tynwald briefing. The answers are as follows. The epidemic in the UK is not yet
over. Up until we had witnessed the horrendous problems encountered in the UK, like the UK,
we thought we could bury on each farm. We have learnt from the UK experience and do not wish
to have the same environmental or potential health problems in the Island. If we are not properly
prepared the effects on our environment could be very damaging and the damage could last for a
long time.

It will take up to three months to construct this facility. If this matter was not put before this
October sitting of Tynwald, then the earliest sitting of Tynwald it could be put before is the
December sitting. If approved at the October sitting, the site would be ready to receive animal
waste by mid-January 2002. If not approved until December, that would mean the site could not
be ready until mid-March 2002. In other words that is two months lost. If we have no properly
prepared site, then we will cause damage to our environment and possible health problems to
our community.

In dealing with this matter the government’s foot-and-mouth working group, a group of
officers under the chairmanship of the Chief Secretary, were given the responsibility by the
Council of Ministers to advise on matters relating to the foot-and-mouth epidemic in the United
Kingdom and any implications and precautions the Island should take to prevent or to deal with
any outbreak on the Island.

One matter which has been a cause of concern has been the potential problems of the
disposal of thousands of infected animal carcases and therefore during the summer months the
working group has been assessing the implications and options available and how the Island
would deal with an outbreak, especially how it would dispose of the carcases.

The working group utilised the expertise of Cranfield University and SLR Consulting, a
leading consultant in the United Kingdom. A survey of the Island was undertaken to identify a
suitable area of land for the burial of large quantities of carcases. Eventually a total of nine sites
were considered.

After evaluation the working party recommended that the Jurby site was considered to be
the best option. The reasons are the site is in government ownership, the land make-up is ideal
for such disposal, the highway infrastructure is generally good, the site can be made secure, the
site is reasonably distant, as far as you can be in the Island, from large residential population. It
is accepted of course that there is a residential area nearby. However, its proximity to the
proposed site is not a cause for concern in relation to the operation of such a facility, and most
importantly, to the health of the residents or their environment.

Government was concerned that due to the urgency of the need to progress this matter to
the sitting of Tynwald, this sitting, that is, that the normal consultations could not be undertaken.

I believe that we all understand the feelings and upset and concerns of the people of Jurby.
We all hope that this facility will never ever be used and if the current foot-and-mouth epidemic in
the UK comes to an end and the Island remains free of the disease, then we will all, I am sure,
be very thankful. However, this is a matter of urgency and we have responsibilities and we cannot
afford to be complacent.

I would suggest that it is far preferable to prepare a proper disposal site as is being
proposed and hope that it will never be needed than to find ourselves, as we very easily could
and we still may, to have to just turn up and start a digging large pit and start dumping carcases



in the pit and covering them without any environmental and public health safeguards. Therefore,
Mr President, this motion endeavours to enable government on behalf of the people of the Isle of
Man to progress to provide a properly managed and properly designed site for the disposal of
carcases in such an event. I beg to move.

The President: The hon. member for Council, Mr Kniveton.

Mr Kniveton: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I rise to second this motion by the Minister for
Transport, not necessarily because I am a member of his department, but because I believe it is
a necessary motion for consideration. It is not an easy one, it is certainly not an easy one.

I am aware and I can understand to some extent the controversy that this motion has
caused but I believe it is fully understandable how and why, even without any great consultation,
as explained by minister Gilbey this morning, this motion has had to come forward today. To
date, and I hope this situation will continue, we have managed to keep foot-and-mouth disease
at bay. Again I repeat: I trust that this situation will continue. However, we must be prepared in
case this disease should spread or should reach our shores.

Through my chairmanship of the drainage client team only 10 days ago, yes, I was the
same as most other people, I was made familiar with what action any outbreak would entail and
I can say that the division of the department to which I refer is well satisfied as to the
arrangements at the proposed disposal site.

I do have to agree, if any criticism is to be made, that this project does seem to be rather
late, rather late in the day, and that might appear certainly to be the case. But on the plus side,
those who made the presentation last week to hon. members made us well aware that this
project planned for Jurby had taken account of and learned from all the mistakes, and there were
many, made in the UK. In other words it is the absolute best available in every respect.

I know it seems rather tough that Jurby should be the chosen site but again I can
understand this choice. Jurby was selected from nine potential sites, partly because of its size in
comparison with other areas of land on the Island and also because of its geological and
topographical features and they are important. I hope that all hon. members have read the
presentation made last Wednesday and sent to them if they were not present.

I do not wish to stray from the motion on the order paper but I do wish to pay tribute to all
those persons in government who from the outset have worked so very, very hard so far, and I
have to keep saying so far, on keeping foot-and-mouth at bay. If I have to single out anybody it
must be the hon. member Mr Downie, minister for DAFF, his senior veterinary surgeon and Bob
Carswell whose voice became familiar to us all on the radio at 0815 every morning. They worked
day and night for weeks if not months, and I have to admire what they did.

I have to agree with a number of members who feel that in spite of the government’s
tremendous support to the farming industry, and we have given them tremendous support, some
farmers appear to be relaxing their care and attention. I strongly urge them to consider what has
been done for them essentially (Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.) and of course the Island as a whole
and I hope they will stay on their guard and remain on their guard. That is so, so essential.

I do hope and pray that this terrible disease will not reach this Island, particularly as it is
now subsiding, or appears to be subsiding, in the UK: no new cases since the end of last
November, over two weeks, Ceefax 158 -

Mr Downie: September.

Mr Kniveton: I am sorry. September, you are right. - Ceefax 158, BBC 2.



So I will conclude by saying that I believe this government is acting perfectly correctly in
making preparation just in case. Sir, as I said, I second the motion.

The President: Hon. Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Mr President, hon. members, last February there was an outbreak, which
began in the United Kingdom, of foot-and-mouth and it took a grip across much of the United
Kingdom, particularly the north-west and in Devon and then went into various other parts of the
United Kingdom and peaked towards the end of May, beginning of June, but now it has appeared
to almost come to an end.

The last notified case in the United Kingdom was the 30th September, 18 days have
elapsed without a case. In 10 days’ time it will be 28 days, and the hon. Minister for Agriculture
informed us that after 28 days in the United Kingdom’s freedom of any cases he would start to
wind down the restrictions in the Isle of Man. He said after three months of no case in the United
Kingdom he would permit the import of animals from the United Kingdom into the Isle of Man. So
why the hurry to do this? Why the hurry?

The policy of government until late April was that if there had been an outbreak in the Isle of
Man the animals would have been buried on the farm. Indeed, as a precautionary measure the
whole herd of pigs at a farm on the Ballamodha straight were slaughtered at the end of February
and they were all buried on the farm and farm burial has taken place for generations. Two years
ago animals assumed that may be affected or could possibly be infected by BSE were culled
and the disposal was on the farms.

So I say again, why the urgency, when all is being wound down, to suddenly feel that this
proposal has to go through without consultation with anybody except the Council of Ministers at a
rushed meeting with a large agenda on the 27th September?

We are debating a proposal without a planning consent. Now, this is extremely unusual.
The Chief Minister referred to it this morning when I questioned him at Question Time why, when
he said that proposals for spending money should have prior planning approval, he said this
was a different case. Well, I do not see how it can be a different case.

I believe that this proposal of this magnitude should have had proper consultation with all
concerned, it should have had proper debate throughout the Island, it should have had particular
debate within the National Farmers Union, the farmers that will be directly concerned. Instead it
is proposed that there will be a permitted development planning order imposed on the people of
Jurby without any rights for redress other than the High Court, no rights for the public inquiry, no
rights of a planning appeal. It appears to be contrary to natural justice.

This permitted development order will take effect immediately it is passed by this Court, if it
is to be passed, and what will it do? It will identify the site for the slaughter of animals and the
burial of the carcases of slaughtered animals, it will have an administration building, a vehicular
access to the said site and building and associated site works, all without any form of planning
approval. It is all apparently done under the Town and Country Planning Acts 1934 to 1991. It is
done under a section called 3A and 3A, subsection (5), hon. members says at the last, ‘No order
made under subsection (3) above shall have effect until it has been approved by Tynwald’, and
section 14 states ‘Approval of order by Tynwald’. This is what you are going to be asked to
approve and the section reads ‘After making an order, the Department shall cause such order to
be transmitted to the Council of Ministers, and such order shall not take effect until approved by
resolution of Tynwald.’ No problem with that. ‘The Council of Ministers shall cause not less than
fourteen days’ public notice to be given, and also notice in writing to the local authority or persons
who have appeared before the Department at the public inquiry before making the order of the



date of the sitting of Tynwald at which it is intended to apply for the approval of Tynwald to such
order. Any such notice may be given by prepaid registered letter to the last known address of
such persons’ et cetera et cetera.

Hon. members, no notice in writing was given to Jurby Commissioners, no notice at all was
given to the local authority. The first the local authority heard of it was when I hand-delivered the
notice which was in my and your Tynwald papers. It did not matter whether it was legally entitled
to or whether it was not legally entitled to. That is a matter for legal argument. But basic good
manners in my view from the department would have written immediately the hon. minister
signed the order and given notice to the commissioners, and the minister signed the order the
27th day September but nothing was sent to the commissioners, no communication, except
when the commissioners were already in possession of this I believe the chief executive
telephoned the clerk.

As for the residents most directly affected, no notice was given. They only found out
because I took a copy of this order and the Tynwald agenda to those residents immediately
affected and they are distraught and were distraught and continue to be distraught, and when you
buy your Examiner either tonight or tomorrow morning you will see how distraught they are and
how damaged they are. We are dealing, hon. members, with human beings like ourselves and I
suggest to each one of you here that if you had the same treatment meted out to you, you would
feel just as aggrieved, just as hurt, just as wounded that you had no resort whatsoever to the
proper processes of planning.

Everybody in this Island, if they want planning approval or to do anything, whether it is to
replace a window, a porch, put on a conservatory/small extension has to apply to the planning
authority. For a £11/2 million project, planning? Nonsense: sign an order by decree. We have got
a prison we want built. We are having a dispute over the site. If this precedent is created, how
many other precedents will be created and this used on the same principle? Tynwald is busy
arguing about the site: never mind, some minister will sign the order, say it is the collective
decision of a Council of Ministers and by decree some building will be put at the bottom of
somebody’s garden without any possible redress.

What is the urgency of this proposal that the National Farmers Union cannot be consulted?
Because they have not been consulted, but I believe now that they do oppose this order. I think
you may well hear evidence of that later on in this debate. You all know that the residents oppose
it and I, as their elected representative, am doing my best to support them.

Now, let us turn to the proposal before us because there will be another debate on the
planning issue. What have we got? It is decided that in the event of foot-and-mouth certain things
will happen. As I say, nobody has consulted. Of course if it is diagnosed on a farm the animals
will require to be slaughtered, the farm will become an exclusion zone and it is hoped not to
spread the disease. But if Cumbria is any example of where it started in Cumbria and in Devon, it
went through the countryside very, very quickly and there was no buffer zone in the Isle of Man to
create a buffer zone and so what is the proposal? To have just one site in the Isle of Man and
transport these animals to this one site at Jurby. And what does this mean in practice and how
many animals are we talking about? The DAFF have provided the following livestock inventory:
175,000 sheep, 4,200 pigs, 34,500 cattle. That is an animal total of 213,700. The livestock
inventory equates to 690,000 sheep equivalents and if the disease came to the Isle of Man, and
God forbid it never does, but if it came to the Isle of Man and it was required to cull animals at the
rate they were being diagnosed if it came at the speed that it came in Cumbria and Devon, then
in my simple arithmetic it would take weeks not only to kill the animals but to transport them.



We were told at a presentation that it could probably kill 300 or 400 animals a day and this
scenario was in the event that the disease swept right through the Isle of Man. Well, say in the
worst scenario the killing could rise to 600 a day. Of 215,700 animals, it would take 381 days to
kill them all. That is a year. I am quoting what is here, not any imagination: I am quoting the book.
It would take a year and saying that those 600 animals each day were loaded into trucks of 40
dead carcases, that would be 15 trucks every day of the year of these sealed trucks that the
minister has talked about on the roads all day, every day and they would be taken to Jurby. They
would come from Rushen or Arbory, these sealed containers, and we all know how well sealed
containers are sealed - I have travelled right behind sealed containers before now - they would
travel through Colby and Ballabeg and then on up Ballamodha, bumping and jerking over the
roads through Foxdale to Ballacraine and then on out to Jurby, and if the disease hit between
Ballasalla and Douglas the lorries would jerk along into the Quarter Bridge or turn at the Saddle
Road and then bump along through Union Mills and Crosby to Ballacraine and on to Jurby, and if
the disease hit between Onchan and Ramsey they would bump along, lorries, day after day
through Laxey into Ramsey, down Ballaugh Road and Waterloo Road, through the town past the
Albert Road School, up Bowring Road out on the Jurby Road. Is that what everybody is wanting?
These effects you cannot get away from them: they are printed facts on your own presentation.

People are asking all over the Isle of Man, what on earth are you doing dragging carcases
from Rushen, Arbory and Malew all the way up to Jurby? Because you will not be isolating foot-
and-mouth then, you will be spreading foot-and-mouth. No matter how hard you try, you will be
spreading it. That is the advice I have had from the farming community. They cannot understand
what this is about, lorries trundling day after day through town, village, hamlet, no effort at
containment. Oh yes, if it is in the north every effort will be made to contain it. If it is in Bride or
Andreas you would contain it because the lorries would go to Jurby. But the lorries dragging it up
from three quarters of the Isle of Man would, in serious informed opinion, be spreading the
disease as they went.

Then the animals arrive at this wonderful new site advised by SLR Consultants and they will
arrive in their lorries on the cross runway at Jurby and the back of the lorries will be opened and
the carcases will tipped out onto the runway, tipped out on to the runway - yes, I have had two
presentations, I have taken serious notes - and then there would be dumper trucks, they will be
put into on-site vehicles, dumper trucks, and taken and dumped into these various cells for
burial, and about this wonderful operation we were shown on screen we asked them, ‘And
where does this take place?’ And ‘Oh’, they said, ‘we’ve just done that at Meeth.’ So we asked
them - the minister was there on Friday night - we asked him at the presentation at Jurby
Commissioners, ‘And where is Meeth?’ They were reluctant to tell us but they muttered ‘North
Devon.’ Well, surprise, surprise, or it cannot be a surprise, from between Friday night and noon
and midday today enquiries were made at Meeth at the environmental health office for North
Devon and we find, and it is the old, old story of the Isle of Man, first they had completed it,
secondly it is not used because there is a continual picket at the gate of protestors preventing its
use. It is an untried design and the environmental heath officer for North Devon is quoted as
saying, because he only said it over the telephone, he would have grave reservations if it was
situate near a school.

So here we have this wonderful development by SLR Consultants bringing it to the Isle of
Man virtually as a prototype, they have got one in Devon, but the pickets are there and it is not
being used, and the environment health officer says he would have grave reservations if it was
near a school. I have to tell you there is a primary school of over a hundred kids at Jurby.

And then what do we find on the plan? I will tell you what we find on the plan if you happen to
take the trouble to look at page 21. You will find all the cells, you will find the runway, carcase



handling area, that is what I have just said, carcases tipped on the runway, and if something
breaks down the administration is not all that brilliant, things do happen no matter how hard you
try, things do not actually happen that should happen and the carcases may not be disposed of
as quickly as you wish. More lorries may arrive than you anticipated and then by the side of it you
will see ‘contaminated water storage lagoon’. That is not covered, hon. members, that is open, a
stinking water lagoon within 150 yards of the residences of the Jurby crossroads at West
Nappin, the houses, and what will happen? We were told about this stinking contaminated water
lagoon. I am actually using their words, not scaremongering, it is written here. Oh, they are going
to put six-foot barbed-wire all around it to prevent anybody getting in. But of course the birds will
flock in and drop guano and disease will spread amongst birds pecking at the water. Things
happen like that, that is life, that is nature, that is the environment.

Then we have heard - the minister has admitted it - drainage out to sea, bathing will be
prohibited at Jurby shore, seawater will be contaminated. People who want to walk on the beach
will be frightened to do so. They will not want their dogs to run in the water. People do go down to
the shore with their dogs to exercise them, dogs do like running in the water, I have seen it, I am
sure you have all seen it, and this will go on, if a major outbreak occurs in the Isle of Man, day
after day for a whole year if you are managing to kill 600 animals a day. No scaremongering:
there are the figures, the DAFF inventory printed in black and white.

Mr Downie: Eight hours.

The Speaker: In an eight-hour day, if they can kill 600 animals in an eight-hour day, and
what happens if three farms go down with foot-and-mouth on the same day or four farms? They
certainly will not have the lorries to take them all on this first, second page, 24-hour disposal.

Mr Downie: They will be moving all night.

The Speaker: Hon. minister you will have the right to reply to me, sir.

Mr Downie: And I will too, sir.

The Speaker: And here it says they want 24-hour disposal. ‘Advantage of mass burial site: if
constructed, a mass burial site can dispose of lots of carcases quickly’. ‘Lots of’. How many is
‘lots of’? Like kids writing ‘Daddy, I want lots of sweets.’ ‘How many do you want, sunshine?’ ‘Oh
daddy, lots.’ They cannot even tell us, on an intelligent document like this, how many they want,
or quickly, contained sites. ‘Leachate can be treated and disposed of appropriately. This is what
the Island needs in the event of mass culling of livestock. If constructed, no government
embarrassment.’ The embarrassment to government will be if you do construct it because you
will not get all the animals there you will have total exclusion zones, these lorries transporting
these animals all over the place, and above all, and I have not quite found the page, they wanted
it all on 24-hour disposal.

We all get advertising material through the post, 24-hour disposal. I have just said, if they
can do 600 animals a day in a eight-hour day they are doing pretty well. That is what they say they
will do, and what happens for the other animals and what happens when the lorries breakdown?
Lorries do break down. You will have to wait to get the lorries in here. They are not in the Isle of
Man. You will have to bring them over.

I am only going and telling hon. members what has happened at the presentations and
detailed questioning. I have been to two presentations, the one you hon. members attended and
the presentation they gave to Jurby Commissioners, and we asked a lot of questions at Jurby
Commissioners, a lot of questions, and this is what you are asked to do without even consulting
the farmers directly concerned, without even consulting the local authority, without even



consulting the residents concerned. Is this the way to conduct government business? Is this the
way?

And you say it has got to be done. Well, why wasn’t something done some time ago? Why
weren’t people consulted since May? Why weren’t people consulted? Because we were told that
officials of this working party went over the Cumbria to see what was happening there and they
came back with this newfangled idea. Now, if they wanted this newfangled idea they should then
have immediately progressed it and consulted those who are going to be affected.

They have not told us here how they are going to transport the infected animals, they have
just given you plans and maps and said about dumping live animals on the runway -

Mr Cannell: Dead animals.

The Speaker: Pardon? It says ‘dead’ here, but the planning order you are going to be asked
to approve says ‘slaughter of animals’. Yes, minister, slaughter of animals on the runway and
the blight that this is going to put on the community is quite horrendous.

Not only have I received letters, and quite naturally, from the residents of Jurby, the protests
and so on, but from others, the users, the sport and leisure users of the airfield, a long letter from
the Peter Duke organisation that runs the races and the motor-bikes and the motor-cars on the
airfield. I have got a copy of a 21/2 page letter that he has written to the Isle of Man Examiner,
faxed to me today. He can see what all the other Jurby users can see and know about, that this
blights everything. This proposal blights everything without so much as asking the people and on
the one hand you are being asked to do this and on the other hand the Minister for Local
Government this morning told us, ‘Oh, we’ve got a wonderful development plan for Jurby.’ You
are blighting the area with one hand and then you tell us you have got a wonderful plan for
development. Well, who is going to do the development? Is government financing it all or are you
going to say, ‘Well, this is all open for private investment’? It will not be government, it will be for
private investment and encourage private investment, and how will you encourage private
investment? When householders have had their properties decimated in value who is going to
buy a house in Jurby when the prices have crashed like that? I am not scaremongering: it is the
headlines, tonight, of the Isle of Man Examiner, it is the headlines.

I am asking you, are you doing this to people, human beings like ourselves? What on earth
are you doing, hon. members? What sort of conduct of public affairs is this? And I say to the
Treasury minister, you were in a hurry, sir, to give financial approval to this project. I too have
been Treasury minister and never in the three years I held office did I give financial approval to
anything outside the regulations of proper Treasury appraisal, and I am told that you did it all on
the 27th, just like that, £11/2 million and the rest of the Examiner says you are to be the next
Chief Minister.

Mr Duggan: He has got to be elected first.

The Speaker: I do not know about that. It is in the Examiner tonight, front page. It must be
true, and this is the conduct of public affairs in the Isle of Man. I can not believe, after 19 years in
this Court, that you are going to treat other people like this! Would you treat yourselves? Would
anybody here treat themselves? Would anybody here support this notice, this planning notice, if it
was for your back garden? Would you? You would say, ‘Oh, yes, I’m quite happy. It’s my garden.
I’ve got no rights to appeal, to protest. It’s a development order by decree that there shall be this
planning just over the hedge from my back garden.’ Isn’t it wonderful? I can not believe you want
to treat people like this. I can not honestly believe it. I have spent 19 years trying to help people
and, here we are, doing this without consultation, without asking the farmers who are concerned,
without asking anybody.



I will not go on, I have made my point, and I hope that your consciences will make you say,
at the minimum, defer and think and go through the proper planning procedures because if you
do not, I can see the whole thing going to the law courts, the whole thing. The minister says the
work is going to start in the last week of October. It will not. It will not if it goes to the law courts.
The law courts grind slowly. The law courts grind exceptionally slowly. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I think Mr Speaker is suggesting that we all want foot-
and-mouth, and I think that nothing could be further from the point. I think that, instead of
attacking government for trying to deal with this problem, maybe Mr Speaker should be attacking
the farmers who have let their guard down and if there is any chance of us getting foot-and-
mouth it will be because they have let their guard down, when I think of the hours that have been
put in by the Department of Agriculture and their offices day and night at the ports trying to keep
the disease at bay. The officers and workforce of the Department of Transport have been on call
ever since this started and suddenly people are now suggesting that this has come as a bit of a
shock, having to try to find somewhere. We are not stupid, we know what has happened in
England whereby they have dug holes, whereby they have burnt on farms, whereby it has not
been acceptable to the general public because of burning, it has not been acceptable because
animals have been dumped. But we can not turn our back and I think the Speaker actually
mentioned the number of animals, 690,000 sheep equivalents, that we would have to get rid of,
not the farmers, and it is suggested, it is accepted that government have got to do it. Government
has been trying to keep this at bay. Farmers have dropped their guard. Farmers have not been
serious about it. Farmers mix quite readily, even since this whole thing started. So to say that
government is at fault because government is trying to deal with this problem I think is closing
our eyes to the possible inevitable.

But we do not want it, government does not want it, Mr Speaker does not want it, the people
of Jurby do not want it, and anybody next to a farm who got foot-and-mouth would not want it. Go
and ask Mr Newton did he want it. No, he did not want it and those animals were buried on the
farm, but could you imagine every farm in the Isle of Man or every farm surrounding a case having
animals buried on the farm? I really do not think that that would be acceptable to the public either,
that we would be expected to deal with it just because we deal with most other things and
because we would expect to do that.

Mr Speaker has said that farmers are not in favour, the MNFU are not in favour. The MNFU
are not in favour of us getting foot-and-mouth either, but they have not held their meetings, but
they have let their guard down. Some are obviously in the MNFU, some are not, but they have still
let their guard down. The bio-security has been let to lapse. I think anybody who travels round the
countryside and sees what happens at the end of roads will know that that is the case. So if they
do not want it and if they do not want us to have to deal with it, then I suggest that they up their
security for the next three months and that they then, because they do not want us to provide
something for it, go into some sort of purdah until that time has passed. I honestly do not think
that we can close our minds to this sort of thing.

Mr Speaker mentioned about BSE animals being buried on farms, yes, one or two on a
farm and maybe more than that, but not the culled animals. The culled animals have been taken
away. The over-30-month animals that do not enter the food chain are being taken away, and
when you are talking about that, other people have to deal with our not nice areas of food
production such as Litt’s, such as the abattoir, such as the meat plant, and yet, we all accept that.
We all accept that ‘Oh, somebody else is going to deal with this nasty part of it.’ These animals
are no different to any other animal which we eat. All they have got is foot-and-mouth, that is all,



and yet we are suggesting that they are some sort of plague. They are if the whole of the Isle of
Man gets it.

But this motion before us today is for the money. It is for £1,500,000. It is for us to deal with
that and I believe that we should vote for this today. The next part of the motion comes with the
area of Jurby being approved. That is the next motion. But this is to provide the money, no matter
where it is going to be, and if Tynwald does not want to support Jurby, it could be somewhere
else. Maybe the first farm that gets it would have to be turned into some sort of unit to deal with it.

But as to saying that farmers do not want it, I accept that they do not want foot and mouth,
neither do we. But if they let their guard down, then that will happen.

Mr Speaker also went on, and I would like it, if possible, after I have spoken, Eaghtyrane, the
Attorney-General could clarify some points raised by Mr Speaker when he was speaking on
planning, but my understanding is that planning development orders are allowed on a number of
issues, have been allowed on a number of issues in the past, which also affect people, but they
are allowed. He spoke about some of them: windows, walls, sheds and the like. I accept that this
is slightly different, but that planning development orders have been used in the past.

Mr Speaker spoke about following containers that were going to spread all this stuff all over
the road because we have all followed sealed containers. My understanding is, and I asked the
question at the briefing that we had, that they would be sealed units and that they would not be
the sort of units that Mr Speaker has spoken about either today or on the radio yesterday when he
was scaremongering.

Now, no matter where it is, animals will have to be transported unless we are going to bury
every animal that has got foot-and-mouth on farms and I cannot see that that is going to be
acceptable to us or to the farmers involved.

Mr Speaker then went on to speak about this area in Meeth being picketed, untried design,
grave reservations about being sited near to a school. You have only got to look at Braddan
School. It is just over the hill from the meat plant, from the abattoir and not very far from Litt’s. This
is all our actual living, this is how we operate, and if Mr Speaker is saying that that is
unacceptable for Jurby, then it is unacceptable for Douglas West and Braddan. But it has
happened in the past.

He then went on to critisise the sewerage outfall and this material going to sea. I can tell
you the waste from The Raggatt is still leaving The Raggatt and it is going out to sea at Peel.

Mr Downie: And the abattoir at the moment.

Mrs Hannan: That is right. Well, there you are. Peel should not have that! Nobody should
have that! And we know for a fact that going out at Jurby it is dispelled much quicker out at Jurby.
There are two places in the Isle of Man, Jurby and Santon. That is why Meary Veg, Santon Head
is being used for our sewerage works. Jurby was the other place because it is dispelled much
quicker there than anywhere else, but we are getting all your waste still coming through, the
leachate, and it is being disposed of and, I am told, from the abattoir.

Mr Speaker then went on to suggest about government being embarrassed and I would
say, yes, we would be embarrassed if we got foot-and-mouth. We would also be embarrassed if
we had not made arrangements for it. This vote again I go back to. It is the £1.5 million for
dealing with it and I believe that today we should be voting for this motion on the agenda, and I
would also say that sometimes we do have to make difficult decisions. Maybe Mr Speaker does
not like it, but we do sometimes have to make difficult decisions, and some of the areas which I
covered here today do deal with difficult decisions. They are not in Jurby, they are in other places,



and I believe that we should get on and we should do it on this particular one which is voting the
money. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Radcliffe.

Mr Radcliffe: Thank you, Mr President. The resolution before us here today really asks three
questions: why the haste now, why the lack of consultation with people in the area and why the
exorbitant cost: a million and a half pounds for what is, according to the hon. minister,
substantially a hole or holes in the ground? You can do a lot of digging for a million and a half
pounds.

Foot-and-mouth was confirmed in the UK seven or eight months ago and I would have
thought that action was required on this Island before now and in fact the minister has said that if
we pass this tonight it is going to be three months before anything can be completed. Therefore
a year on from the first outbreaks of foot-and-mouth we will be just getting, supposedly, to grips
with it.

It has been said that we have been waiting for the reports from the experts and of course we
have sent some of our people away, across to see and follow up the various courses of action
taken in the UK. A good idea to send people across to study the courses of action taken in the
UK and at least they would see then how not to do it because the whole thing in the United
Kingdom from Cumbria to Devon and other parts has been a right mix-up and the precautions
which should have been taken certainly were not.

I would ask the hon. member for Peel, what is wrong with on-farm burial anyway? It is not
desirable, the hon. minister said. It may not be desirable but there are hundreds of carcases of
BSE animals or some poor BSE cull animals buried on-farm, and I know from experience we
had some who were buried and I daresay other farming members in the Court had the same
thing. They can be buried and the burial can be so deep as to be very effective. Nothing ever
escaped out of the holes that were dug for the animals we had anyway, and I am sure the others
were the same. There was a minimum depth of earth over the animals. So there is not much
wrong, I would suggest, with burying on-farm.

Mention has been made of the lack of action or lack of interest from the Manx National
Farmers Union and I have in my hand a note from the union dated today and it asks me to
express some of the concerns which have been expressed. ‘Concern has been expressed’, and
I am quoting from the letter, ‘by some of the northern area members of the union in relation to
this proposal. Whilst accepting the principle of contingency proposals, the lack of consultation
with the local authority and the timescale is considered unacceptable, allied to the situation now
pertaining in the UK’, and we have all said here, I do not know how many times this afternoon, it
is dying down.

Mr Brown: The farmers are not worried.

Mr Radcliffe: I would refute that too. There are also suggestions that there could be an
ulterior motive for this provision, this £11/2 million for a hole in the ground, and I think that there
could be some truth in that statement, that this has been an ulterior motive being progressed on
the back of f-and-m crisis.

Mr Brown: What is that, please?

Mr Radcliffe: Two issues have been highlighted and in fact Mr Speaker highlighted the
large, open effluent tank which one would at least have expected to have been covered because,
as the Speaker rightly said, birds will, anywhere where there is a bit of fluid of any sort, dive and
dip into it and spread God knows what from that, and as has been said again in the order which



is before us later on, we talk about not just gathering carcases, we talk of slaughter of animals in
the area, and I think everyone would agree that that would be traumatic in the extreme for anyone
who is not used to animals to see them slaughtered on the runway out there.

The hon. member for Peel has been squealing about farmers letting the guard down, and I
would ask the hon. member can she tell me where farmers have been letting their guard down?

Mrs Hannan: Yes.

Mr Radcliffe: It is quite unfounded and untrue, I suggest, the statements that she made
here. The farmers are totally conscious of their responsibilities. They are keepers of animals,
they are totally responsible for the livelihood and welfare of those animals and I would refute in
the Court here this afternoon the wild and irresponsible statement which the member has made
and which will certainly catch the media’s attention, if nobody else’s.

I have been a member of this hon. Court for many years and I can not recall, in my time in
this Court, such an example of indecent haste and attempted bulldozing of an item on a Tynwald
Agenda. General election imminent or not, it has just been pushed through, and I ask again, is
there an ulterior motive there?

Mr Brown: Such as what?

Mr Radcliffe: Dealing with fly ash and so on and that is the talk around about.

Mr Brown: Well, they are talking rubbish.

Mr Radcliffe: Residents in Jurby will have no possibility of debating this. Thursday next the
Department of Local Government said we had a meeting arranged for them and what use is that
when the decision will have already been taken here in this Court? Fuller consultations should
be taken and I would urge the Court to vote against the resolution here as on the agenda this
afternoon (Mr Brown interjecting) and come back to it at a future date after consultation and other
talks have taken place.

The Speaker: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine.

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. I fully appreciate the implications for the Island of an
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease and I am sure we all do, the economic consequences of
that, the environmental consequences of that and, not least of course, the impact that that would
have on the agricultural industry, and I think that we have so far been able to stay removed from
foot-and-mouth is in large part because of the action which has been taken by the Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and his officers, and as other members have said, they are to
be congratulated for the action they have taken.

In terms of what lies ahead, in common with what the hon. member for Council has said,
and I am in close contact with the farming community, I certainly have no indication of any
lessening of the awareness or the defences of farmers in order to defend their industry and to
defend their own best interests because this is their livelihood. I am certainly not aware of any
such matter, but if that is the case, and somebody perhaps will stand up and point to a case, and
it will be a very isolated case, I am sure, if they do, then that is a matter for enforcement, that is a
matter for the department and, if anything, what I would like to see is further investment in
strengthening our defences. Yes, we have made a good show of defending ourselves from this
disease, but there is more that can, and I would suggest, should be done and if we have money
to be invested, I would suggest that that is the area in which we should, certainly as a matter of
priority, be investing it.



I accept that there is a need for contingency planning. I am very much aware of contingency
planning. I have had a lifetime of contingency planning for all sorts of situations and I do not
doubt the need for contingency planning in this situation. But I do take issue with, amongst other
things, the form and the timing of the proposals which are embodied in two instruments here
today.

These orders are obviously being put forward on the basis of urgency: we must proceed
now and do this now. It is very much like the patient insisting that the doctor comes to visit him:
‘Of course it’s urgent, doctor, I’ve been ill for several months’, and that is very much the sort of
scenario which we are in here today vis-ˆ-vis the precautions and the contingency planning for
foot-and-mouth, because, after all, we know it was way back in the very beginning of the year
when this broke out in the UK and it was not until May 2000 that consultants were
commissioned. Now, perhaps there will be an explanation for that, but that is a matter of fact, that
is part of the briefing which we have received. So I think this matter of urgency needs to be
examined further.

If we are to proceed, if there is a case to be made to proceed at this time with this great
urgency, then I would expect to have before us and certainly have presented to us in the
presentations a current risk assessment. Now, I am not aware of a current risk assessment. I
have neither seen one in my own department nor had one made available through the
presentation process, and I say that because we have to bear in mind that this is a moving
scene, this is a moving scenario, and although we do not know what the future may hold, we do
not know what the future may hold in a whole range of things that we have to live with and
confront every day of our lives, what we do know is that, as far as the UK is concerned, we are
now in the order of two weeks, and as the minister intimated earlier, there have been no reported
cases. Now, what weight you attach to that I would suggest would be a matter for this risk
assessment but it is certainly a factor, an important factor, and it is an issue which should be, I
believe, kept in view here when we are discussing these orders here today, not brushed aside
just on the basis of ‘Oh, it could come, therefore we must have this facility.’ That, I think, is not a
realistic approach.

But coming perhaps to what is a more fundamental issue as far as I am concerned and
that is the concept of single mass burial site, a single mass burial site by its very nature - and
this has been mentioned by others but I feel it is so important as to warrant me covering this in
my own way - would necessitate the haulage of suspected and diseased animals from one end
of the Island to the other.

Now, we have heralded, we have made a big play in our presentations in dealing with other
forms of waste of this proximity principle, that we must deal with it close to the source et cetera.
But here we seem to have pushed that aside, for whatever reason that has been pushed aside,
and what we are entering into is an abandonment of that principle in circumstances which are
inherently far more dangerous than could be attached to putrescible waste, for example.

But not only are we talking of a burial site here, and hon. members I suggest really must
keep this in mind, we are talking of a slaughter site. It is perfectly clear that if you tie these two
orders together, what is proposed is that the activity which could take place at or on the Jurby
airfield includes the slaughter of animals. Now, whether we are going to have covered facilities
or that sort of thing, I do not know. I suspect not. But certainly in terms of the capacity that the
planning order would provide, quite clearly it includes the slaughter of animals, and that takes
us, I believe, one step beyond just the use of this site, an important step beyond the use of this
site for the burial of animals, because this site may be considered to be remote but, as Mr



Speaker pointed out of course, we are only talking of it being a couple of hundred yards away
from houses where people are living.

So I would invite members to bear in mind that we are not just talking here of a burial site,
we are talking about a slaughter site. That is what the instruments before use here would allow
us to do if it is approved today.

But this concept of a single mass burial site, I find that to me totally unacceptable and I say
that for a number of reasons. I have already pointed to the fact that it will, by its very nature,
necessitate the haulage of condemned animals, condemned in the sense that they are about to
die and are going to be slaughtered on the site, or condemned in the sense that they have the
disease, or in fact dead animals, and it is going to involve their haulage through villages and
hamlets and there is no way that can be done without some exposure to public health, some
implication for public health, we may try to project to the public that that is not the case, but that is
the case.

But more important, I believe is this, that if we set aside for the moment the idea of a single
mass burial site and look towards locating, two, three, four sites, then of course we are in a
different scenario entirely in terms of site selection. It is one matter, it is one objective, a difficult
objective, for to look and try to find a site large enough to take all the Island’s animals and have it
on government land because that is why we ended up with just the nine sites of course, that is
one task, but if you were to approach it on the basis not of a single mass burial site but, as I said,
two or three sites or whatever, then I think you are in a different ball game entirely because of
course the options that are available to you firstly, site-wise are much greater, and secondly, it
allows you to proceed to provide a contingency on a phased basis.

Now, of course, it has already been explained that, notwithstanding what has been said
about this matter of urgency, the Minister for Agriculture and his officers have quite properly
pointed out to us that if foot-and-mouth disease comes to the Isle of Man, then containing it
within this Island is really a lost cause. That has been put across very clearly. You either keep it
out or, if it is here, you have lost the battle. That has been put across quite clearly.

Now, if that is the case, that also impacts on this question of urgency because, unlike the
UK where if you have an incident of foot-and-mouth urgency arises in order to stop it spreading, it
does not have quite the same implication here on the Island. So I think that also is a factor that
has to be taken account of in this matter of urgency.

I think the other matter, of course, where I think this question of moving away from single
mass burial is important is of course that it does allow you, instead of putting your money at this
end of the horse or that end of the horse, in risk terms to take a middle course. We are not
saying, in other words, that we either have a single mass burial site or we have nothing. What we
would be saying if we took this approach is we will have a contingency plan which could involve a
small site, 10,000 cubic metres a quarter, you have that which could be your immediate
contingency and that could be realistic in terms of (a) the lack of ability to control the disease
once it is here and (b) also realistic in terms of the rate at which you can kill animals in any event
here on the Island.

So I believe this approach is flawed because we have gone at it on the basis that we must
find first an all-Island site and secondly we must find it on government land. It is an all-or-nothing
approach and I believe that there are other alternatives to that which certainly should have been
addressed as part of this proposition, and I would add that if you take that approach, of course,
where you are talking of a phased contingency plan, the phased introduction of contingency
arrangements, then of course the other advantage of that is of course that there will be some



additional expenditure because obviously four is going to cost more than one, but if we are
serious about taking into account the public interest, the public health and bearing in mind that
this is a scene that may happen or may not happen, then I would suggest that that should be part
of our appraisal, it should be part, I would suggest, of our contingency approach.

Cost-wise, if we are talking of cost, so far we have spoken of the £1.5 million that providing
this mass burial would cost. That, I would suggest, is a small part of the cost. The cost would
have to be related to the virtual sterilising of the Jurby airport and airfield area because once you
have this facility, once you have this hole sitting there, a sign saying, ‘If we have foot-and-mouth
we are going to put all the dead animals in here Island-wide’, you cannot tell me and you will
certainly not tell the people of that area that you have not put a flag flying there saying, ‘Keep
away: dangerous’, you will sterilise that area, and the cost of that - and I can assure you because
I have been party to doing this report on the future developments at Jurby - I can assure you the
costs related to the potential for development far exceed the £1.5 million, we are talking of quite
different figures.

So let us not just keep our eye on this one figure of £1.5 million. Let us make ourselves
aware also of the fact that there is the other side of this and that is the sterilisation of the Jurby
area because we can forget futures for Jurby, you can forget it. There is no way that you can come
forward early in the next House and say and now we are going to form a working party,
entrepreneurs, professionals, private sector, public sector, and we are going to come up with a
new future for Jurby, whether it be village, a large village or township. You can forget it. If that is
sitting there, you are not going to get off the starting block.

Another factor, and this is why I suggest we need a contingency plan that is a much more
considered and phased approach, is, of course, we are all aware that following the foot-and-
mouth outbreak in the UK - indeed it is already happening - there is going to be an expansive
and extensive wash-up as to what happened, how it happened and how we are going to address
it for the future. Are we going to switch and say we are going to have an inoculation programme
for the future? Are we going to, say, in five years’ time have access to methods of destruction
other than mass burial, because some of those are mentioned here in the early papers,
although they were brushed aside because they are not proven technologies, but within the next
few years we could well have alternatives to mass burials. So I believe that we should not under
any circumstances approach as a matter of principle the mass burial concept, we should be
looking towards to a contingency approach which does not commit us on an all-or-nothing basis
but allows us to put in place some prudent measures for any initial strike with which we are
faced, but bearing in mind the time factors, also allows us to look at other alternatives and other
areas beyond the public land and public ownership into private ownership and work that way up
and not put ourselves in a situation where we have got a huge big lake developed and then we
find in a year’s time or two years’ time they say ah, after all we are going to have inoculation in the
future or in three years’ time we are going to have another method of some form of destruction of
the animal carcases. I do not believe we should be moving along that line that fast. I believe we
should take a more prudent approach to it.

So in sum, what I am suggesting to this hon. Court is that we have not got our approach
right, I do not think the approach is an appropriate one. I think we need to reflect further on this
matter of urgency, this urgency factor needs to be considered in the context of the current position
in the UK, i.e. we have now had quite a clear run, a couple of weeks, when nothing has
happened. That is not to say that nothing will happen, but that is the first factor we have to put into
this equation.



We also have to address this matter of need to be considered and that is in the context of
urgency, need in relation to the DAFF’s own stated position that if we have an outbreak here on
the Island it cannot be contained. That is what we have been told, and that clearly influences this
issue of whether the action is urgent, and if it is urgent, to what extent it is urgent.

Need also should be considered in the context of future need, in other words what is going
to come out of the wash-up of the UK experience. We do not know, they are only just starting the
study, but one thing I do know is that if it is inoculation or if it is other disposal methods, we are
going to look pretty silly with something approaching half the size of the Mooragh Park sitting
there as a big gaping hole and people will surely be tempted to find a use for it, that is for certain
and it will not be for boats, I assure you.

The next matter I would touch upon is this question of the solution sought must recognise
the need to minimise transportation, simply abide by our own principle of proximity. It is our
principle, we have adopted it from elsewhere, yes, but this is what Tynwald Court has said, this
is the way that we should approach disposal of waste matters. So we must minimise it, and then
we have to bear in mind when we are talking of transportation, what are we talking about? Are we
talking of transporting dead animals, which is what the Minister for Transport held out to us when
he introduced the motion, or are we talking about transporting live animals, which by implication
is what the planning order would have us believe to be the position, perhaps a combination of
both, but certainly they are considerations that should come into this equation.

It should be considered in the context of not a single mass burial site but several sites. Yes,
it is going to cost more but we would have the time and we would have the facility to search and it
makes more sense because it has not beaten us into a position from which we cannot retrieve
ourselves.

It has got to be considered in the context of the acceptability of killing animals on site in this
area within shouting distance of houses and virtually within, well perhaps it is an exaggeration to
say a stone’s throw of the school, but well within view of the school, and has got to be
considered in relation to the inevitable sterilisation of Jurby. There is no way that you can proceed
with this facility and then at the same time with any credibility hold out that we have any intention
of rejuvenating Jurby. Quite clearly we could not do it, it would be false to even suggest that, and
perhaps that explains why the Council of Ministers have held back the Jurby report until after the
general election. After all, these two orders would have sat very comfortably with that report.

In sum, I think we have got the wrong solution to our problem. Yes, we need a contingency
plan and I have suggested to you how we should approach that, but we do not need this
contingency plan because it does not stack up and I think we would individually, collectively have
a great deal to answer for if here today we were to sanction the orders which are before us and
do so, as Mr Speaker has said, with all these implications which are there and which I have spelt
out, for to sanction them knowing that we have not even had, never mind the legal scenario, the
common courtesy to discuss these issues with the local authority people and the community
before we took that step. It is just not acceptable and I cannot support this order and I might add
that what I have said here today will be no surprise to my minister because I told him some time
ago exactly where I stood in relation to this matter.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Yes, thank you, Mr President. One thing I have got in common with everybody
else who has spoken in the debate thus far is a sympathy I share with my hon. colleague the
Speaker who I bear no animosity to whatsoever. I think he is doing a very splendid job in trying to
protect his constituents and I admire him for that.



I agree with him and with all other members who have spoken that we cannot afford to get
foot-and-mouth into this Island. All right, we are 12 or 14 days without an outbreak in the United
Kingdom. I would like somebody to reassure me that the crisis in the adjacent island is over and
if it does clear up, what is going to happen if it rears its ugly head again next spring, or the
following spring? And I think that until a vaccine is developed, and that is a long way off in my
opinion and in my veterinary officer’s opinion, we are going to be living with the threat of foot-and-
mouth disease for many years to come.

Now, I think the Chief Officers Group who put this scheme together would be failing in their
duties if they did not go away and look and learn from other people’s mistakes and come forward
to us with a contingency plan, and I accept that there have been problems created because there
was not enough time for discussions with the local authority and with other people, but the clock
is ticking away and, who knows, tomorrow we could have a case of foot-and-mouth on this
Island.

The Speaker: A fat lot of good this order will do then.

Mr Downie: Well, a fat lot of good it is not going to be. I accept that, but I also would ask the
hon. member for Michael to accept that if we do get a case tomorrow, all these lovely animals on
the Whitehouse Farm will be lying in the gateway dead for the next two to three months so we
can get a site ready because our information, our intelligence tells us and backed up by hard
facts from Cranfield University, that four fifths of this Island is totally unsuitable for on-farm burial
and the sooner the hon. member realises that the better. It is not a case of burying a few old cull
animals or a few BSE cows, we are talking about burying a quarter of a million animals on this
Island and that is a lot of waste to get rid of.

Only recently this last year, along with the Water Authority, DAFF in conjunction with them
had a total assessment of all the Island’s drinking water and on the back of that we produced a
code of practice for the protection of water throughout the Island and that quite clearly shows
areas where it is just not acceptable to bury animals. If you walk over North Barrule somebody
said, ‘Dead easy: you can bury these animals anywhere.’ Go up there and try and dig a hole, one
of you, because I can tell you now it is impossible: you get down to about eight inches and you
are into solid rock. So where are you going to bury all those animals? And, come on, be
reasonable, give us a decent argument for your objection to this.

Other parts of the Island - the hon. member for Ayre was only commenting to me recently
that every time his wife digs down a spade depth in the garden it fills with water, so there are
areas in the Island where the water table is totally unsuitable for burial of any kind.

So, please, hon. members, accept that the working party looked at all these options and
they identified, along with Cranfield University, where there was insufficient depth available for
proper burial and when they looked at the Island and they looked at the whole list of sites that
were thoroughly investigated they came up with the idea that the best thing to do in an all-out
emergency was to make full use of the existing facilities which exist at Jurby and by utilising the
cross runway it gave them an automatic start because there was a ready-made base there from
which to start the operations and by putting two legs down from there or three legs down from
there they then could create the burial pits, the engineering works could go into there and then
the proper linings could be put in and then the site mothballed. So if there was a situation
developed we could get in there within 24 hours and not wait the two or three months it is likely to
take if we do not have any contingency at all.

I am quite proud of the way the officers have put this plan together, there has been a lot of
work done, and believe me, if you look at some of the environmental disasters in the UK, linked



with on-farm burial and the way they burnt carcases off and now all these are leaching into
watercourses and drinking water and into the Solway Firth, it has been a shambles.

The officers group went away and they sat down with Brigadier Birtwhistle’s organisation
and they were told quite categorically if you are going to do this, do it properly and have a central
site. You cannot afford to be working on 10 or 12 different fronts and different sites, we have not
got the logistics or the manpower to do that, and the first time we have a foot-and-mouth
outbreak there is a cull which will need to take place on all the adjoining farms as well, so you
are not just dealing with one minor outbreak, you have got other culls to take place in the area so
that you can create your zone, as it were.

Now, what is the alternative to this? As far I am concerned your alternative is to just to do
what we generally normally do here: we do nothing. Now, all this motion does before us is it
asks us to take out insurance. It really sets our stall out so that if we are caught, at least we are
not going to be caught with pants down and the village of Kirk Michael and Ballaugh and other
areas are not running with blood from putrescent carcases because we have got no real place to
put them. Just think about that.

Other UK counties and jurisdictions have already got their contingency plans in place and
they have developed reception areas so that if foot-and-mouth rears its ugly head again, they
have made their contingency arrangements.

Farm burial, when you look at it, all right, small areas or perhaps one minor outbreak in an
area where there are not many animals, fine, I think you would get away with it, but if it spread -
and this is what worries me - there is absolutely no way you would be able to control it. Within the
first week your resources here would be completely exhausted, your men would be tired out and
the advice that they have been given by the people in the know is put your resources into the one
area so that your teams can come in and work 24 hours a day.

Somebody said, ‘Why do you want to have the facility of slaughtering at Jurby?’ Have you
ever tried chasing a sheep on North Barrule or one of the mountain areas? The easiest way to
dispatch sheep in areas like that is to round them up, put them on a vehicle, transport them
somewhere where you can handle them and then they can be dealt with in a proper and humane
manner, not running round the fields in the UK with .22 rifles. Is that what you are advocating for
the Isle of Man? I think you have to be flexible, as far as I am concerned, with the use of the site.
Parts of the UK have actually closed meat plants down and have collected animals and run them
there to be able to slaughter them in a humane manner.

I think we have to have regard, when we are putting this plant together, for the rest of the
environment of the Island and there is no doubt in my mind, if you look at what foot-and-mouth
has meant in the UK, it has been the biggest environmental disaster over there since the Second
World War - the long-term effects on watercourses, drinking water, dioxins in the atmosphere. I
do not think people have even begun to quantify what effects they are going to have on the
population. We have used about 150 years worth of disinfectant in the environment and I do not
know what problems that is going to cause for them over there. As far as I am concerned, we
need to be very, very careful on the Isle of Man what we do.

As has been mentioned by another speaker, the previous speaker, when this leachate that
is collected from this facility goes into the watercourse the dilution factor is tremendous. We
probably slaughter, I would think, in excess of 100,000, 150,000 animals in a year on the Island.
Where do you think that blood and serous fluid goes now? It goes down the main Douglas
sewer into Douglas Bay and, surprise, surprise, on certain days Douglas beach sometimes
meets the EU bathing water standard, so it cannot be that bad.



Now, Mr Radcliffe said there was a lot of money going in holes in the ground. I think if you
look at the engineering programme that is being presented it is expensive, but it is cheap when
you look at the protection measures it introduces to protect the environment and indeed the
wellbeing of people who may be living in the surrounding area. I have a great deal of sympathy
for people living in Jurby. I just hope that they and nobody else on this Isle of Man has to suffer an
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease.

As I said early on, we do not have the logistics to have more than one site. There are about
seven teams of slaughtermen trained. In an emergency we could pull in, with the vets in private
practice, about 12 veterinary officers. Vehicles are available from the UK, specialist sealed
vehicles that could be here within 24 hours.

Mr Duggan: There is no rush, Alec.

Mr Downie: Well, as far as I am concerned, we can only really have a proper controlled
operation if we have one really good engineered and purpose-built site.

Somebody mentioned during the debate about animals being transported dead along the
roads of the Isle of Man. After about 12 hours after an animal dies, the PH factor in its flesh
changes. It does not breathe any more so it does not present the same amount of risk and
provided the serous fluid or the blood does not get out, it is perfectly harmless and it is one of the
best ways of transporting.

The NFU concern, northern branch - I have spoken to members of the NFU on a regular
basis and I have never hidden from them that if we did get caught in a serious way Jurby would
be the first option for the department, particularly in the north of the Island because the ground
water conditions are so poor, and I think the majority of members of the NFU have accepted that
and I am very grateful for their support throughout this difficult time and I think as far as I am
concerned there are a few farmers who let the rest down but by and large most of them have
been very good with their bio-security and they have done their utmost to protect their livestock.

Mr Radcliffe also asked was there an ulterior motive, why are we bulldozing this through? If
Tynwald throws it out today, as far as I am concerned this Chief Officers Group who put this
package together have done their best and therefore as far as I am concerned those of you who
vote against this today in my opinion will have to bear the full responsibility if there is an outbreak
on this Island and I will be reminding them of it should that fateful day come, which I hope to God
it does not.

Mr Lowey: Totally wrong.

Mr Brown: They are happy to vote this out and blame everybody else.

Mr Downie: As far as I am concerned, hon. members, I wish I had a simple solution where I
could be all things to all people, but in reality I think we would be extremely foolish if we did not
take an insurance policy or a contingency out to deal with this issue. It may go away and that
facility could well lie there unused for many years, but if the sad day came, at least we would be
able to deal with the situation within 24 hours, we would be able to start to do our job properly
and we would not need to worry about all the other environmental problems that would spring up
if we had to bury animals all over the Manx countryside and absolutely pollute this Island for
generations to come.

The President: Now, hon. members, we are doing quite well with the debate but can I
suggest that, as we have had a number of speakers and I still have four on my list, we now try to
avoid repetition. I call on the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Cannell.



Mr Cannell: I will try my best. Firstly the previous speaker said that he will be reminding
those who vote against this resolution of what they failed to do, but if they do that, if they fail to
support the resolution today it does not mean they condone the arrival of foot and mouth disease
(Several Members: Hear, hear.) because this plant and its installation are not something that
will prevent foot-and-mouth disease coming, this is only the product of when and if it does come.
We are dealing with something to do our best to minimise the effects that foot-and-mouth on the
Isle of Man would have, not preventing it coming, in fact quite the reverse. So let us get that clear
straightaway.

Now, it is a tricky one for me to judge, this one, and I see it this way. There is no doubt
whatever that the driving of this through to the point it is at is exceedingly embarrassing and
particularly for the hon. Speaker and everybody else in the north, and there is no doubt about it as
well, the first thing it does when I hear anything like that being pushed through, last seconds, last
sitting, last government is suspicion: why, why is it happening? Well, we have had some of those
points answered and reasonably satisfactorily answered too, enough to convince me but I still
have a shade of suspicion that the thing was driven by a few officers, passed through the
Treasury exceptionally quickly, Council of Ministers exceptionally quickly and heaven knows what.
When I think of the number of man-hours and women-hours we have spent here talking about
trying to get something which we are told is illegal to run, the prison for the Isle of Man, and we
cannot put the same type of order or find some mechanism to say this is of national import to
prevent us being prosecuted for running an illegal establishment, which it is, then I am amazed
because I have been saying in my small tenure of this office cannot the Chief Minister or the
Council of Ministers or some such group come up with the mechanism to say, ‘Sorry, the
arguments are over, we’ve got to have a prison and we’ve got to have it somewhere and at the
moment that is Ballafletcher or wherever it is decided, the Calf of Man or wherever, but we are
having a prison and we are not going through any more planning inquiries.’ But suddenly here
we come along. Now, this is not the sort of thing that actually would end up with any sort of
urgency were it not, I feel, for the fact that we have decided that next year’s TT races will go on.
Now, it must be connected because the decision has been made to put the TT on and we heard
this morning that in fact, ‘Oh it’s going to be all right next year, we’ll put a few fences along and
keep the cows back from the course.’ When I heard the reasons why the TT was scrubbed this
year it was because it was quite impossible to land helicopters, it was quite impossible to allow
fans to walk through and park in farmyards and a whole variety of things that I appreciate do not
need repeating. That is okay.

Now, if somebody comes clean with me and says the price of running the 2002 TT races is
that we contain foot-and-mouth disease by this plant, fine. But let us be honest and up front
about it, but do not try and knock it through by saying it has got to be done by midnight tomorrow
night or it all fails. That is not the case because if it does fail now there is no reason why it cannot
come back at any immediate future sitting. In fact it could even be a recall of parliament if it is that
vital but I do not believe that.

I only wish that some of the other members’ schemes, and I have not ever tested it
personally, but I allow my fertile imagination to allow a multifarious nature of schemes and as
soon as I think of them I think, ‘Heavens, you’ve got to go through this incredible process to get
them on.’ Before anybody actually backs you on it you have got to go through all these regulations
and when I trot along with my humble ones - ‘Sorry, you missed the boat, boy, you had to have
that in by five o’clock on Friday night: you’ve lost that.’ But here we are with something, a million
and a half quid, knocked through in five minutes.



I went to the presentation, a good presentation, and I was absolutely staggered to find that
even the members of the department concerned had not seen the presentation and did not even
know of it. The minister knew apparently. Now, if it is all for the genuine benefit, then that is okay.

I have recently been engaged in something personal where an opportunity came up and for
once in my life I said, ‘This is something that won’t happen again: grab it.’ I did not dither like with
some things you do normally. And this might be just such a thing, it might, but I have not heard of
people banging these plants in all over Britain to deal with it. Why is that? Why aren’t they doing
these if they are only a million and a half quid? Every county council should have one if they are
that good because they have got the opportunity as well to have foot-and-mouth disease
continuing.

I have not said yet that I am voting it out, Mr Minister, I am just trying to put the pros and cons
on it, but do not try and blackmail members by saying if you vote against you are chancing the
Isle of Man’s fortune. You are doing nothing of the kind. You are just saying foot-and-mouth
disease can come anyway and we will deal with it by the method which we would do this very
evening if we heard of it breaking out tonight.

Now, a contingency plan is great and it will take three months if we give it the nod tonight
and it will be away and I have no doubt we will be proud of it, but foot-and-mouth the last time in
1967 came along, so where have we been in between? Where have we been? Nobody put a
contingency plan up then 34 years ago and in fact even since last February I never heard of any
contingency plan. The first I heard of it, in fact I am not even certain I had notice of the
presentation. I was down for another presentation and happened to chance on this one, that is
the notice I got of it but it may have been buried in the mountain of stuff we have had. Either way it
was pretty short.

There was no consultation. That is before you ever get to the hon. Speaker’s constituency
consultancy and anybody else who is there. Now, as soon as you head off on that road there is
no doubt about it whatever, as soon as you say we are dumping it on Jurby, easy to dispose of,
stick it up to Jurby, not much of a place anyway is the popular perception of it. If you live there it is
a good place. That is fine, but we are talking here now of trying to develop. We have spent hours
today talking about an alleged housing crisis. You might just as well say, as the hon. member Mr
Quine has said, if you put this on Jurby you can forget Jurby for anything much else.

I took the opportunity at the presentation to make sure that I found that the option to perhaps
have a motor racing circuit there would be preserved and was told it would. I doubt it somehow
because it will be give a dog a bad name again. You might as well mark Jurby airfield out in plots
suitable for housing and say, ‘Come and have them, have them on us. First-time buyers, build
your own house on that plot free, courtesy of us’, because you would get just as much benefit
because you will not be able to use it for anything else, not with a swan lake of God knows what
in it steaming away in the corner, and incidentally, why was Andreas airport not considered?
When you go to the top corner of Andreas airport, just round the corner backing onto West
Kimmeragh, there is nobody who lives near there, there is nobody who lives there. The difference
is, of course, it is privately owned.

Now, when you hear that the only other similar facility is in Devon, I was absolutely amazed
to hear that it is not going to be used because there are pickets on the gate. If the cattle were at
the gate it might be a different thing, saying, ‘I don’t want to jump in the tank, I don’t feel too bad
today.’ But what have we got pickets standing at the gate for? Preventing a facility that is
supposed to be the best thing since they put the machine into Caley’s in Onchan to slice bread
and I remember that as well.



Mr Quine: To slice bacon.

Mr Cannell: So you have got the sacrifice of the TT races and everything else, not just the
TT, all this last summer’s events. You are going to say if you do not address this problem you
have done that for nothing because in fact we could have dealt with this considerably earlier, but I
am not going to be held to ransom by saying, ‘Vote against this and you’re chancing the whole
Isle of Man.’ You are not doing anything of the kind. You are just saying, ‘Put the brakes on and
let’s find out about it.’

I am not saying I am not voting against it yet. It is one of the best debates we have had here
for quite some time. But I just cannot understand how on earth we have such a major item as the
prison and we cannot get it through. We are engaging on millions more pounds worth of
planning inquiries and deeds of doleance and heaven knows what else and we are not much
nearer now than we were 10 years ago. We are still arguing about it and people are going round
saying, ‘No prison here’ as one of the platforms for trying to stand for election for the area. If we
can do it for this and if we do do it, then I shall be making a great play to try to get a similar type of
operation to forward the prison because we would owe it nothing less, and it is a coincidence I
am on Home Affairs, but I would take the same view if I was not. We owe it to the people who
have pressed so hard to get that type of facility that we use a similar mechanism.

I sympathise with the people of Jurby, it has not been fair to them at all, and I sympathise
also with the people who in fact in this hon. Court were furnished with very little information for
this other than a slide show last Wednesday afternoon, whenever it was, and I think we need
treating better, more importantly the people of the area certainly need treating better, (The
Speaker: Hear, hear.) but you must come with the caveat that we are not going to say we will
open the planning process up to Jurby for this, because you will still be here in 10 years talking
about it.

The President: The hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I think immediately the first question is why Jurby? The
minister, in his opening remarks, talked about nine sites that were investigated and that Jurby
was the land most suitable for disposal but he did not tell us here in this hon. Court why Jurby
was considered to be the most suitable, why the others were rejected, and also even if Jurby
from those nine sites is considered to be the most suitable, that does not mean that it is the
most suitable on the Island because, whilst the consultants looked at sites, they only looked at
government sites. There could well have been privately owned sites that were eminently more
suitable than Jurby is.

There seems to be this problem of digging pits et cetera and leakage from pits but surely
modern construction techniques and the sealing of pits to avoid leakage are a possibility on any
site nowadays. In fact if we look at the explanatory memorandum that has come round, under
conceptual design it says, ‘The design by SLR Consulting utilises a state-of-the-art
environmental containment and lining systems in an engineered facility based on the latest
experience in the UK.’ So it appears to me with modern techniques and modern equipment it
does not matter if it is rock, you can deal through rock and you can line rock and you can prevent
the leakage. So there are a lot of unanswered questions as to why Jurby has been picked.

It does seem to me that there has been little concern or thought offered for the effect on the
people who live in Jurby. Have we asked if there is going to be an effect on the people in Jurby?
We know there is going to be an effect: it is already affecting the people who live in Jurby. Is it
going to affect the businesses in Jurby? I am sure it will affect the businesses in Jurby because



it will put a blight on the whole area, particularly as this proposal, as we have heard ad nauseam
in here, has come through without any consultation with the people who are directly involved.

Now, there are risks. No doubt there are risks in not doing anything, but then we have been
taking calculated risks over the last almost 12 months.

We have avoided foot-and-mouth so far because of the severe restrictions that we have
imposed and I would congratulate my minister because despite him having received much
criticism he has ensured that foot-and-mouth has been kept away from this Island and I am sure
that a lot of it is due to his action and strong action.

But I also take the point from the hon. member for Ayre when he said that if foot-and-mouth
arrives, and I think he is right here and I probably differ from my minister slightly here, if the dam
breaks, then we cannot save the industry, so it does not matter whether we have got a pit or we
have not got a pit, if foot-and-mouth arrives, the animals will be destroyed and the animals will be
lying in the fields, whatever.

Then we also hear there is a risk. My minister is considering lifting the restrictions in two
weeks and I understand why, but there must be a risk in that because we are not sure that there
is no more infection, no more foot-and-mouth going to appear in the United Kingdom. Therefore
if we wish to reduce that risk, perhaps we should not be considering lifting the restrictions at all
at this stage. Perhaps that is one way of reducing risk.

We have taken a risk over the last summer. We have allowed certain sporting events to take
place. I know we did not allow the TT, but certain sporting events have taken place in areas over
the mountain et cetera where there are animals that are susceptible to foot-and-mouth, but the
judgement was that that risk was acceptable. We have lifted restrictions on animal sales, animal
movements. That is a calculated risk, but if foot-and-mouth does occur, then we are going to
accept a risk, a minor risk perhaps, by having to take all the animals from the south of the Island
to the north of the Island through the villages and towns, as we heard expressed by the hon.
Speaker. That will be a risk as well.

So if it breaks down, if the foot-and-mouth does come down, if these risks happen, whilst
we are trying to accept that they are risks that we can take, if it does not work, then the industry
will be lost anyway, as I say, whether we have a burial pit or not.

So what is the risk of delaying going through the planning procedure? Is it any greater risk
than those which we have already taken and I have just mentioned?

But there are threats to Jurby, there are threats to the people of Jurby and to the lives of the
people who live in Jurby. We have to be quite clear that there is a blight already on Jurby which
will become greater. There will be a threat to businesses. There are businesses there which
probably may have to be closed. There is a packaging business there and they make food
packaging. Are they going to be allowed to continue if there is a risk of foot-and-mouth on this
Island?

Do we not consider the people who we know have houses, homes near that site now and
that the value of those homes has drastically reduced? We know that has happened. Are we
considering offering them compensation or not?

We also know that we are going to have these cells built but they will be unsealed, they will
not be covered once they are filled, they will just have a covering over them -

Mr Brown: You should have gone to the presentation.



Mr Singer: - and we talk about a lagoon. I always think a lagoon has got palm trees. Here
we have stagnant water, we have heard probably salmonella. What is going to be the effect on
the children there? You have to ask what has the government given to Jurby over the last few
years, and I doubt anybody can really think of anything the government has given to Jurby. There
is nothing they have given to Jurby.

So the people of Jurby are entitled to due consideration and to be treated like any other
community on this Island, to be consulted and not to have something imposed on them,
particularly if the risk factor is not going to be that great of foot-and-mouth appearing on this
Island and it does appear that we are going to relax our controls because we do think that risk is
reducing.

But we are not just talking about these pits being built for foot-and-mouth victims because
that could still be a disposal site for other animals, dead animals at other times because is it
just going to be left there and not used?

I would put this thought, if Jurby had been found not to be a suitable site, where would the
pits have been placed on the Island? Where was the second choice?

Mr Downie: Knockaloe.

Mr Singer: Knockaloe. Isn’t that site a lot nearer to the site where the animals which would
be affected are? Surely with the comment here about the various state-of-the-art containment
and lining systems Knockaloe is the right place to have considered. But if you were somewhere
in the area of Knockaloe would you have liked this just imposed on you or would you have
expected to have been consulted and your commissioners consulted as well?

So I ask hon. members who are considering voting for this, hand on heart say, if it was in
your area, would you have expected your commissioners and your constituents to be consulted,
and if not, would you have voted for this today?

I have got an amendment here which I believe takes into account all the things we have
heard today - the risk factor, the lack of consultation and the comments of the national farmers
union - and I would move therefore an amendment, Mr President, that no action be taken to
implement these proposals until the full planning process has been undertaken in consultation
with the Manx National Farmers Union. Therefore the Planning Committee will receive comment
from all the interested parties, they will receive comment from the national farmers union and
perhaps they would want to consider other sites as well. Thank you, I so move:

Add -
“(d) That no action is taken to implement these proposals until the full planning process has
been undertaken in consultation with the Manx National Farmers Union.”

Mr Duggan: I beg to second, sir.

The President: Now, hon. members, do you just wish to second and leave it at that
because you cannot reserve your remarks.

Mr Duggan: I just second it, sir.

The President: Right, okay, well we accept it is seconded by Mr Duggan. I refer then to next
to speak is the hon. member for Council, Dr Mann.

Mr Downie: A point of order, Mr President. The amendment that is before us says, ‘That no
action is taken to implement these proposals until the full planning process has been
undertaken in consultation with the Manx National Farmers Union.’ I am not aware that the Manx
National Farmers Union are party to any planning application in the Isle of Man. They would not



be considered an interested party and could the Attorney-General please give me clarification on
that.

The President: I am sure you can make that point, sir. Dr Mann.

Dr Mann: Thank you, Mr President. I will try and not repeat anything, but first of all, as a result
of receiving the papers concerning this resolution and listening to the members’ contributions, I
am myself completely opposed to the acceptance of this resolution.

There are two main areas that one needs to consider here. There is the threat of any
possible infection, and secondly, the rights of the individual members, the individuals on this
Island, and here I differ from what most people have been saying about why Jurby? This does
not really just mean Jurby, it means the rights of all of your constituents.

First of all if I may look at the threat, we have had a bit of shroud waving here this evening. If
this situation is as put forward by the Minister for Agriculture, by the Minister for Transport, then
why on earth weren’t they standing here month after month during the last six months with a
pistol to our head that you have got to do something about it or else? I am quite prepared to take
my personal responsibility by saying we should not do this at this particular moment. I have been
very quiet during the last few months but as a person professionally trained in disease
prevention and control I just cannot believe that when this epidemic is over it will ever be dealt
with in the same way again.

Mr Quine: Hear, hear.

Mr Downie: You are probably right.

Dr Mann: This epidemic has been dealt with as if it was almost prehistoric, certainly
Victorian. A hundred years ago they were digging pits in London for the bodies of human beings.
I know the situation was different. We are not dealing with a terrible, terrible plague. We are
dealing with something that destroys economics. That is the difference.

Mr Brown: Dead animals.

Dr Mann: And the fact that so many veterinary scientists have gone along with the
antiquated way of dealing with this disease amazes me.

So if we are talking about the risk factor, it is clear the risk is decreasing. There is a risk.
That risk was very great two or three months ago and we all sat here and nobody even raised it,
and I am not going to go along with it tonight.

Mr Brown: If you had come to the presentation you would have found out.

Dr Mann: And to frighten people off about burial on-site, burial on-site has been going on for
generations (The Speaker: Hear, hear.) and I entirely agree with Mr Radcliffe: burial on site could
happen and nor would it contaminate drinking water of human beings because the collection
sites for the water supply of this Island are above the level of most farms that have animals on
them.

Mr Downie: What about the mountain sheep?

Dr Mann: And the hundreds of sheep buried on-site every week and have been since the
year dot and nobody has complained about that yet.

So let us get things into perspective, and the one thing that I am not ever going to accept is
the action of this government in attempting to force upon a community. I do not care whether it is
Jurby or Laxey or any other community. this Court does not have the right -

Mr Brown: Change the law.



Dr Mann: - in my view, to do this to any community.

Mr Brown: You brought the law in.

Mr Quine: And we changed it.

Dr Mann: And if you feel, as elected members of your constituents, this is how this
government should behave, it will not just be the reaction of the people in Jurby, it will be the
reaction of people in your constituency who will say, ‘What will happen if it happens here? You
have suddenly no rights.’

Now, if this was a national emergency involving people, then there could be a good
argument. There is, at this moment, no argument to take away the rights or apparently to take
away the rights of an individual in any community and I will never accept this resolution myself.

A Member: Well done.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles Walker.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. The last speaker I think said some words
that we would all do well just to take some heed of and I certainly accept his professional
training, his profession and his assessment of risk and all those things, and one of the benefits
we get from a chamber such as this, I suppose, is we do get a cross-section of the community
and people have experiences and professional viewpoints that they can express and I have to
say I was taken by the words of the hon. member. I think he said some things which were very
important.

This particular issue first came to my notice, I guess, about four weeks ago and I have to
say my first feeling was one of being appalled that at this stage we were going to dig a hole, just
in case the Isle of Man got foot-and-mouth and it seemed to me at that time that if foot-and-mouth
appeared on the Island, we would deal with it in the same way as they dealt with it in the UK, i.e.
burial on farm, burning and burial, or something, and so I took just a little time to try and explore
what was different about the Isle of Man to the United Kingdom and why we should be thinking in
terms of a central burial site rather than an ad hoc site where the disease occurred.

I certainly accept that the best way to contain foot-and-mouth or an epidemic of foot-and-
mouth is to destroy the animal as soon as possible and bury it. So I believe that that is one of the
problems that happened in the United Kingdom. That in fact did not happen and we know some
animals were left quite a long time either before they were slaughtered or after they were
slaughtered and before they were buried and so on and it seemed to me that that was the main
cause of the disease spreading the way it did at the beginning of the epidemic.

If we think of the resources that may be available if an epidemic hit the Isle of Man, to
respond in the same way, then I rather feel we would end up in the same situation as in the
United Kingdom with unburied carcases, without the provision of proper equipment in the right
place, without the depth of soil required on different farms and so on, and if that happened, then
it seemed to me that there would be nothing more certain that if an epidemic of foot-and-mouth
hit the Isle of Man, it would wipe out the agricultural industry and it would have been very difficult
to contain, and I do not think we should shrug our shoulders and say if foot-and-mouth happens
here, then it is going to wipe out the Isle of Man’s agricultural industry. We must try to contain it.
They contained it successfully in areas in the United Kingdom where an outbreak happened in
the United Kingdom 30 miles by 12 miles of farm land were not destroyed, and it was contained.
So I think we should bear in mind that it is possible to contain and that should be tried.

I certainly accept that there are thousands of sheep on the mountain that may be at high risk
and there is no depth of soil in which to bury them where they are, and I certainly accept that there



are a number of problems in the United Kingdom that have happened over there that we would
not want to happen here.

So bearing all those things in mind I thought that maybe there is some reason to think
about an emergency site, a central site, or two or three, and I know well the arguments about the
numbers of tipping sites. They are expensive if you have one, it is easier to manage and all the
rest of it, and I know the argument about proximity, and I think those two points have been well
made by the hon. member for Ayre.

Mrs Hannan, when she was on her feet earlier on in the debate, said that this is about
voting for the money and the planning issues will come later. But in fact she was not quite correct
because certainly it is intrinsic within this resolution a foot-and-mouth disease disposal site
within Jurby airfield: it is site-specific. So it is not only about money, we are being asked
specifically to look at Jurby, and I have to say that is where I begin now to have a problem with
this resolution, and isn’t it nice when a member can stand up, like Dr Mann did a few moments
ago, and say, ‘I’m clear in my view about this resolution.’ I wish I was. This resolution has
probably caused me more debate within myself than any that has been on our agenda paper for
a long, long time.

So, Jurby. When I heard the suggestion first of all that it be at Jurby I was comparatively
settled in my view that there would be a planning process to go through and the pros and cons of
this development in this place would be well debated and probably take a long time, but there
are ways of short-cutting that long procedure but to allow people to have their say.

Mr President, I know I am going to drift into item 28 but it is very difficult not to with this
resolution. I accept that we have had planning development orders or planning orders for a
number of issues in my time in this hon. Court but before that planning order has come to us for
a decision, it has gone through a process. I cannot believe the permitted development orders
were designed for this sort of development. I really cannot be satisfied in my mind that that is
what they are for. We have permitted development orders, but aren’t they all for insignificant
developments that should allow the citizen to do various things which will not interfere with his
neighbour, which can not be objectionable, so why apply for planning permission? Garages,
porches, tele aerials, you name it. Those are permitted development orders in my mind, not for a
disposal site such as this, certainly not for a prison as perhaps was suggested earlier on in the
debate.

Mr Cannell: Devil’s advocate.

Sir Miles Walker: I am sure. So this is now, Mr President, my worry and at some stage,
either during this debate or during number 28 if we get that far, I would like the Attorney’s view,
the legal view, on permitted development orders, what they are designed for, what our
experience has been with them -

Mr Brown: I would like it now.

Sir Miles Walker: - because I think it is pretty important.

So there is the planning process that concerns me and there is the situation at Jurby which
concerns me, and I live a long, long way from Jurby, nearly as far as my two colleagues. But
somebody said earlier in the debate that it had a blight, and so it has. Jurby has had a blight
since the war, I guess, and maybe before. I know not. Ten or 12 years ago, maybe a little bit
longer, Mr Speaker, then Treasury minister, and myself tried to encourage some development of
the area. I am disappointed that did not happen and there is no sense in going on here into the
reasons it did not happen, but there was some Island benefit in that proposal.



I have been looking forward to the development plan that has been prepared for Jurby, that
we have heard about. I do not think I accept the view of the department that we should not have a
new town. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) and it seems to me that if we do have a new town,
then Jurby must be one of the places considered for it (The Speaker: Hear, hear.) and it seems
to me that if a permitted development order is allowed for this sort of development at Jurby, it is
not going to assist that development or that process and so I would look for some advice, I think,
from the ministers, either the minister who is moving the resolution or the minister of the
environment, on whether or not the future of Jurby has been considered at the same time as this
proposal or has the future been discounted in order to get this particular development up and
running.

As I say, it is important to me. I do believe the community in Jurby deserve to be treated as
we would have our own constituents treated, as we would expect every community in the Isle of
Man to be treated, and I have to say I am not one who believes if there is a great deal of
opposition to a planning application then that application, should be refused, but I do believe the
process should be gone through and you should listen to the arguments and then the planner
should decide. So it is a not foregone conclusion that it will not happen, but I believe the process
is there and it should be gone through.

So I am considering supporting the amendment. My concern with that is that he talks about
‘the planning process’ and I guess there it rather means an application, a review, an appeal and
all the rest of it, and I would not accept that that is necessary. I think there is a speedier process
that could be put in place.

I will listen to the rest of this debate because it is fascinating and it is important and I do not
accept the thought that if we turn down this resolution today, then whatever happens afterwards
is our fault. If we turn down this resolution today the responsibility still lies with our government
departments to come up with an acceptable solution and we would await that.

I do accept that this resolution has been brought forward for good reasons and I do accept
that it is jolly unfortunate that on Wednesday night the House of Keys is dissolved, there is no
election until 22nd November and after that then the process starts again, so I guess there will
not be a decision-making in Tynwald until late in December, and that is a long way down the
road for a situation such as this.

Mr Brown: And that is why it is here.

Sir Miles Walker: So, like lots of people, I can stand up and point to all the problems and
not find the solution, but I do think that fairness (The Speaker: Hear, hear.) should be an
important part of our consideration and I have to say I do not think we are heading in the direction
of being fair.

The President: Now, hon. members, before I call our next speaker I invite the Attorney-
General to make his comments in relation to the questions which have been asked on the
planning process, development order.

The Attorney-General: Thank you, Mr President. It does of course give me great anxiety
when I hear such senior members of this hon. Court, Mr Speaker and Sir Miles, for example,
casting genuine concern about the planning process which has been followed in relation to this
matter, and it is certainly true that my chambers have been consulted by the relevant
departments in relation to this matter and we have given anxious consideration to the issues
which have been raised.

Mr President, I hope you will forgive me if I just refer to the 1934 Act which is, I suppose, the
problem which we are all grappling with this evening.



The 1934 Act of course is now very much now a patchwork of its former self. There have
been very many amendments to the Act, and as we know, the 1999 Planning Act is soon, we
hope, to come into force and I believe will make the position considerably clearer.

One thing is to be sure, though, whether we are looking at the 1934 Act or at the 1999 Act:
there is a general thread which goes through the policy planning which is of course that planning
approval must be obtained for development. That is the golden thread which goes through the
legislation, whether it be, as I say, the 1934 or the 1999 Act.

We are, as I say, saddled with the old legislation. Now, the old legislation in section 3, to
which the hon. member Mr Speaker has referred, has been amended as recently as 1981 and it
does tell us precisely what ‘development’ means in the context of our legislation, and if I may,
section 3A is very widely defined and it says that development means the carrying out of building,
rebuilding, engineering, mining or other operations in, over or under land and so on, or the
making of any material change in the use of land other than the use of land for the purpose of
agriculture.

Now, that is the general section and of course, as Mr Speaker has very correctly stated, if we
are concerned with development of that kind, then the full panoply of the legislation takes effect
and if we are concerned with orders, scheme orders and so on which are made by the
department under section 6 of the Act, then there has to be full consultation with the local
authority and it comes to Tynwald in the normal way, though in the 1934 Act, and indeed in the
1999 Act, there are exceptions and, if I may, section 3A(3) of our 1934 Act says this: ‘The
Department may by order provide that any operations of a type, or uses of land for any purpose of
a kind, specified therein shall not be taken to involve development of land and any such order
may be of general application or be confined to a particular area or place.’ So what that is saying,
and it is a very important thing which I think goes to the heart of this problem, is the department
can make general orders or they can be, indeed, site-specific orders.

Now, I think in fairness, so far as I am concerned at any rate since I have been Attorney, it is
perfectly correct to say that the use which has been made of that section 3A(3) has been in a
general way so that, for example, guidance is given by the department as to whether
development of a particular kind falls within the particular use or class of development, these
use classes orders which hon. members may be familiar with, and of course that is the case,
but, as I say, it is perfectly clear in my view that the section 3A(3) can be used for a specific place,
a particular area or place, and if a department makes an order under section 3A(3) that is not
deemed to be development and therefore the development and the protection which is given to
members of the public generally, that is, the consultation with local commissioners and so on, is
not triggered off and the only safety valve really, the only protection which members of the public
have, is in relation to Tynwald because section 3A(5) goes on to say, ‘No order made under
subsection (3) above shall have effect until it has been approved by Tynwald.’

So although we do not have the same detailed and lengthy process which eventually ends
up in this hon. Court, nonetheless this process under section 3A(3), draconian as it is, for all the
reasons which hon. members have indicated, nonetheless lies with this Court and it is for the
hon. Court here to decide whether the order should be approved.

That is the opinion which has been given by members of my chambers and which I
endorse and hope will give assistance to hon. members today.

The policy, I think, must be that there will be occasions in the lifetime of Tynwald when the
ordinary planning processes have to be cast aside because there is a genuine matter of
emergency, a temporary emergency perhaps, something which is so vital that has to be dealt



with by using the section 3A(3) procedure. It is of course not for me to decide whether or not the
facts of this case fall within section 3A(3). I think it is my function to hopefully give some comfort
to hon. members that in my respectful opinion section 3A(3) is an appropriate procedure to be
used by the relevant departments when this factual situation arises.

Mr President, I will be very happy to take any questions if I have not covered all the points,
but I hope that will be of assistance.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: I refer the learned Attorney to section 14: Approval of order by Tynwald. After
making an order, the Department shall cause such order to be transmitted to the Council of
Ministers, and such order shall not take effect until approved by resolution of Tynwald. The
Council of Ministers shall cause not less than fourteen days’ public notice to be given, and also
notice in writing to the local authority or persons who have appeared before the Department at
the public inquiry before making the order of the date of the sitting of Tynwald at which it is
intended to apply for the approval of Tynwald to such order. Any such notice may be given by
prepaid registered letter to the last known address of such persons, and shall be deemed to
have been delivered when such letter would in the course of ordinary post have been delivered at
such address. The order shall be open to inspection by all interested parties at the Government
Office during the ordinary office hours when such office is open to the public, and any local
authority or interested person may appear at Tynwald when such order is being considered and
may oppose the approval of such order.’

The President: Mr Attorney.

The Attorney-General: Thank you, Mr President. I of course fully accept that that is section
14 says, but in my respectful view section 14 is not at all relevant to the 3A(3) procedure because
the way that the Act is prepared, and it is difficult for hon. members if you have not got the Act in
front of you, all the rest of the Act, the 1934 Act, is divided up essentially into three parts. There is
a definition part and included within that in the first three sections we have got development,
which I have tried to explain to you, there is then reference to the central planning authority
provisions and then - this is the important thing - under section 6 and all the rest of the following
sections we have reference to planning schemes and it is orders under the planning schemes
procedures which have to go to Tynwald and so on and the notice provisions kick in under
section 14. So, in other words, if my analysis is correct and if chambers’ analysis is correct, we
will not be concerned with the procedure under section 14 at all.

The President: Now, hon. members, I think in fairness at this stage I need to take stock
because in fact I did indicate earlier that possibly we would continue till half past eight. I am well
aware that the clock has ticked well past there. I still have four members on my list who wish to
contribute to the debate. Now, hon. members, I am perfectly prepared to sit it out and complete
the debate. (Members: Hear, hear.) I think it is important, possibly, that we ought to, but the
reverse is that I feel that you wish to maybe take stock of what you have heard so far. I leave it
entirely up to you, hon. members. Continue? In that case, hon. member -

The Speaker: I have one question to ask the learned Attorney.

The President: One further question, Mr Speaker, to the Attorney.

The Speaker: Learned Attorney, you have expressed the view of your chambers, sir, your
chambers. Do you take it that the view of your chambers is contestable in the High Court or is it
definitive?

The President: Mr Attorney.



The Attorney-General: Well, of course, Mr President, the only way that any legal issue can
be finally determined is in the courts of this country, of this land, but all I can say is that as law
officers we have given our very best opinion on the circumstances which have come to us.

The President: Hon. member Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Thank you, Mr President. I just have two questions. I wonder could the
Attorney tell me whether or not it was under permitted development orders that the disposal sites
were operated in the United Kingdom during the foot-and-mouth situation? Because there are
some large engineering operations taking place that we all saw on television and so on and
presumably they needed some sort of approval or deemed it not to need approval, and are there
any other emergency provisions with which, if this Island were faced with an emergency foot-and-
mouth situation, disposal sites could be implemented without going through the planning
procedures, and I suppose thirdly, if I may, Mr President, am I not right in thinking that permitted
development orders have heretofore been used to permit insignificant developments going
through the process?

The President: Mr Attorney.

The Attorney-General: Mr President, I am sorry that I do not know the answer to the first
question. I do not know what orders or what powers were adopted by the UK authorities. There
may have been a specific Act. I am sorry, I just do not know that.

The only other provisions which I think are available in Manx law in statute in fact are
contained, I think, in a 1936 statute which enables the Governor to make orders which are truly
designed to cope with an emergency of the kind, so that, for example, if there was a shortage of
food or shortage of water, obviously these were matters which were dealt with in the coming of
war, so again those are not triggered off in this situation.

The third point was whether in the past these 3A(3) orders have been used for relatively
insignificant matters. I think probably in fairness that is correct in so far as they were general
matters and not of intense importance to a specific matter.

The President: Hon. member for Glenfaba, Mr Gilbey.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I would like to ask the learned Attorney is it not true that if, God
forbid, this dreadful disease struck the Island, the Minister for Agriculture would then have
complete powers to do all kinds of things, including saying that the animals could be buried
anywhere, Jurby or in anyone else’s area, where that was felt necessary in the public interest?

The President: Mr Attorney.

The Attorney-General: Well, Mr President, again just without looking at the legislation under
the Animal Health Act, I think there has to be evidence that the disease is here at present in the
Isle of Man.

Mr Gilbey: It would be if it was here.

The Attorney-General: Yes, there are very wide powers, you are quite right.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: On the second schedule, matters to be dealt with by schemes, clause 6, the
prohibition, regulation and control of the deposit or disposal of waste materials and refuse,
would not carcases be waste material, sir?

The Attorney-General: Well, Mr President, again those matters dealt with in the second
schedule are schemes, scheme orders which are made by the department under section 6, and



the following provisions of the Act were not concerned with that in my respectful opinion, were
concerned with a section 3A(3) order which does not trigger the second schedule at all.

The President: Okay, hon. members, we revert to the debate and I call on the hon. member
for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. There is no doubt at all that we live in stressful times
and have gone through stressful times and nobody in this Court or outside, I think, wants to see
foot-and-mouth.

Now, let us get to reality. We have not had foot-and-mouth on this Island for over a hundred
years, thank God, and the steps we have all taken in the last nine months - led, if I may say so, by
the Minister for Agriculture and rightly so, no difficulty at all - we are all on the one boat, but there
has to come a time when the disease is on the wane and it is on the wane, so the risk is less
and we accept that, but that does not mean that we lower our guards and I echo what the
minister says, we must not lower our guards, so we are all singing, even now, from the same
hymn sheet, and the responsibility of the executive is to deal with practicalities and I accept that
and so I find myself, like Sir Miles, when I got this, and it was not four weeks ago, I think it was
whenever it became generally public, that is when I got to know about it -

Mr Cannell: Days ago.

Mr Lowey: - and regrettably I was not able to go the presentation, I had a hospital
appointment, but I told the minister and I was at his presentation earlier.

So on this one you then have to come back to the realities and taking all the ire out of the fire
and looking at it coldly, you then have to come down to some fundamental things. I think the risk
is getting less, thankfully, and I hope as time goes by, even if you look at the profile of the
disease that was given for the UK, it was to be here then spread over the months going down,
and by and large that chart, with the odd blip which they said could occur, has followed the trend
that these experts, epidemiologists, have predicted for it. So it is getting worse, but with the world
being the way it is and transport being what it is, there is always a likelihood, but should that then
at the end of the day command the total attention of everybody in this Court and the Isle of Man in
particular when our record for over a hundred years has not? Now, that is number one.

Number two I then ask myself is in producing this report and the site-specific. I then come
to the point that Jurby is a natural, it is in government ownership and all the rest of it, but it is up at
the far end of the Island and I thought glacial, it has got problems with seepage of water - if you
put it in it will soon find its way into the environment in the sea - and the minister, in his opening
remarks, said that the outfall will go and the residue liquid, whatever, bodily fluids and blood, will
go out into the sea and it will be contaminated, we will not be allowed to swim on the beaches. I
thought it was a little bit ironic because in the debate earlier we were saying one of the
advantages of IRIS is to clean up the east coast and I did not realise in the next item we were
going to occasionally, if needs be, pollute the west coast.

Mr Brown: In an emergency.

Mr Lowey: In an emergency, I accept that, but it does not ring right.

Much more important than all of those things at the end of the day then is for the two words I
used earlier today, ‘reasonable’ and ‘responsible’, and is it reasonable and responsible to
impose this solution on an area without what I would call the normal consultation? And I think
that is important. I think both Sir Miles and Dr Mann spelt it out in graphic detail, for me anyway,
much better than I could, and it brings me back to when I started in this Court I started my trail of



notoriety by abolishing or attempting to abolish the Island Development Plan. Now, just a little
history, and I will not keep you long, Mr President, you were there, you heard me.

The Island Development Plan was a plan that was devised when the Island was not in the
rosy days we have got now but in tough, very tough times by the then executive, the Governor, to
bring an oil refinery to The Ayres and when they passed that legislation it was so wide-ranging
they could have put a cement factory in the middle of Arbory, as I described it at the time, and
nobody could say a thing about it and I thought it was dangerous to have that plan lying on the
shelf to be activated any time it was wanted and I spent two years of my political life at the end of
it all successfully getting it off the statute.

It brings me then a decade later when I was in the same Court and I will always remember
we had an abundance of Radcliffes in those days in the House of Keys, there was Percy, and
there was J J and the only way you could distinguish between them really was the initials - we
had a J J Radcliffe here and a J J over there - so one was ‘Justice for Jurby’ and that was the
Minister for Agriculture at the time, the late J J Radcliffe, member for Michael, ‘Justice for Jurby’,
and he was very passionate, like the present member, in pursuing and trying to promote the
benefits of Jurby to the wider Island and I always remember him saying to me the riches of Jurby
are not the site, they are the people that are there, and I have to say to you that is still true today.

You might as well, if you pass this order, hon. members, draw up a black flag over Jurby
and its future for the foreseeable future, for a generation or two, and that is a fact, no ifs, no buts.
It is not even for a debating point, that is a fact, and I just genuinely believe, why are we running
so fast with this? I am told because the House of Keys will be dissolved on Wednesday and
there is a need to get this through, but there is not that much of a need to get it through. We have
already accepted that there is a risk but it is a diminishing risk. If it was going the other way I
could perhaps accept that argument, but you cannot accept that argument when the risk is going
the other way. By all the factors, logic tells you that it is getting less and less, therefore the
urgency is going out of it.

Therefore there is no justification in my view, to use the learned Attorney’s words, this
draconian measure, and it is a draconian measure in a democracy where individuals have rights
and communities have rights and the courts will uphold those rights, even taking the definition of
the learned Attorney on the planning in the 1934 Act. The fact is that they should be used as a
matter, in my view, of last resort and I do not think we are in that position of last resort. The world
will go on. ‘Urgent’ is as applied by the executive, and I can understand it because they have a
duty to prepare, they do have a duty. They still have that duty and it will not stop at midnight on
Wednesday.

But I do believe that the people of Jurby, and that is through their elected councillors as well
as the individuals who live there, have a right to be heard. They are being heard in this Court. I
am at the other end of the Island. I am here as an Island representative, not as a Jurby or a
Ballasalla resident, I am here as a Island representative, and I think the people of Jurby, to use
the words of their late member, if not their current member, deserve justice for Jurby, and I do
think in passing this motion today you will be doing an injustice to Jurby and I would urge the
Court first of all to vote against the resolution, but as for the amendment, well, by voting against
the main resolution it would still be incumbent upon the Establishment, the executive, to look at it
and come up with some alternatives or the same, after consulting the people who it will affect.

So therefore I have not got any strong view on the amendment, I think will support it, but
failing that, if that fails, I really would urge the Court to reject it. This is not a criticism of the
ministers: they have got a job to do and they have done it. The planning says if we cut out the



appeals procedures this is the last place that the people of Jurby have of giving them at least an
opportunity to be heard. I believe the people of Jurby deserve that.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President, I will try to be brief and not repetitive. My first
reaction was, why now, eight months after the first outbreak in the UK? It is like shutting the
stable door after the horse has bolted.

Mrs Hannan: Horses don’t get it.

Mr Braidwood: I will ignore that remark. Yes, I understand the need for a contingency site
and I know that we have learnt from the mistakes in the UK and I can understand a proper
engineered site which is by SLR and the lining and the capping and I can understand a site-
specific at Jurby through Cranfield, I can understand all that, and I know there were going to be
two cells and after those were filled, after the animals went in, it was going to be properly capped
and using the soil to come over so that another two cells were prepared. But you have to look at
the risk ratio, it has been mentioned already this evening on a number of occasions.

In May/June, yes, I would say we would build a contingency site because the risk factor was
extremely high. As Mr Speaker said, a few hours ago now, the last case was 30th September, so
the risk is very low and we have to look against the proposals at Jurby. It would be a total
sterilisation of Jurby: we would not have any development or the plan which was going to come
through next month for Jurby.

I honestly do not believe that this contingency site was going to be used for something else
or they had an ulterior motive for fly ash. I do not believe that at all. I believe this was just for fallen
animals or culled animals, and I disagree as well with Mr Speaker when he said all these lorries
going through and seepage and whatever on all the roads. That would not be the case: they
would be in sealed container, completely sealed containers. I do not think there would be any
seepage at all.

But one concern is under the permitted development order it also mentions live animals.
Therefore you are transporting live animals in lorries from the south to the north for the cull. Now,
that is more of a risk then and spreading the risk through the transportation of the animals.

So it has been very difficult for me but I think I have to go against the motion here today.

I do believe that some farmers - and Mr Radcliffe is not here at the moment - have shown
me some reasons concerning the farmers. I have been down when they have put cattle from one
field to another and the roads were a mess. They have not gone back and washed the roads
down or sterilised and cars have gone through it, muck spreaders going down the lanes
dripping all over. That is just as bad as the seepage from any vehicles. I have seen that myself.
Some of the farmers have been the worst offenders, but it is only a minority.

I think it all boils down to this risk ratio and I do not believe it is worth taking the risk of
building a contingency site and blighting Jurby.

The President: Hon. member for Council,  Mrs Christian.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. There are a number of ulterior motives that have
been attributed to this proposal and I would just like to dispose of those before we go further.

There has been a suggestion that at least a delay in the Jurby development plan has been
occurring as a result of the knowledge of this proposal coming forward. Rubbish, not so.



It has also been suggested that plans for TT 2002 have had some impact on this proposal.
Not so, quite unrelated.

It has been suggested that this proposal has behind it further ulterior motives in respect of
tipping or burial of other materials. Not so, and I hope that we will put all those matters out of our
minds when considering the item on the order paper this evening.

The hon. mover of the resolution has quite clearly indicated the timescales which the
Council of Ministers were presented with in relation to this issue. Of course it was just as difficult
an issue for Council of Ministers members as it is for any other members in the Court. Indeed I
would say that most of us would say why do we need to do it now in the light of the changing
patterns of foot-and-mouth development in the United Kingdom? It has also been said here
tonight that there have not been any cases for two weeks. Thank goodness there have not, but
when this was tabled you could not have said that, and I think that what we are doing in relation
to having an item on the agenda at all is giving the Court an opportunity to express its opinion
about relative risk.

It is extremely regrettable that the timescales did not allow consultation with the local
people, but I would ask, and in the light of comment which has been made, whether
consultation, although it is appropriate, will make any difference to their views about the site and I
would suggest that, no, it will not. I believe that the people of Jurby will continue to be opposed to
the site.

It has been suggested, that the way in which carcases have been dealt with in the past by
on-farm burial is an appropriate way to deal with carcases in the light of a foot-and-mouth
outbreak. Yes, the farmers have buried fallen animals in the past on their land, but the scale of
that procedure is going to be very, very different if they are hit by foot-and-mouth and it may be
possible on some farms to bury on-farm, but there are an awful lot in the Isle of Man where the
soil levels are such that to bury all your stock would be impossible, and let us face it, we are
talking of farmers in the Isle of Man who have predominantly sheep or cattle or maybe a few
goats but they are in the minority. They are going to have to bury all their stock if they are hit by
this and to consider that we should say that all will be buried on the farms is a matter which
needs, I think, moderation of that view because I do not believe it would be possible or sensible
in all situations.

I would echo the comments of the hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles, in saying that I do
hope that we are not taking the view that if it comes to the Island at all everything is going to be
wiped out. That should not be our approach. Our approach should be as far as possible to
contain it -

Mr Brown: It is.

Mrs Christian: - and, yes, that is the approach. Now, clearly where that first outbreak occurs
will be critical in terms of whether it is going to be possible to contain it, but I think I have heard
enough from officers and the presentations that have been given to us to consider that we ought
to learn from the example of the United Kingdom and realise that if we spread our resources too
far we might well get into more of a mess than if we focus them. (Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.)

There are a number of risks. There is the risk of not doing it now which members will have
to evaluate, and I do not make any apology myself for supporting the proposal of the Council of
Ministers to at least put this option to the Court at the earliest opportunity. We could of course
have decided to leave it till later and if there had been an outbreak in the meantime between now
and the general election we would have been criticised for not taking action in putting it to this
Court as to how it might be handled.



It is in the hands of the Court to determine how they think we should proceed, but I do think
that if we do not make a decision today, and I sense that there is a feeling in the Court that
perhaps we will not make a decision to go ahead today, what we do have to recognise is that
nothing is going to happen, I would suggest, for quite a considerable length of time. Now, that is
fine if that is the will of the Court. I do not think anything, well certainly nothing could come before
the Court before December and if we are going to go through the planning processes, which
may be the view of the Court, then certainly we are going to have arguments about siting
because tonight we have already had it suggested that we should have looked further, the team
should have looked beyond government sites, but I have not heard anybody suggest where there
might be sites in private ownership. (Interjection) I apologise to the hon. member if he did
suggest one, that might be acceptable to the people in the area of private land and if there are
private sites - yes, the hon. member referred to the other airfield in the north of the Island - I do
not think that that is the only consideration. I think we also have to consider where these private
sites are and how easy or otherwise it is to make them suitable for the purposes that we need
them for.

So I do have considerable concerns about not consulting the local people, but I do not take
the same view as some members who have indicated that they feel that the powers which are
being proposed to be exercised should be removed. I think it is important that Tynwald at least
has an opportunity, where there is a serious situation which needs to be handled quickly, that
those powers are there. It is then in the hands of the Court to determine how they use them, as it
is today, but let us not react on the basis of a judgement today which indicates that some
members feel that the risks now are not as great as they have been, and clearly that is the
situation, or indeed may feel that the risks are such that we can afford not to proceed in the short
term or even the medium term in the way of providing some sort of contingency plan, but let us
not use that as a reason for removing the powers which I believe Tynwald ought to keep in its
armoury.

We have also had comments made that there has not been an outbreak here for a hundred
years. Well, thank goodness for that. But let us also bear in mind that the situation in the Island
has changed a lot, even in the last 50 years or even 10, in terms of the movement of animals and
people to and from the Island and the changes in that regard so I do not think that those kinds of
comparisons are necessarily particularly valid in the light of today’s situation.

As a member of the Council I will not divert from the Council proposals, but I fully appreciate
that it may not be the will of the Court to go ahead at this time. I do not think Council should be
criticised for putting this proposal before the Court and I at least appreciate the hon. member for
Council’s comment in that regard.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. It follows on in some way from the previous speaker.
Over the weekend, as some other members probably were contacted, I was contacted by a
member of the Jurby Commissioners and at that stage it was my intention to vote in favour.

Now, I disagree with those members who view this as a conspiracy theory and there were
the comments from the member for Council, Mrs Christian, and, like others, I would congratulate
both the officers involved in working up this scheme and I fully understand and approve of the fact
that the motion is here before us today. I think it is necessary that we have the opportunity to
debate it and we are left with decisions as to whether we go with the contingency plan or whether
we keep our fingers crossed, and my instinct for those issues would normally be we deserve
and the people of the Isle of Man deserve to have contingency plans in place.



Four to six months ago I would have said yes to this motion or one similar to it. In the future I
would say yes to a contingency plan to make provision for fallen animals affected by this
disease. Today, with the risks that have been discussed and the reducing risks, I say no. I think
that the arguments put forward and including the time factor of actually slaughtering the animals
make it a bit of a nonsense that we have this panic station now when it is going to take many
months to actually slaughter all those animals that we are discussing. With a reduced level of
risk, the risk then becomes a blight on Jurby.

Now, as the previous speaker has just said, I would reserve and wish to reserve for this
Court the right in emergencies to take swift action which would potentially override the wishes of
any section of our community if it was in the national good and I would therefore strongly endorse
the previous speaker’s comments. However, I do not believe we are in an emergency situation
which would warrant such action today.

I do hope that as the outcome of today one positive can come which is a turning point for the
people of Jurby. I think they have had a traumatic few weeks and I hope that the message which
goes out today is that, yes, the members of this Court do believe that there has been an absence
of support for their community and there is a strong feeling of warmth towards them and future
investment in that area. (Several Members: Hear, hear.)

I would urge members not to accept the amendment in the name of Mr Singer because I
believe that agrees in principle to the siting of it at Jurby and I think that would still hold the sword
of Damocles over their heads and would sterilise alternatives.

I understand fully the difficulty that those ministers and officers involved had in dealing with
this issue and I believe they should have a free hand now to actually take a message from
Tynwald that this, although we understand it, is not appropriate at this stage and to look for
alternatives which may include other sites. If we accept the amendment, I believe that we would
then be linking the motion to the Jurby site. We all understand the difficulties. I wish those people
well for the tasks ahead but at this stage I will be voting no.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. I did start off at the beginning of the debate drawing a
pair of scales here and on the left hand-side you had the human rights and on the right-hand
side you had national interest and that is all the debate has been all evening. Which is going to
make the greatest impact? Do we act in the national interest or is it the human rights interest
which we apparently seem to be overlooking or perhaps are not able to take into consideration?

I am concerned that I think one of the ministers said that it is unfortunate or regrettable that
no consultation took place. Well, really is the national interest so much that we have to override
human rights on this issue? When I mention human rights I would just like to say that when I
stand here and when we all stand here we do not just represent Onchan or Laxey or Peel, we
represent Jurby as well, and I cannot agree that we have just got one person that speaks on
behalf of Jurby. I think we all speak on behalf of Jurby and we all should take into consideration
what they are going through at this time with notification of what was going to happen here, the
abject horror that must have been in some of the minds alongside the school, the play areas, the
concern of the farmers et cetera, which seemed to be overridden by the national interest.

I have no objection with the Council of Ministers coming along with this resolution at this
time and the concern that has been expressed. I am a little bit concerned that it has to be rushed
because of the election. I think that the rush is not that urgent. I can think of lots of other reasons
where the national interest would outweigh completely with no problem the human rights issue,



you must act in a certain way at a certain time, (Mr Cannell: Hear, hear.) but I do not think we have
actually reached that point yet.

I take into consideration all the information that has been given by the Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and I think he should be complimented on the way he and his
team have acted over the past 12 months, nine months, to address the situation and I think they
deserve our credit, but at this time in the whole process and where it is lessening and the
national interest seems to be lessening, I would agree with some members that maybe if we
were going to do it we should have done it earlier. I do agree that there is plenty of time in the
future should the situation arise, God forbid, we will be able to cope with that, but at this present
time and in the interests of the people of Jurby I think we should not vote on this motion at this
time. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Brown: Yes, thank you, Mr President. This matter that is brought before Tynwald was
never going to be an easy matter to deal with and I have to say I make no apologies whatsoever
for bringing the matter before Tynwald because I, like other members, was put in a position
where because of the potential national crisis that we have we were advised that we should
make proper and adequate provision to deal with the carcases, and I have to say that I think it is
right that Tynwald Court has to make its decision. Government can only recommend, Tynwald
makes the decision, so do not criticise government for coming along and saying to you all,
‘You’ve got a decision to make.’ Do not criticise, that is easy. You all opt out, but do not criticise
because the responsibility of government is to do that and if they did not the same members of
Tynwald would be standing up and some of them who contributed today would have been the
first on their feet with questions, screaming down the radio saying, ‘How irresponsible of the
government to make no provision: we’ve got dead cattle here, there and everywhere.’ So just put
it into context. It is Tynwald’s responsibility and that is why it is here. We have done our job.

The issue of course got dragged into the permitted development order which of course is
not a matter subject to the motion before the Court at the moment. It is nothing to do with me as
the minister as such, it is a matter for the Council of Ministers and I support, if this goes through,
that happening, and the Attorney, I think, has responded to most of that, and the only point I would
say is the procedure that is being adopted is legal and it is in the law and that is really a matter of
then interpretation, and I would say, just so hon. members are aware, the hon. member for Ayre
who brought through the Town and Country Planning Act of 1999 has a far more draconian
measure included in the Bill which was passed by the House of Keys which in fact could enable
us not to have a permitted development order but will enable government to come straight to
Tynwald for a planning order, for example to build the prison, for example to build anything, so if
you are worried about this one, watch out.

Now, let me first say that I do not think any of us are delighted that we actually have to look at
how we deal with this issue and none of us is delighted, and I want to make it clear, that we have
to do this and that the site picked happens to be Jurby, and I want to make that clear because the
inference is often, ‘Oh, you know, Jurby’s this, Jurby’s that.’ Jurby is not, Jurby is a community
and Jurby has a potential for limited development. It only has potential for massive development
if you get rid of the airfield, so that is maybe something again for the future.

Now, a number of the members who criticised what has been put before the hon. Court
have raised issues which clearly were answered at the presentations that were made, and I
accept some members are unable to get to those, some because they have other work
commitments outside their responsibilities for government and others because they have other



commitments and that is quite clear, they have government commitments, and I think it is a
matter that sometimes you have to get your priorities right.

But the point about all this is that if foot-and-mouth comes to the Isle of Man the one thing is
absolutely clear, the officers of government, not us, the officers of government, the people we
employ, will have to deal with this issue and work day and night to deal with an unsavoury
position, to deal with a foot-and-mouth crisis.

The thing I have to say that I found came through this whole debate, whilst members are all
saying, ‘Ah well, we don’t need to do it now, it’s all right, don’t worry’, was a feeling of
complacency: it has gone from the UK, it is nearly gone, so we do not need to do anything. I have
to say, as a town man who does not have a farm in his constituency, I was absolutely floored with
some of the comments from the farming representatives in here and farmers. I could not believe
what they said: ‘It’s not a problem, it’s not urgent, we don’t need it, we don’t want it.’ Goodness
me. Whether we do or not, I just find it amazing, the comments that were made, and I have to say,
and I think it is just worth making the point after some of the comments, I just wonder how I can
ever understand the farming community of the Isle of Man when I hear comments that I have
heard today from representatives of that very community. The Isle of Man has more head of cattle
per head of population than the United Kingdom. The BSE crisis cost us more per head of
population than it cost the United Kingdom.

After hearing what I have heard today I think the Isle of Man needs to seriously consider in
the next House what its policy is in the future for agriculture, what is its future agricultural policy,
because the one thing that is clear from the things that have happened over the last 12 months
is that if we had had foot-and-mouth it was going to cost us £40 million to £50 million, that is the
taxpayers, in compensation, just to kill animals and we would have had a situation that if we
were dealing with this we would have had to deal with the burial, and our people tell us, I can tell
you now, the people on the ground who are going to have to deal with this say they are worried
sick that if it came they can deal with it. They do not know how they will deal with it, they do not
believe they have got enough equipment to deal with it, they do not believe they have got enough
staff to deal with it and they are worried sick, and here we all are, sitting back saying, ‘Don’t worry
about it. Don’t worry about it. It’s nearly the end of the crisis, don’t worry.’ The whole basis of this
is to give a start, and let us hope it does not happen but if it happened, that at least we as a
government on behalf of our people could at least manage it.

Now, okay, the system is not perfect. There is a permitted development order that is not
perfect in terms that it stops people in the community having their normal planning rights. That is
a decision for this Court. We did not consult because we have an emergency situation in terms
that there is still the potential of the Isle of Man having foot-and-mouth on the Island. It is still
there, and I am told, I am hearing members who know better saying, ‘Oh, we should go through
the normal planning’ and ‘Oh, you’ve only looked at government land’, and I am thinking ‘Hang
on, are these the same people in the last five years and some in the last 15 years who have
been responsible to try and find a site for a tip, a site for an incinerator, buy land to build it on, buy
land to build a tip on?’, and I am thinking ‘No, it must be a different world’, because these very
same people have been for years trying to get us a just a tip. We cannot even get an ordinary tip.
All the ones that we have up the north have been emergency ones, every time, running, chasing
ourselves to get ourselves just an ordinary domestic tip, and here we are saying in this situation
‘There isn’t a problem, we can just bide our time.’ Well, maybe we can, but it is still the
responsibility of this Court to make that decision and I am quite happy for Tynwald to make the
decision because I know I have done what I think I should do. (Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.) I know I
am happy that I will have said I believe, after hearing what I have heard, that we should have a
contingency plan. (Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.)



Now, the hon. member for Council, Mr Radcliffe, somewhat confused me, and I have to say
it is not often I disagree or have a falling out, if that is the right term, politically within here with the
hon. member for Council, Mr Radcliffe, because he is a person who I have grown up in politics in
this Court with and who I have a great respect for, but he had three points he made and I have to
say I was, as I say, confused. ‘Why the haste, the urgency?’ Well, the haste and urgency is
because there is still the potential that the Isle of Man could have a foot-and-mouth epidemic on
the Isle of Man and we know to create this facility would take two to three months and we know
Tynwald does not sit in November so we have not got the period to do the normal consultation.
Therefore this was the earliest opportunity we could come to Tynwald Court and that is why there
was no consultation. It was not a deliberate act. The Council of Ministers themselves were only
fully briefed on this issue, or only briefed on this issue, on 27th September, the last day for a
matter to go forward to go on the Tynwald agenda.

Mr Cannell: It is better than us: we had to read it in the papers.

Mr Brown: So that is the situation we had and as soon as that happened arrangements
were made, once the Council had made that decision, to contact members by letter to advise
them there was to be a presentation and that came out from the Chief Secretary’s Office.

Now then, the hon. member says, ‘£1.5 million seems a lot to dig holes in the ground.’ Well
again, all I can say is, as far as I am aware, every member of Tynwald, because I asked for it to
happen, was circulated with the documentation which is this document here headed ‘Foot-and-
Mouth, proposed contingency Site, October 2001.’ Now then, if hon. members look in that they
will see the layout on page 21 and in that layout it is quite clear. It shows that we have a road, the
main cross runway. Again it makes it clear in here that that would be resurfaced. It makes it clear
that part of the taxiway would be resurfaced to give it a good surface. It makes it clear that there
will be two new roads put in. One will be a carcase delivery road and one will be a maintenance
road, and then there will be the contaminated storage lagoon for the water so that it does not
pollute Jurby. That is the whole basis of it, is to contain it so that it can be actually dealt with, and
then the other issue is that there will be only two cells built out of all the cells that are projected in
that picture and that will cost us about £1.5 million. It is not just digging two holes, it is digging
two cells and lining them and making provision, if we are to do this, that we are in a situation that
we have a site ready and if an epidemic comes, we can deal with it.

The reality is if foot-and-mouth was identified in the Isle of Man within the next couple of
months we will have a major problem on our hands and you just need to know that because it
might be going in the UK, but we have seen it before and, yes, this is the longest time, but if any
cattle on the Island are caught with foot-and-mouth, we have a big problem and just do not
underestimate it. I am just wanting to make sure hon. members are clear where government is
coming from on this. This is not let us do it just for the sake of it, this is not let us do it there
because that is the best place to go in terms of it is easy to do it at Jurby. That is not the case. I
heard Mr Speaker on the radio yesterday saying all sorts of outrageous things about blood all
over the road: ‘Blood all over your car, madam, that’s what it will be, and bits of animals.’ He was
told at the presentation two days before how the sealed containers would work.
Scaremongering. Now, we are used to Mr Speaker, we know what he is like, fine, that is a matter
for his constituents. You can defend your position, but you do not have to scare people.

Now, we had a situation, why did we end up in Jurby? Well, again, all the members were
given this documentation showing nine sites and it then says where they looked at. So let us
read them out. Ballalough near Peel, and the comment there is, in valley bottom with a high
water table. Ballaoates, north-west of Douglas, comment: shallow soil over Manx slate.
Turkeylands, north of Ronaldsway, over carboniferous limestone. Meary Veg, Santon, shallow



soil over Manx slate. Wright’s Pit, Point of Ayre, flooded, check monitoring records. Manx National
Heritage land, close to the sea level and very stony subsoil. Ballasalla, till thickness may be a
problem. Knockaloe near Peel, need to target till soil, not deep, waterlogged, permeable soils.
Drift deposits thin over Manx slate. Jurby airfield, area of peat to the south suggests water
seepage from gravels. Now then, they then picked the site, the most suitable site, or they
recommended, I should say, the most suitable site for us to go on.

Now, at the end of the day you can only make a decision on the best information before you.
You can question, and that happened and so on, and this is where we have got.

Now, the hon. member for Ayre seemed to indicate that he was happy for it to go through
planning, it is not a problem, and by the way, do not worry about it because in two years’ time this
could happen or in three years’ time that could happen and who knows how we might be able to
dispose of animals in two or three years’ time. Wonderful. I hope there is a better way of
disposing of animals in two or three years’ time, but what he forgets is, what happens if foot-and-
mouth comes to the Island in the next two, three months? What happens?

Now, the hon. member says why don’t we have, say, four sites around the Island? Well, first
I think this demonstrates the problem of getting one site. Secondly, you then have the
infrastructure at each site which has to be put in, so that means you would have to have cells
built, a lagoon built, you would have to have roads built in the area, you would have to find the
land, and you have got four times the problems and then you have got the management of four
sites, and we all know the problems of that, and the hon. member for Ayre knows better than me
- no, maybe as good as me - in terms that in dealing with the refuse, why has government
always gone to try and get one big site? Because of management, managing a refuse site. If you
have four of them it costs you a lot of money. That is the reality.

So the reason for doing one site is because it is believed to be the best way forward to
protect the environment of the Isle of Man, the people of the Isle of Man and make sure that we
bury animals that have had to be culled because of a disease.

Now, some of the other questions have been answered in terms of Mr Cannell’s questions
by Mrs Christian and I thank her for that.

Now, Dr Mann raised a couple of issues. He said we had done nothing all summer. Well,
again all I can say is that in May, early May, the officers of the department who were concerned
about how we deal with this started to make investigations. They went to the UK. We have all
witnessed the horrendous scenes in the United Kingdom -

Mr Quine: Why May?

Mr Brown: - absolutely horrendous, and why May? Because in the UK all those problems
were coming through the system. They were finding out that after they had buried cattle without
making proper precautions, they were having to dig them up again. So we have got a situation
where they have started to look at how to deal with it.

Now, the hon. member, who has surprised me a bit because I always thought he was a bit
more forward-thinking, kept talking about a hundred years ago. He kept saying, ‘A hundred years
ago they did it this way and they still can do it that way.’ The environment has changed now.
Government only has to have a bit of pollution in a river and people are screaming for the heads
of government, they want to take them to court because they have polluted a watercourse or
some fish have died. So is the hon. member saying it does not matter when it is foot-and-mouth
Disease: ‘Don’t bother making proper preparations. Don’t bother lining pits to try and protect the
environment’? Because if he is saying that, that is fine, you defend your position. That is not
where I come from. My view is straightforward. If you are going to dispose of anything in the



ground you make proper precautions to ensure you minimise, if not stop, any pollution to the
ground or the environment.

Dr Mann: You are dealing with a plague.

Mr Brown: Then Dr Mann said about a reaction from the constituencies. I can tell the hon.
member I have no doubt at all about this. If foot-and-mouth arrived, say in the next six months,
and we have not got this contingency in place and we do have, as we will have if it arrived, one
farm or two farms with dead cattle lying in fields until they can get them sorted, I know what my
constituents will say, they will say it is disgraceful that government did not make proper provision
to deal with the proper burial of the animals. That is what I think my constituents will say, I have
no doubt about that.

Now, Sir Miles said after his contributions it is up to government departments to come up
with a solution. I think that is what he said, words to that effect. Well, we have. This is what we
believe is a solution in case foot-and-mouth arrives on the Isle of Man and that is all we are
saying. None of us wants to have to use this, none of us. We all hope it will never be used
because if it is never used then, great, we have not got foot-and-mouth, but if we have foot-and-
mouth and we have not got any provision at all, who wants to be in the position to say, ‘Well, we
did our best, we just dug holes and dumped them in’, because that is what we are going to say
and we know what the outcome has been in the UK to that. Fine, members have to make their
mind up.

He mentioned the point of fairness and we all agree with that, but we are potentially in an
emergency situation. Okay, there is not a case on the Isle of Man today, but none of us knows
whether or not there will be tomorrow and the point we had not the provision before is not an
excuse for not saying because we have found more out about the problems the UK have had,
and the last time they had it even the UK, a big country like that, was in chaos for months when
this crisis came out. They had not got a clue what to do. They were burning all over the place. We
are trying to say as a government, because we are learning from what has gone on and because
certainly I was in Castle Rushen High School the last time we had foot-and-mouth, not the Isle of
Man but the UK, and the crisis was not as bad as it has been in this time, there is very little on
record of what to do. So what we are saying is, yes, there is a problem of fairness, but there are
powers in the legislation to enable planning law to enable us to have permission to do it and this
motion is about the money to enable us, if, there is planning given, to proceed with it.

All I would say is that this is not a panic situation which was indicated by the hon. member
for West Douglas, it is a matter that we are endeavouring to try and find a sensible way forward or
to protect everybody. That includes the people of Jurby.

All I would say to finish off is a number of things, just basically to finish off because I think
and I hope it demonstrates it. We still potentially have an emergency situation, whether we like it
or not, we still have that on our doorstep. Now then, if we approve the motion before us today and
the subsequent one, what will be put there? First the resurfacing of the cross runways and
taxiways to enable them to be used by the vehicles, second the creation of two new roads within
the site for delivery of the carcases and for servicing the site, the development of a lagoon, the
development of a water drainage system to ensure that we do not pollute the ground, and the
creation of two small cells for initial receipt of carcases if an outbreak occurs. Then unless
something happens we will never have to use it. It will be there.

Now then, what happens if we do not approve the motion before us today? What will
happen? Nothing. No work will go on, absolutely nothing. Right? We may have to look further to
see if we can find somewhere else or it might come back to Jurby in a proper planning



application and we can wait a year to see if we get planning approval. Well, that is fine, but
nothing will happen. However, what members need to just keep in the back of their mind is,
because again I say, potentially we have still an emergency situation. Foot-and-Mouth has not
cleared, it has just declined. We do not know whether or not it will peak again or climb again. So
the real danger then is that if foot-and-mouth then did come to the Isle of Man we would be totally
unprepared. We would have absolutely nothing ready to deal properly with the disposal of the
carcases and we may have to do it on the farms, and the problem with that is the watercourses,
and that is not just me saying that. We had trouble with the BSE because of the watercourses,
and Mrs Christian, I think, said it all when she said we are not talking of small scale. If foot-and-
mouth came to the Isle of Man, accepting the point the hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles said,
potentially we are talking about culling thousands and thousands of animals and how on earth
are we going to deal with it?

As I say, I make no apology for bringing it here: Tynwald has got to make its decision. But
Tynwald would have criticised us if we had not brought something here and said this is how we
believe we need to deal with the situation. I beg to move.

The President: Now, hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 12 on your order
paper. However, to that we have an amendment as moved by the hon. member Mr Singer, and
he has passed me a note that it is his intention to use standing order 3.13 -

Mr Singer: It is 3.13(I) Mr President.

The President: - which is leave of Tynwald to withdraw his amendment. Is that right, sir?

Mr Singer: Thank you, yes.

The President: Is Tynwald Court agreed, first off, that the amendment should be
withdrawn?

Members: Agreed.

Mr Brown: No.

The President: Those in favour of the amendment being withdrawn please say aye;
against, no. We will divide on it.

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Quine, Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Rimington, Houghton,
Henderson, Duggan, Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Shimmin, Downie, Mrs Hannan,
Messrs Singer, Bell, Karran, Corkill, Cannell, Gelling and the Speaker - 21

Against: Messrs Gilbey and Brown - 2

The Speaker: Mr President, the voting in favour of the amendment being withdrawn: 21 in
favour, 2 against.

In the Council -

For: Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann, Messrs Kniveton, Radcliffe and Mrs Christian - 6

Against: None

The President: No votes have been cast against the withdrawal in the Council, hon.
members. The amendment is therefore withdrawn which clears the field very cleanly so that in
fact the motion to put before you is that printed at 12 on the order paper. Will those in favour
please say aye; against, no. The noes have it.



A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Gilbey, Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker, Messrs Brown, Houghton, Downie, Mrs
Hannan, Messrs Corkill and Gelling - 10

Against: Mr Quine, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Rimington, Henderson, Duggan, Braidwood, Mrs Cannell,
Messrs Shimmin, Singer, Bell, Karran, Cannell and the Speaker - 13

The Speaker: Mr President, sir, it is with pleasure that I announce (Laughter) that the Keys
have voted 10 votes for the motion and 13 votes against.

In the Council -

For: Mr Kniveton and Mrs Christian - 2

Against: Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann and Mr Radcliffe - 4

The President: Four against and 2 for in the Council, hon. members, the motion therefore
fails to carry.

Now, hon. members, you have had a long day. You have had a very important debate which
I thank you for treating in the manner in which you did. The Court will now stand adjourned until
10.30 tomorrow morning.

The Court adjourned at 10.09 p.m.



do not all have to rush and do anything regarding their properties, but in fact in this limited area in
the north of the Island all new transfers will have to be dealt with in that way and no other transfer
would in fact be valid, so basically any transfer after 1st May will have to be done under the new
system and will be done under the new system and it will be the legally binding system, but it will
not affect the situation of persons who own property or lease property before 1st May. That is how I
understand the position to be.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before us, therefore, is printed at 27 on the order
paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Waste Management Board Order 2001 — Approved

The President: Item 28 has been withdrawn, hon. members, so we will turn to item 29. The
Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Waste Management Board Order 2001 [SD No 535/01] be approved.

It has long been the intention of this government that the regulatory and operational functions
relating to waste management should be separated. The Department of Local Government and
the Environment, having responsibilities relating not just to environmental regulations but also to
planning, health and safety, must be able to exercise those powers without concerns relating to
potential conflicts of interest. For this reason it was agreed that before the all-Island energy from
waste facility at Middle Farm, Braddan, was commissioned, a separate body, the Waste
Management Board, would be established. That board would be responsible for all operational
matters relating to waste management. It will provide the business interface with a selected energy
from waste plant operator, UWL (Isle of Man) Limited, it will also encompass the operation of the
Island’s landfill sites and the continued collection and management of recyclable materials. It will
take on new duties relating to the management of abandoned vehicles and the management of the
disposal of animal waste, which latter is currently under the day-to-day control of the Department of
Transport. In time, when the energy from waste facility comes into operation, the board will also be
responsible for the collection and safe transport of secondary wastes such as clinic and veterinary
wastes, sewage screenings, waste from medical facilities and other similar materials. The new
board will comprise a chairman and two others to be appointed by the Council of Ministers subject
to the approval of this hon. Court. Reporting to that board will be the executive staff of sufficient
numbers to carry out the various duties in an effective manner. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: The hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like to say that what concerns me here is the fact that it is
all well and good talking about setting up this Waste Management Board, but we have seen no
financial implications as far as this is concerned. What concerns me is, when I get lambasted
around the constituency about my beloved water rates, I tell them that when the incinerator and
IRIS, if it ever works, comes on stream the water rates will fall into insignificance compared to
these two issues. (Interjection)

Well, I am afraid it will if the costings are done. What I am concerned about is that we are setting up
this body, local government has no representation on this body to start off with; what is the use of
having local government if you are not going to have it? We complain about them and yet we give
them nothing to do, and I would like to have seen in this order some way where, regionally allowing
for population, there would be some representation - someone from the south of the electoral



college of several of the local authorities; I would like to have seen Douglas in its own right having
somebody on this body, I would like to have seen, with the north of the Island, several local
authorities that would be the electoral college because, at the end of the day, this almost certainly
will end up on the rates. If the pressure carries on with the adjacent island we are going to have to
drop our tax even further and the pressure will be put on to finding ways of getting the government
revenue up, and I believe that this body will end up having to levy a rate, and it concerns me greatly
that there is going to be nobody there with a political mandate; once again it is going to be jobs for
the boys, your face fits, you will get put on this thing and then in this Court, whoever is in here at a
later date, what we will have is a situation where the DLGE, the Chief Minister and the Treasury
minister will all be saying to each other, ‘Well, it’s nothing to do with me, it’s to do with this waste
board, they’ve increased the rates on this and they’ve done that,’ and there will be no accountability.

I feel maybe I should not vote against the proposal, but then I feel, should I vote against it to
put a marker down? I can see what is going to happen is we are going to end up with this body.
This body is then going to be the fall guy. It is hard enough now trying to pin down the executive
when they are in charge of stuff where it is like pinning down jelly that it oozes out under your
armpits or wherever when it comes to responsibility. There will be even less chance of getting any
sort of responsibility as far as this is concerned. I think maybe one should vote against this, not as
some sort of tactic against the incinerator or against anything else -

Mr Quine: It’s to carry on.

Mr Karran: - but because I think they should come back and have another think about this
situation especially as we know in our heart of hearts this body is going to end up charging a rate
and we are not going to have a chairman that is going to be sitting in this body - almost certainly
not - so we have the situation where we will end up with three people appointed by the Council of
Ministers and approved by Tynwald, and I think that, unless the minister comes up with an earth-
shattering reason of priority, this should be referred back and the points that one has brought on
need to be addressed because at the end of the day we all know that the likes of IRIS, the
incinerator and the water - if it all goes on the rates we will more likely find that many of our people
will be ending up paying more in rates than we will be paying in taxes in the years to come. So
unless the minister can give some sort of a reason why there is a mad urgency I think this Court
should refer this back, not as a slap in the face, but just to ask them to look at the points that I have
asked for, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. Just following on to some extent from the comments
made by the member for Onchan, I agree with quite a considerable number of them. What we have
to remember is that this is the responsibility that government has at the moment and it is just
passing it over to someone else. I see this as being one of the most important items on this
agenda for this particular sitting. We have got very little information. We do not know how it is going
to work. We do not know how it is going to operate. We do not know who is going to be responsible
or where the money is going to come from. The member for Onchan is suggesting rates and I
would suggest that that probably is going to happen. This is the policy of this government: the
polluter pays. We are a more affluent society, and yet on one hand we are saying you can earn as
much as you like, pay little income tax, but everything else goes on rates - rates for this, rates for
something else, and therefore it does not matter what somebody’s income is. It has happened
over the last 30 years with regard to value added tax and with regard to a whole number of other
taxes. Rates are increased on a regular basis, sometimes more than inflation, and therefore
people are taxed to a huge amount on one hand and on the other hand people can earn as much
as they like and be taxed very little.



We all expect a service; we all expect an increasing service on a regular basis but then it
comes back to it that this board has been set up to take over a number of these issues - collection
of waste. My understanding is that the collection of waste was by local authorities, so presumably
that will be passed over to this so I would imagine that the rates will be as well - ‘receptacles and
disposal of waste, arrangements for disposal, disposal of refuse, dangerous and intractable
waste’, and so it goes on - ‘reclamation of waste and energy from waste’ and I am concerned:
where does their policy? Is the policy as it is laid down at the moment or will policy be passed from
government to this board as and when policy is changed? We are not told this and therefore there
are a number of issues here which I am extremely concerned about.

This is a form of privatisation, you might say. We are passing it on to some organisation that
we do not know about to deal with this and I would have thought a full report should have come
before this Court as to how it is going to work and what is going to happen. I know that the
responsibilities of the Department of Transport are also being transferred over, but I really feel that
more should be spelt out about how it is going to work, where it is going to be financed, whether it
is going to be financed off the rates and so on, and this government, as far as I can see, has not
provided that information to us for us to make this decision, and therefore I would urge members to
vote against it.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. By the time I get to my feet I am now reiterating the
points which have been made by the two previous members.

I believe it is customary when orders are before the Court that there is an explanatory
memorandum.

Mr Lowey: Four lines.

Mr Rimington: I do not have an explanatory memorandum. Now, some wise minister may
then refer me to page 92 of such and such - a document or the Pink Book or wherever, but when
you have eight inches worth of papers to plough through prior to this Tynwald -

A Member: How did you only get eight?

Mr Rimington: Well, seven and a half.

A Member: Twelve.

Mrs Hannan: Yes, I thought it was 12.

Mr Rimington: - it is rather difficult then to be expected to go researching every item which
does not have an explanatory memorandum, left right and centre. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Thank
you. (Interjections and laughter) All we have is the order in front of us. They are not the financial
implications; they are not about where that chairman is going to be drawn from. Is it a member of
this Court? Or is it external to this Court? And where are the other members likely to be drawn
from?

Mr North: Appointed by this Court.

Mr Rimington: Personally I would imagine that being the chairman of this particular board is
like accepting the kiss of death, I should think -

Mr North: Mr Lowey offered it to me!

Mr Lowey: Yes. (Laughter)

The President: Hon. members, come on!



Mr Rimington: - because of the very nature of the contentious items that it has to deal with,
and I am sure the hon. Minister of the Department of Transport is extremely happy that he has been
able to offload certain of his functions onto this board as well. In fact this board does have
immense responsibilities, and how are those responsibilities going to be discharged? We do not
know. We have not been told, so we cannot possibly vote for an order upon which we have no
information, and it will have to wait until another day when that proper information is there or
probably, instead of going through the position of a vote, the honourable thing to do would be to
withdraw it.

Mr Gilbey: To understand it.

Mr Rimington: I can understand it, sir; there is very little there to actually read. There is no
problem with my understanding of what is a rather tiny piece of information. It is not like one of our
social security bits of legislation which are far more complex.

I would just like to explain the points that the first speaker made about the rates - and we are
going to see nothing like it when this comes on board. I have seen projections of the rates and
impact of those rates would be over the next 20 years and the Water Authority rates are significantly
higher -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.

Mr Rimington: - than both any proposed IRIS rate and proposed waste disposal rate
combined, (Interjections) and that is the reality of it, and you are charging them already. These are
the ones that are yet to come, but that is a necessity and I do not regret that, and I think it is right
that there should be a rate levied in respect of refuse waste disposal and so on under the principle
of ‘the polluter pays’. I think that is absolutely the correct way to go about it. I do not believe that if it
is just central government handing out large lumps of money all the time they are ever going to
arrive at an efficient system which is responsive to the community that it serves, and it is, from an
environmental point of view, for the motivator to try and do better things with your waste, but I cannot
accept this at the moment because we have got no information.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Mr President, there is a memorandum but it is very, very flimsy, to put it politely,
following on from the hon. member for Rushen. It is a four-line explanatory note: ‘This order
established a waste management board and transfers the waste disposal functions of the
Department of Local Government and the Environment and the functions of the Department of
Transport in relation to the provision of a slaughterhouse and knackers’ yards.’ It sounds harmless
enough, but when you think we have only just voted in this Court yesterday £135,000 for design
fees for a new super-duper waste disposal. So it will be £3 million when the plant is built. We are
building the waste disposal, the incinerator and all the rest, we are talking of multi-multi-million
pounds worth of machinery that will have to be operated. I have looked at that.

Now, we know that there is going to be a committee of three wise men. I can take on board
what the hon. member for Onchan said about involvement. Here is something that will involve every
household on the Isle of Man and it has been given to three people - to do what? To run it. Well,
what are the terms of reference? No explanation there, how they are going to do it. Are they just
going to run the situation. . . it is costing - well, let us take, for example, a simple figure - half a
million pounds to run, therefore they will need half a million income, and who is going to provide
that? Where is it going to come from? Nothing of that is laid out in the order or explanation. Or is it
going to be run as a profit? I find ‘minimalist’ is too strong an adjective to use for this particular
document. Now, I know in setting up our organisation of waste disposal that the minister said he
was going to do it. I was critical at the time, because I saw it as a bit of machinery for the



department to hand over the hot potato of waste disposal, and when they are asked questions in
here they will be able to hold their hands up and say ‘Sorry, it is the Waste Disposal Management
Committee that is charging the rates. It has got nothing to do with us.’ Now, if that is the case let us
spell it out here and now, because it is at the moment the responsibility of the department and you
cannot do a political Pontius Pilate act; you cannot unless you are doing it consciously, and I do not
think we are doing it consciously, and I think the member for Onchan and Rushen has spelt it out.

So as far as I am concerned I think it is a bit premature. What is the quality of service that is to
be provided? I do not know. Are we to leave that for them to set it up and set their own terms of
reference? Who are they accountable to? Look at the utilities: the utilities, the water, the phones are
accountable to the Department of Trade and Industry. Is this to be accountable to the Local
Government Board? I do not know. Now I am really being asked: ‘Have faith boys, we are setting it
up, you can trust us. It will be set up by the Council of Ministers.’ Okay, I can accept that, but is this
committee to be accountable to the Council of Ministers? It does not say in the order, and therefore
I do not think it is right that the Court should be getting asked to vote blind. I do not think the
explanation - as I said, four lines which says this order sets up a waste disposal management and
it will include the knackers’ yard - is adequate. I really do not, and before we start moving what I
would call a major change of policy, which has already been accepted when we set up the
incinerator - we knew it was coming - having done that, I do believe that the department owes it to
this Court to spell it out a little bit more clearly and more definition in it than what is in this order.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am very surprised at these criticisms, Mr President. I find them quite
astonishing, particularly from those members who are what you might call the green lobby who
have always wanted a separation between the administration of waste management and the
control of it, and it was a decision of, I think, this hon. Court long ago that the control of waste
management, the work done et cetera by our existing division, should be separated from the
department for very good reasons because the department’s environmental health division is the
policeman and the whole idea was to remove the policeman and the operator from the same
department, and indeed I would stress that this has been pushed for most strongly by many
bodies - Douglas Corporation, the Richmond Hill Liaison Committee and various others, and in
fact there have been continual complaints that this has not been done before, so I find it quite
amazing that it should not now be -

Mr Rimington: I am not disagreeing.

Mr Gilbey: I am glad you agree and you accept that that is the true position. It is very nice that
Mr Rimington should confirm this.

Now, dealing first with Mr Karran’s point about financial forecasts and projections, they in the
normal way will be dealt with in the budgetary process like they are for all boards and departments
of government. That budgetary process, of course, comes to this hon. Court. Now, when we turn to
the membership of the body, which Mr Karran and Mr Rimington have raised, the members
certainly could come from local authorities, and after the forthcoming election for the House of Keys
it will be up to the Council of Ministers to appoint the members and this hon. Court to either
approve those appointed or not, and the chairman could or could not be a member of this hon.
Court. That again will be a matter for the Council of Ministers and this Court to decide.

Now, this order in any case does not appoint the members; that will be a matter that will come
to this hon. Court early in the new year, but this Court enables the body to be formed so the people
can be appointed to it.



Regarding the hon. member for Peel’s point, this board will be responsible to the Department
of Industry, like other boards such as Consumer Affairs, MEA, Water, et cetera. Again, it would
obviously be quite inappropriate for it to be responsible to the Department of Local Government,
because again that would not be separating the policeman from the operator.

I can also say it will not take over the collection of household waste. This will remain with the
local authorities. Again, I find it a rather astonishing suggestion that this is privatisation. Do we
regard the MEA, the Office of Fair Trading, all our other government boards as to be private bodies?

Mrs Hannan: Yes.

Mr Gilbey: They are not at all private, they are boards of government firmly controlled by
government, in most cases through their political chairmen, and certainly they are all responsible
to a department of government, as I believe they should be, and they are also responsible to the
Treasury financially. The only one that is not at the moment is Manx National Heritage and that is
slightly different, but many people would argue that that too should be in the same position as the
other boards.

Now, turning to the hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, the method of charging has not
been decided for the long term. Initially the charging will be just as it is now. The question of how
charging is made has nothing to do with whether there is this board or whether it is still the
responsibility of the Department of Local Government. Any change in the principles of charging for
waste collection or anything else is a change of policy, which first of all has to be approved by the
Council of Ministers - and they are very careful to see that all changes of policy come to them - and
secondly, certainly if it was a major change, would be coming to this hon. Court. So there is nothing
at all in this order which affects the method of charging.

Now, as to the expenditure and deficit, as I have already intimated this will be controlled in the
normal budgetary process and the deficit will initially be met, as it is now, by central government
from Treasury revenues, and again it would be a change of policy for any different arrangement to
come into effect and I am certain that in the next budgetary round - in fact, I know - the budgetary
provision for this operation of government will be considered in the same way as all other
budgetary provisions.

The hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey, says ‘Who will provide the finance?’ Well, as I have
explained, apart from charges that are at present levied, it is central government which will provide
the finance unless the Council of Ministers and this hon. Court in the future decide on a policy
change.

Certainly this change has been made knowingly. We are well aware of what we are doing. We
are doing it following a consistent policy of government which is referred to, I think, in the policy
report, and I would stress that really the change is very small indeed. At the moment we have a
Waste Management Unit and the person running it is sitting in the front row of the officers’ gallery,
Mr Trevor Fletcher, and he does this with a staff. Now, he is responsible politically to Mr Quine on
behalf of the department. The new board will merely take over the direction of WMU and Mr Trevor
Fletcher’s team and Mr Fletcher himself, and will take the place of Mr Quine and the department so
there is no radical change in this at all. We have already got a separate unit, and purposely so,
because we knew it was the policy of government to separate that unit from the department. All that
this order enables is for the WMU unit, its staff and its operations and in due course one or two
other operations to be transferred from the responsibility of Mr Quine, and political members of the
Department of Local Government to an appointed board, and this does not, as I have stressed,
even set up the board members; it merely gives power for the next Tynwald to appoint people to
this position. They will then run in parallel watching how this is done until April next year when they



will take over the responsibility, but they in turn will be responsible to the Department of Industry
and, of course, for financial matters to the Treasury.

I would finalise by saying that this order has been made with the full agreement of the Council
of Ministers to continue a policy agreed by the Council of Ministers and set out in their policy
document, and it is very important because assurances have been given at various public
inquiries, particularly planning ones, that this board would be set up and that the operation of
waste management would be separated from the environmental control and licensing of it, so
there is a pledge that this should be done, and if we do not do it we will be breaking our assurance
to other people, an assurance on which the decision of various appeal inspectors may at least
partly have been based. There are no new immediate functions; there is nothing that is going to be
done that is not being done by somebody, somewhere at the moment. Any policy changes, as I
have stressed several times over, Mr President, would have to come back to this hon. Court, and
therefore I do hope that members will realise that this does not change any major policies; indeed,
it puts into effect an undertaking which has been contained in government policy for a considerable
time. Therefore I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 29. Those in favour please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it,

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, North, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Houghton, Braidwood, Shimmin,
Singer, Bell, Corkill, Gelling and the Speaker - 13

Against: Messrs Rimington and Henderson, Mrs Cannell, Mrs Hannan and Mr Karran - 5

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the House of Keys, 13 votes in favour and 5
votes against.

In the Council -

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Waft, Kniveton, Radcliffe and Mrs Christian - 5

Against: Mr Lowey - 4

The President: Five for, one against in the Council, hon. members. The motion therefore
carries.

Electronic Transactions (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2001 — Approved

The President: Item 30, Minister for Trade and Industry.

Mr North: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Electronic Transactions (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No
517/01] be approved.

Hon. members have had circulated the details of this and the need for a further 12-month
extension is to give public authorities, which include government departments and statutory
boards, sufficient time to change their systems and procedures to enable them to comply with the
requirements of the legislation. The programme to enable public authorities to comply will be
rolled out as part of a project codenamed Jupiter which government is committed to implementing
as a central part of its e-commerce strategy. This is an exciting project through which government
will deliver services to residents of the Island by electronic means. It will, of course, take time to
fully implement across government and it is for this reason that I now move to extend the



do not all have to rush and do anything regarding their properties, but in fact in this limited area in
the north of the Island all new transfers will have to be dealt with in that way and no other transfer
would in fact be valid, so basically any transfer after 1st May will have to be done under the new
system and will be done under the new system and it will be the legally binding system, but it will
not affect the situation of persons who own property or lease property before 1st May. That is how I
understand the position to be.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before us, therefore, is printed at 27 on the order
paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Waste Management Board Order 2001 — Approved

The President: Item 28 has been withdrawn, hon. members, so we will turn to item 29. The
Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Waste Management Board Order 2001 [SD No 535/01] be approved.

It has long been the intention of this government that the regulatory and operational functions
relating to waste management should be separated. The Department of Local Government and
the Environment, having responsibilities relating not just to environmental regulations but also to
planning, health and safety, must be able to exercise those powers without concerns relating to
potential conflicts of interest. For this reason it was agreed that before the all-Island energy from
waste facility at Middle Farm, Braddan, was commissioned, a separate body, the Waste
Management Board, would be established. That board would be responsible for all operational
matters relating to waste management. It will provide the business interface with a selected energy
from waste plant operator, UWL (Isle of Man) Limited, it will also encompass the operation of the
Island’s landfill sites and the continued collection and management of recyclable materials. It will
take on new duties relating to the management of abandoned vehicles and the management of the
disposal of animal waste, which latter is currently under the day-to-day control of the Department of
Transport. In time, when the energy from waste facility comes into operation, the board will also be
responsible for the collection and safe transport of secondary wastes such as clinic and veterinary
wastes, sewage screenings, waste from medical facilities and other similar materials. The new
board will comprise a chairman and two others to be appointed by the Council of Ministers subject
to the approval of this hon. Court. Reporting to that board will be the executive staff of sufficient
numbers to carry out the various duties in an effective manner. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: The hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like to say that what concerns me here is the fact that it is
all well and good talking about setting up this Waste Management Board, but we have seen no
financial implications as far as this is concerned. What concerns me is, when I get lambasted
around the constituency about my beloved water rates, I tell them that when the incinerator and
IRIS, if it ever works, comes on stream the water rates will fall into insignificance compared to
these two issues. (Interjection)

Well, I am afraid it will if the costings are done. What I am concerned about is that we are setting up
this body, local government has no representation on this body to start off with; what is the use of
having local government if you are not going to have it? We complain about them and yet we give
them nothing to do, and I would like to have seen in this order some way where, regionally allowing
for population, there would be some representation - someone from the south of the electoral



college of several of the local authorities; I would like to have seen Douglas in its own right having
somebody on this body, I would like to have seen, with the north of the Island, several local
authorities that would be the electoral college because, at the end of the day, this almost certainly
will end up on the rates. If the pressure carries on with the adjacent island we are going to have to
drop our tax even further and the pressure will be put on to finding ways of getting the government
revenue up, and I believe that this body will end up having to levy a rate, and it concerns me greatly
that there is going to be nobody there with a political mandate; once again it is going to be jobs for
the boys, your face fits, you will get put on this thing and then in this Court, whoever is in here at a
later date, what we will have is a situation where the DLGE, the Chief Minister and the Treasury
minister will all be saying to each other, ‘Well, it’s nothing to do with me, it’s to do with this waste
board, they’ve increased the rates on this and they’ve done that,’ and there will be no accountability.

I feel maybe I should not vote against the proposal, but then I feel, should I vote against it to
put a marker down? I can see what is going to happen is we are going to end up with this body.
This body is then going to be the fall guy. It is hard enough now trying to pin down the executive
when they are in charge of stuff where it is like pinning down jelly that it oozes out under your
armpits or wherever when it comes to responsibility. There will be even less chance of getting any
sort of responsibility as far as this is concerned. I think maybe one should vote against this, not as
some sort of tactic against the incinerator or against anything else -

Mr Quine: It’s to carry on.

Mr Karran: - but because I think they should come back and have another think about this
situation especially as we know in our heart of hearts this body is going to end up charging a rate
and we are not going to have a chairman that is going to be sitting in this body - almost certainly
not - so we have the situation where we will end up with three people appointed by the Council of
Ministers and approved by Tynwald, and I think that, unless the minister comes up with an earth-
shattering reason of priority, this should be referred back and the points that one has brought on
need to be addressed because at the end of the day we all know that the likes of IRIS, the
incinerator and the water - if it all goes on the rates we will more likely find that many of our people
will be ending up paying more in rates than we will be paying in taxes in the years to come. So
unless the minister can give some sort of a reason why there is a mad urgency I think this Court
should refer this back, not as a slap in the face, but just to ask them to look at the points that I have
asked for, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. Just following on to some extent from the comments
made by the member for Onchan, I agree with quite a considerable number of them. What we have
to remember is that this is the responsibility that government has at the moment and it is just
passing it over to someone else. I see this as being one of the most important items on this
agenda for this particular sitting. We have got very little information. We do not know how it is going
to work. We do not know how it is going to operate. We do not know who is going to be responsible
or where the money is going to come from. The member for Onchan is suggesting rates and I
would suggest that that probably is going to happen. This is the policy of this government: the
polluter pays. We are a more affluent society, and yet on one hand we are saying you can earn as
much as you like, pay little income tax, but everything else goes on rates - rates for this, rates for
something else, and therefore it does not matter what somebody’s income is. It has happened
over the last 30 years with regard to value added tax and with regard to a whole number of other
taxes. Rates are increased on a regular basis, sometimes more than inflation, and therefore
people are taxed to a huge amount on one hand and on the other hand people can earn as much
as they like and be taxed very little.



We all expect a service; we all expect an increasing service on a regular basis but then it
comes back to it that this board has been set up to take over a number of these issues - collection
of waste. My understanding is that the collection of waste was by local authorities, so presumably
that will be passed over to this so I would imagine that the rates will be as well - ‘receptacles and
disposal of waste, arrangements for disposal, disposal of refuse, dangerous and intractable
waste’, and so it goes on - ‘reclamation of waste and energy from waste’ and I am concerned:
where does their policy? Is the policy as it is laid down at the moment or will policy be passed from
government to this board as and when policy is changed? We are not told this and therefore there
are a number of issues here which I am extremely concerned about.

This is a form of privatisation, you might say. We are passing it on to some organisation that
we do not know about to deal with this and I would have thought a full report should have come
before this Court as to how it is going to work and what is going to happen. I know that the
responsibilities of the Department of Transport are also being transferred over, but I really feel that
more should be spelt out about how it is going to work, where it is going to be financed, whether it
is going to be financed off the rates and so on, and this government, as far as I can see, has not
provided that information to us for us to make this decision, and therefore I would urge members to
vote against it.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. By the time I get to my feet I am now reiterating the
points which have been made by the two previous members.

I believe it is customary when orders are before the Court that there is an explanatory
memorandum.

Mr Lowey: Four lines.

Mr Rimington: I do not have an explanatory memorandum. Now, some wise minister may
then refer me to page 92 of such and such - a document or the Pink Book or wherever, but when
you have eight inches worth of papers to plough through prior to this Tynwald -

A Member: How did you only get eight?

Mr Rimington: Well, seven and a half.

A Member: Twelve.

Mrs Hannan: Yes, I thought it was 12.

Mr Rimington: - it is rather difficult then to be expected to go researching every item which
does not have an explanatory memorandum, left right and centre. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Thank
you. (Interjections and laughter) All we have is the order in front of us. They are not the financial
implications; they are not about where that chairman is going to be drawn from. Is it a member of
this Court? Or is it external to this Court? And where are the other members likely to be drawn
from?

Mr North: Appointed by this Court.

Mr Rimington: Personally I would imagine that being the chairman of this particular board is
like accepting the kiss of death, I should think -

Mr North: Mr Lowey offered it to me!

Mr Lowey: Yes. (Laughter)

The President: Hon. members, come on!



Mr Rimington: - because of the very nature of the contentious items that it has to deal with,
and I am sure the hon. Minister of the Department of Transport is extremely happy that he has been
able to offload certain of his functions onto this board as well. In fact this board does have
immense responsibilities, and how are those responsibilities going to be discharged? We do not
know. We have not been told, so we cannot possibly vote for an order upon which we have no
information, and it will have to wait until another day when that proper information is there or
probably, instead of going through the position of a vote, the honourable thing to do would be to
withdraw it.

Mr Gilbey: To understand it.

Mr Rimington: I can understand it, sir; there is very little there to actually read. There is no
problem with my understanding of what is a rather tiny piece of information. It is not like one of our
social security bits of legislation which are far more complex.

I would just like to explain the points that the first speaker made about the rates - and we are
going to see nothing like it when this comes on board. I have seen projections of the rates and
impact of those rates would be over the next 20 years and the Water Authority rates are significantly
higher -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.

Mr Rimington: - than both any proposed IRIS rate and proposed waste disposal rate
combined, (Interjections) and that is the reality of it, and you are charging them already. These are
the ones that are yet to come, but that is a necessity and I do not regret that, and I think it is right
that there should be a rate levied in respect of refuse waste disposal and so on under the principle
of ‘the polluter pays’. I think that is absolutely the correct way to go about it. I do not believe that if it
is just central government handing out large lumps of money all the time they are ever going to
arrive at an efficient system which is responsive to the community that it serves, and it is, from an
environmental point of view, for the motivator to try and do better things with your waste, but I cannot
accept this at the moment because we have got no information.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Mr President, there is a memorandum but it is very, very flimsy, to put it politely,
following on from the hon. member for Rushen. It is a four-line explanatory note: ‘This order
established a waste management board and transfers the waste disposal functions of the
Department of Local Government and the Environment and the functions of the Department of
Transport in relation to the provision of a slaughterhouse and knackers’ yards.’ It sounds harmless
enough, but when you think we have only just voted in this Court yesterday £135,000 for design
fees for a new super-duper waste disposal. So it will be £3 million when the plant is built. We are
building the waste disposal, the incinerator and all the rest, we are talking of multi-multi-million
pounds worth of machinery that will have to be operated. I have looked at that.

Now, we know that there is going to be a committee of three wise men. I can take on board
what the hon. member for Onchan said about involvement. Here is something that will involve every
household on the Isle of Man and it has been given to three people - to do what? To run it. Well,
what are the terms of reference? No explanation there, how they are going to do it. Are they just
going to run the situation. . . it is costing - well, let us take, for example, a simple figure - half a
million pounds to run, therefore they will need half a million income, and who is going to provide
that? Where is it going to come from? Nothing of that is laid out in the order or explanation. Or is it
going to be run as a profit? I find ‘minimalist’ is too strong an adjective to use for this particular
document. Now, I know in setting up our organisation of waste disposal that the minister said he
was going to do it. I was critical at the time, because I saw it as a bit of machinery for the



department to hand over the hot potato of waste disposal, and when they are asked questions in
here they will be able to hold their hands up and say ‘Sorry, it is the Waste Disposal Management
Committee that is charging the rates. It has got nothing to do with us.’ Now, if that is the case let us
spell it out here and now, because it is at the moment the responsibility of the department and you
cannot do a political Pontius Pilate act; you cannot unless you are doing it consciously, and I do not
think we are doing it consciously, and I think the member for Onchan and Rushen has spelt it out.

So as far as I am concerned I think it is a bit premature. What is the quality of service that is to
be provided? I do not know. Are we to leave that for them to set it up and set their own terms of
reference? Who are they accountable to? Look at the utilities: the utilities, the water, the phones are
accountable to the Department of Trade and Industry. Is this to be accountable to the Local
Government Board? I do not know. Now I am really being asked: ‘Have faith boys, we are setting it
up, you can trust us. It will be set up by the Council of Ministers.’ Okay, I can accept that, but is this
committee to be accountable to the Council of Ministers? It does not say in the order, and therefore
I do not think it is right that the Court should be getting asked to vote blind. I do not think the
explanation - as I said, four lines which says this order sets up a waste disposal management and
it will include the knackers’ yard - is adequate. I really do not, and before we start moving what I
would call a major change of policy, which has already been accepted when we set up the
incinerator - we knew it was coming - having done that, I do believe that the department owes it to
this Court to spell it out a little bit more clearly and more definition in it than what is in this order.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Well, I am very surprised at these criticisms, Mr President. I find them quite
astonishing, particularly from those members who are what you might call the green lobby who
have always wanted a separation between the administration of waste management and the
control of it, and it was a decision of, I think, this hon. Court long ago that the control of waste
management, the work done et cetera by our existing division, should be separated from the
department for very good reasons because the department’s environmental health division is the
policeman and the whole idea was to remove the policeman and the operator from the same
department, and indeed I would stress that this has been pushed for most strongly by many
bodies - Douglas Corporation, the Richmond Hill Liaison Committee and various others, and in
fact there have been continual complaints that this has not been done before, so I find it quite
amazing that it should not now be -

Mr Rimington: I am not disagreeing.

Mr Gilbey: I am glad you agree and you accept that that is the true position. It is very nice that
Mr Rimington should confirm this.

Now, dealing first with Mr Karran’s point about financial forecasts and projections, they in the
normal way will be dealt with in the budgetary process like they are for all boards and departments
of government. That budgetary process, of course, comes to this hon. Court. Now, when we turn to
the membership of the body, which Mr Karran and Mr Rimington have raised, the members
certainly could come from local authorities, and after the forthcoming election for the House of Keys
it will be up to the Council of Ministers to appoint the members and this hon. Court to either
approve those appointed or not, and the chairman could or could not be a member of this hon.
Court. That again will be a matter for the Council of Ministers and this Court to decide.

Now, this order in any case does not appoint the members; that will be a matter that will come
to this hon. Court early in the new year, but this Court enables the body to be formed so the people
can be appointed to it.



Regarding the hon. member for Peel’s point, this board will be responsible to the Department
of Industry, like other boards such as Consumer Affairs, MEA, Water, et cetera. Again, it would
obviously be quite inappropriate for it to be responsible to the Department of Local Government,
because again that would not be separating the policeman from the operator.

I can also say it will not take over the collection of household waste. This will remain with the
local authorities. Again, I find it a rather astonishing suggestion that this is privatisation. Do we
regard the MEA, the Office of Fair Trading, all our other government boards as to be private bodies?

Mrs Hannan: Yes.

Mr Gilbey: They are not at all private, they are boards of government firmly controlled by
government, in most cases through their political chairmen, and certainly they are all responsible
to a department of government, as I believe they should be, and they are also responsible to the
Treasury financially. The only one that is not at the moment is Manx National Heritage and that is
slightly different, but many people would argue that that too should be in the same position as the
other boards.

Now, turning to the hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington, the method of charging has not
been decided for the long term. Initially the charging will be just as it is now. The question of how
charging is made has nothing to do with whether there is this board or whether it is still the
responsibility of the Department of Local Government. Any change in the principles of charging for
waste collection or anything else is a change of policy, which first of all has to be approved by the
Council of Ministers - and they are very careful to see that all changes of policy come to them - and
secondly, certainly if it was a major change, would be coming to this hon. Court. So there is nothing
at all in this order which affects the method of charging.

Now, as to the expenditure and deficit, as I have already intimated this will be controlled in the
normal budgetary process and the deficit will initially be met, as it is now, by central government
from Treasury revenues, and again it would be a change of policy for any different arrangement to
come into effect and I am certain that in the next budgetary round - in fact, I know - the budgetary
provision for this operation of government will be considered in the same way as all other
budgetary provisions.

The hon. member of Council, Mr Lowey, says ‘Who will provide the finance?’ Well, as I have
explained, apart from charges that are at present levied, it is central government which will provide
the finance unless the Council of Ministers and this hon. Court in the future decide on a policy
change.

Certainly this change has been made knowingly. We are well aware of what we are doing. We
are doing it following a consistent policy of government which is referred to, I think, in the policy
report, and I would stress that really the change is very small indeed. At the moment we have a
Waste Management Unit and the person running it is sitting in the front row of the officers’ gallery,
Mr Trevor Fletcher, and he does this with a staff. Now, he is responsible politically to Mr Quine on
behalf of the department. The new board will merely take over the direction of WMU and Mr Trevor
Fletcher’s team and Mr Fletcher himself, and will take the place of Mr Quine and the department so
there is no radical change in this at all. We have already got a separate unit, and purposely so,
because we knew it was the policy of government to separate that unit from the department. All that
this order enables is for the WMU unit, its staff and its operations and in due course one or two
other operations to be transferred from the responsibility of Mr Quine, and political members of the
Department of Local Government to an appointed board, and this does not, as I have stressed,
even set up the board members; it merely gives power for the next Tynwald to appoint people to
this position. They will then run in parallel watching how this is done until April next year when they



will take over the responsibility, but they in turn will be responsible to the Department of Industry
and, of course, for financial matters to the Treasury.

I would finalise by saying that this order has been made with the full agreement of the Council
of Ministers to continue a policy agreed by the Council of Ministers and set out in their policy
document, and it is very important because assurances have been given at various public
inquiries, particularly planning ones, that this board would be set up and that the operation of
waste management would be separated from the environmental control and licensing of it, so
there is a pledge that this should be done, and if we do not do it we will be breaking our assurance
to other people, an assurance on which the decision of various appeal inspectors may at least
partly have been based. There are no new immediate functions; there is nothing that is going to be
done that is not being done by somebody, somewhere at the moment. Any policy changes, as I
have stressed several times over, Mr President, would have to come back to this hon. Court, and
therefore I do hope that members will realise that this does not change any major policies; indeed,
it puts into effect an undertaking which has been contained in government policy for a considerable
time. Therefore I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 29. Those in favour please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it,

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, North, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Houghton, Braidwood, Shimmin,
Singer, Bell, Corkill, Gelling and the Speaker - 13

Against: Messrs Rimington and Henderson, Mrs Cannell, Mrs Hannan and Mr Karran - 5

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion carries in the House of Keys, 13 votes in favour and 5
votes against.

In the Council -

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Waft, Kniveton, Radcliffe and Mrs Christian - 5

Against: Mr Lowey - 4

The President: Five for, one against in the Council, hon. members. The motion therefore
carries.

Electronic Transactions (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2001 — Approved

The President: Item 30, Minister for Trade and Industry.

Mr North: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Electronic Transactions (General) (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No
517/01] be approved.

Hon. members have had circulated the details of this and the need for a further 12-month
extension is to give public authorities, which include government departments and statutory
boards, sufficient time to change their systems and procedures to enable them to comply with the
requirements of the legislation. The programme to enable public authorities to comply will be
rolled out as part of a project codenamed Jupiter which government is committed to implementing
as a central part of its e-commerce strategy. This is an exciting project through which government
will deliver services to residents of the Island by electronic means. It will, of course, take time to
fully implement across government and it is for this reason that I now move to extend the
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Foot and Mouth Disease (Importation) (Temporary Prohibition) (Amendment) (No. 2)
Order 2001 — Approved

The President: Hon. members, we have made good progress in the last two days: we are
effectively on to the last page of the order paper. Can I suggest, hon. members, that in order that
we move on speedily we try to self-impose a five-minute rule on our deliberations (Mr Houghton:
Hear, hear.) Hon. members, as indicated yesterday, we will revisit item 48 where there was some
element of confusion as to the dates. I call on the Minister for Agriculture.

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I can confirm to hon. members that the date which
should have been given to hon. members was indeed the 31st October.

The Foot and Mouth Disease (Importation) (Temporary Prohibition) (Amendment) (No. 2)
Order is made under the Animal Health Act and I should advise the Court that the minister has
power to sign one of these orders at any time and it is merely a case of presenting this to the next
available sitting of Tynwald.

The orders were signed earlier this year. This has been the first opportunity to present this
order to Tynwald which extends the measures out to the 31st October and should there be a
requirement to continue this, I can sign a further order, or whoever is in my place can sign a further
order, and then present it to the next sitting of this Court. I hope that clarifies the situation.

The President: Hon. members, with that explanation from the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry, I put to you the motion as printed on the order paper at item 48. Will those
in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Waste Minimisation Strategy — Policy — Report Received

The President: We turn then to 57 and I call on the Minister for Local Government and
Environment to move the waste minimisation strategy.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Report on a Policy for a Waste Minimisation Strategy for the Isle of Man
Government be received, and the recommendations approved.



In June 2001 this hon. Court requested the Council of Ministers to establish a clear policy on
the recycling of all recyclable materials used by government departments and the use of materials
containing all or a high percentage of recyclable materials throughout all government departments.
As I reaffirmed to this hon. Court at that time, the Department of Local Government and
Environment is fully committed to a strategy that seeks to take appropriate measures to encourage
environmentally friendly approaches to waste management and disposal. The long-established
waste management strategy for the Isle of Man, reflecting what is often referred to as the waste
hierarchy, embraces reduction, reuse and recovery, recycling, incineration with energy recovery and
residual landfill.

The report before this hon. Court today recommends that the Isle of Man Government
executive consider adopting immediate measures to reduce, reuse and recycle materials and, in
compliance with the Treasury Act of 1985, investigate the full capital and revenue costs of
amending current procurement policy, as stated within the financial regulations in consultation
with the Treasury’s Value For Money Committee. This will enable a full waste minimisation policy
to be presented to Treasury for concurrence in May 2002 prior to presentation to the Council of
Ministers in July 2002.

Mr President, hon. members have previously been circulated with the details and therefore I
can keep well within your five-minute limit in moving this item. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. The minister, in moving this motion, quite clearly stated
that the motion was resolved at the June sitting of this hon. Court that the Council of Ministers
should come forward with a policy and the motion actually read, ‘Tynwald requests the Council of
Ministers to establish a clear policy on the recycling of all recyclable materials used by government
departments and the use of materials containing all, or a high percentage of, recycled materials
throughout all government departments and report thereon with a timetable of commitments and
proposals at the October 2001 sitting.’

What has happened here is that the Council of Ministers has complied with the amendment
that was moved by the Minister for Local Government, which was not successful, when the Minister
for Local Government moved that the Department of Local Government should report. The request
was, and it was approved by the House, that the Council of Ministers should report on their policy,
not the policy of the Department of Local Government and the Environment, and this report is
before us, it is an executive report, but it does not have a covering note to it to say whether this
particular policy is approved by the Council of Ministers, it does not say that the Council of Ministers
is going to progress it, it does not say that even the Council of Ministers has taken the matter
seriously. What it does say in its conclusions is ‘In furtherance of this, the following actions should
be taken: Council of Ministers agree a policy for immediate implementation to minimise waste with
no increased cost implications; The Department further investigate’. There is no covering note to
say that the Council of Ministers have accepted that recommendation and therefore the actual wish
of this particular Court has not been fulfilled. This is a report to the Council of Ministers which I
believe the Council of Ministers are quite within their remit to request from the Department of Local
Government -

Mr Gilbey: That is right.

Mrs Hannan: - but what they have not done is put in their comments about it. I am talking
when I was moving this motion in the June sitting it was for the Council of Ministers to look at, it
was a commitment from all government departments which was supported by this hon. Court. The
amendment was not supported, the amendment was lost.



The mover of this motion before the House now has suggested that, yes, this can be
progressed with within the value for money remit. There is no commitment. There are a lot of
things that government does which are not submitted to the Value For Money Committee. The
Value For Money Committee has a remit to look at and it is a remit within the Department of
Treasury, it is not within the Council of Ministers, it is the Treasury, and therefore in actual fact the
Council of Ministers, you could say, have, well, cocked a snook at this Court by saying that the
Department of Local Government can look at the matter, the Treasury will then consider whether it
is value for money and so we go on, and the Department of Local Government is to report back
later in the year.

What we should be looking at and what I would hope would have come out of this is that there
is a commitment to recycling, a commitment to a market. We talk about market forces all the time.
It is not just money, it is not just value for money, it is the global situation that we are quite happy to
move into.

Just after this motion was moved, and this motion was approved by this hon. Court, there
were reports in the press that the sustainability of paper and the production of paper were from
rainforests, rainforests in Indonesia, Malaysia and places like that which actually held the mark
that it was sustainability. It was quite clearly not and yet these sorts of issues should be looked at,
where we get our supply of paper from. If it is from these rainforests, I know rainforests are used in
Australia, they are put to pulp, they are then taken to Japan where this pulp is made into very high
quality computer and office paper. That is from rainforests in Australia. These others rainforests
are in other areas and we are using that. If we then put that paper into a hole in the ground or in the
future into an incinerator we are then wasting these very very, very valuable resources which we
can not find in the world. This has not been considered.

We come down to value for money. Value for money is using the resources and using them
again in a hierarchy of use within a paper hierarchy, and this is only paper that I am looking at at
the moment, there are all these other areas which I believe the Council of Ministers should have
committed themselves to. I have got a motion before the House. This is an extremely difficult area
to deal with. The motion says that it should be accepted and received. These are the dying embers
of the House, you could say.

The difficulty that I have with this motion before us is that it does not give any positive vibes out
to anybody. It says the Department of Local Government have looked at it but then it is down to
another department of government, instead of saying all departments of government, all ministers
through the Council of Ministers, have accepted that government can make changes to the way that
we use very, very valuable resources.

So I remain extremely concerned about this report and how I, being very concerned about this
issue, would deal with it, and after consideration I would hope that members will support because
of what I have said about this report, about it not being considered by the Council of Ministers or at
least not reported to this House by the Council of Ministers, and after the motion add ‘and views
with concern that the resolution of June 2001 Tynwald was not fulfilled.’

There is the proposal that something should happen in the future, but I am concerned that all
this is doing is putting this back to the Department of Local Government who do not have a
commitment of the whole of government.

The next report actually states within it, and I know it is not before the House, Eaghtyrane, but
if I can just mention, it does say, ‘waste minimisation initiatives in government departments’ and it
states there that the initiative through a recycling officer would come in to force 2001-2002. So that
is up until April. That is out from the Department of Local Government. Now, this report should also
have been considered by the Council of Ministers -

Mr Gilbey: It was.



Mrs Hannan: - because it is before us today. Why was that not included in a commitment
within this particular report from the Council of Ministers?

I would hope that members will support my amendment to this because all it does is say that
this is a report which is going to come back to this House in the future, along with full cost
implications and suggested procedures for implementation and monitoring. Yes, the Department
of Local Government have looked at this issue and therefore within this it is ongoing, you could
say, but until this has been supported by the Council of Ministers, then it says very little because
there is no commitment within this report to say that the Council of Ministers is committed to this
report, it is just from the Department of Local Government when it affects every department.

So I would hope that in supporting this document as a very minor start to looking at waste
minimisation strategy and a waste recycling within the motion that was approved by the Tynwald
sitting of June 2001 and a clear policy on recycling of all recyclable materials used by government
departments and the use of materials containing all or a high percentage of recycled materials
throughout all government departments would be supported, but with the add on from my
amendment which says ‘and views with concern that the resolution of 2001 Tynwald was not
fulfilled.’ Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I beg to move:

That after the word “approved’ add -

“and views with concern that the resolution of June 2001 Tynwald was not fulfilled’.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President, I am happy to second the amendment that is on the
floor and been moved by the hon. member for Peel because she has put a lot of work into this
particular issue, along with a number of others in this hon. place, and it was quite clear of course
at the June sitting of Tynwald that it was the Council of Ministers that was called upon to actually
look into the minimisation of waste within government departments, divisions et cetera et cetera,
but in accepting that was the position and that has failed to be delivered here today, what we do
have, I believe, is a very important first step in this particular report.

What I found interesting was in section 6 on the current position, the third paragraph down,
where it reads ‘A large number of Department representatives, who responded to the first draft of
this report, indicated that they were aware of several initiatives within their areas, but there is
currently no degree of collaboration of knowledge between Departments (and in some cases
areas within Departments).’ Now, that is quite a finding and of course it further endorses the
comments that were made in June that with more co-operation and more collaboration and
communication between departments and divisions we could be achieving much more than we
are and of course that particular section confirms that.

The other interesting point I found was within 6.2, ‘Procurement’, looking at the cost and the
amount of paper the government uses and of course it states here, ‘Figures received from the
Government’s main stationery suppliers suggest that the Government is using approximately
60,000 reams of white photocopy paper per annum at a cost of around £125,000.’ That is an
incredible amount of paper that is being used. ‘In addition to this, the Government also purchases
coloured paper, A4 and A5 pads, notebooks and post-its amounting to over £12,000 per annum.’
So there already is a cost implication there in the purchase of paper for use by us and by various
government departments.

There is a suggestion further down that to use recycled paper there could be around 11 or a
13 per cent increase on those prices, but again I would put it down that that may be a suggestion
and that yet has to be substantiated really because I think one of the exercises that need to be
done, and this is posing here an investigation into the issues, is that whoever is going to
investigate those issues, whether the department or hopefully the Council of Ministers following
the amendment on the floor, what they will have to do of course is to shop around, and it is all very
well going back to the main stationery supplier that government has at present and getting a price



from them but I would suggest that the government needs to shop around because I would not
agree with the suggestion that there could be an 11 or a 13 per cent increase on top of the
£125,000 plus the £12,000 that has been identified which is being spent at the moment. You can
get lots of really good deals on the market and if you are going to purchase a large amount and it
is going to be guaranteed year in year out, then you could get quite a competitive price on that.

But of course with minimisation of waste within government departments we are not just
talking about paper, we are talking about all sorts of other things that are used, pens for instance. I
still use my recycled pen made from recycled paper, plastic and ink readily available on the market.
If you buy bulk, then you are going to get a good price, and I am pleased to see the hon. member
for Middle is still using his - oh, and surprisingly, the hon. member for Castletown.

Mr Brown: Mine will last for ever: I do not use it.

Mrs Cannell: But there are many things that can be recycled, recycled glass for instance,
recycled drinking vessels, all sorts of things, so it does not stop at paper, it covers a wealth of
things that we rely upon for the day-to-day running of government.

Overall I actually welcome the recommendations because compared with the position that we
were in prior to June of this year there was nothing, we did not have anything, there was no idea
what a division or a department was doing in terms of its small contribution towards recycling or
what it was doing in terms of minimisation of waste or by the use of recyclable materials within its
particular division or department. This report at the very least gives us an indication of where we
are today and makes a suggestion of where we could be tomorrow and I think that is a good first
vital step which has been taken.

I also note the time schedules on page 16, which I am rather pleased about also, and of
course it is looking to the investigation, the presentation of a full waste minimisation policy. I would
hope that hon. members will also have an opportunity to have input into that before the policy is
finally determined. I think it would be important to canvass the views of hon. members on this
particular issue and then of course in July 2002, which is only next year, a presentation of a full
waste minimisation policy to the Council of Ministers. Again, please, hon. minister, keep members
informed on this and give them the opportunity to have a say and in the forming of that particular
policy before it reaches the floor in Tynwald, and then we are looking a year later or just under a
year later in April 2003 at the implementation of the policy and that is where perhaps I would like to
see an earlier date, but they are achievable targets, the time schedules are achievable, but I
believe if there is a will, we will find a way and that way is indicated, the start of finding that way is
contained within this report. Let us hope it will not be April 2003 but a time sooner than that when
we can actually implement the policy, not forgetting it is a policy which will apply to all of
government’s departments and divisions and boards. We are not looking outside of that yet, we
are wanting to put our own backyard in order and once we have done that, then we can stand and
be a shining example to the private sector, to the local authorities who also are very keen to
implement recycling policies across their responsibilities.

Just finally, I think what would help to make this a reality for the future for the Isle of Man is if
the department sets targets to be met for local authorities who, as I have just mentioned, are very
keen to implement a recycling policy across their divisions. Targets need to be set. Targets will
exercise the hearts and minds of those members of the local authorities and their officers in terms
of complying by a particular deadline with a particular target. As we have witnessed in the United
Kingdom, if there is a target and a date, then they will meet with that, but without a target and just
leaving it very flexible and open it may be a little ad hoc.

I hope this is the beginning of a very positive sustainable policy with the Isle of Man and I wish
it well.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.



Mr Lowey: Well, I support the thesis and the emphasis that is going on for recycling but
perhaps the minister could inform the Court how his department is going to be responsible for this
when yesterday the same department set up a Waste Management Disposal Committee and that
committee will have all the officers of the department, so at a stroke all the responsibility for this is
being handed over to a, I use the word, quango, so I presume that will not have an input, or it may
do, through a third party in the Council of Ministers, so rather than having a hands on is this not
another case of we are shoving it back to somebody else to do and when we ask questions in this
Court we will have to go to another party to get the answer?

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles.

Sir Miles Walker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I have to say I am surprised at the tone of this
debate. When I got this and read this document I have to say I thought ‘Good on them.’ Since June
of this year a lot of work has taken place and I think that we have now got a co-ordinated plan of
approach, and I do not agree with the hon. member for Peel on this occasion that the department
has thwarted the wishes of this hon. Court.

Mrs Hannan: The Council of Ministers have.

Sir Miles Walker: It seems to me that there is a very firm recommendation in this that there
should be a clear policy. Now, whether it has been established at this stage or not I suppose is
debatable but there should be a clear policy. That has obviously been accepted by the Council of
Ministers. The very fact that the report is here, having gone through the mechanisms that we all
know exist, indicates to me that there is an acceptance by the Council of Ministers that a clear
policy should be established.

June of this year is not many months ago. We all know how scarce resources are. We are all,
in our own departments, struggling against that scarcity of resources, probably quite rightly
because that is the way efficiencies are improved, but we have got a report here which sets out a
plan, which sets out a timetable, which does indicate to us, contrary to what we have just been told
that nothing was happening before June, that there was a recycling of paper, that there was some
refilling of cartridges and so on and so forth, so things were happening before June even though
there was not a co-ordinated policy.

I agree with the hon. member for Peel: there is a need for a co-ordinated policy. This
document indicates to us the vast quantities of consumables that are used and we have a
responsibility, I think, to be careful with the world’s resources. I agree with that. I think we have to
be careful that we do not expend a lot more of the world’s resources on recycling things that in fact
will cost less than the resources we are using to recycle them. I am not saying that very well but I
am sure members know what I mean. So I think we need to keep our feet firmly on the ground.

Just talking about recycling seems to me and waste, if I can use that expression, it seems to
me that one of the biggest areas of mystery that I have in my mind at the moment is when a
government department moves offices and puts in all new furniture -

Mrs Crowe: Yes.

A Member: That is right.

Sir Miles Walker: - what happens to the old? Now, I am sure it is recycled but I am not certain
that there is a formal way of doing that and it seems to me that there is an area there of great cost
and we have seen it and I see it with Treasury and my colleagues in Treasury see it, the cost of
fitting out the FSC building, the cost of fitting out the new building for the Board of Education,
massive amounts on new furniture, and yet most the people who are moving have been sitting at
desks, sitting on chairs, using filing cabinets and so on and, as I say, it just crosses my mind what
is the formal situation in relation to that and I am sure that there is recycling taking place.

I accept this document in the way it has been produced, I think with goodwill, with an effort to
see the situation improved, and I commend the Department of Local Government and the support



the Council of Ministers have obviously given them in producing this document and I look forward
to an improved situation in the future.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Downey.

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. I just want to make the point that was made by my hon.
colleague for Council, Mr Lowey. We have got the recycling study in front of us, it is a very good,
comprehensive document, it sets down a number of issues that need to be progressed, but surely
the body which will progress a lot of the recycling now is the new Waste Management Board and
as far as I am concerned if we have concerns about recycling, I think what we need to do is to
make sure that the make-up of that board consists of people who are environmentally minded, the
recyclers, the people who are keen to promote good green issues like composting and so on
because they will be the people who will be at the sharp end, they will be the interface with the
local authorities and they will be the ones who are ultimately in tune with market forces, so they will
know that if there is no market for certain types of paper in the UK, that then can be streamed into
incineration and energy can be derived from that useful material. I think that is the answer. For
government to keep working round its own navel, if you pardon the pun, really is not getting
anywhere. We need to get these responsibilities firmly accepted by a group who will develop the
expertise and they will have the mark of intelligence.

I was quite interested to hear what Sir Miles had to say about departments moving on and
replacing furniture. It would not take very much for government, through perhaps one of the
disabled organisations, to have a facility on the Island where a lot of these old filing cabinets could
be rubbed down and repainted and refurbished and the same applies to lots of the furniture and
fittings. I think some of them could be cleaned up and tidied up and reused and I would also like to
make the point that a lot of the furniture that was in the members’ room upstairs, the old members’
room, was actually repolished and put away so that if eventually we go on to much more
salubrious surroundings we will at least have antique furniture that has been properly kept and
restored so that we will not be faced with a great bill when we go out to try and replace it. So we
have kept some of our heritage and we have recycled a lot of the old boardroom table and the
Georgian chairs that we did have.

I urge members to stop looking at the past. The future is before us now. We have got a very
good document and I think with the setting up of the Waste Management Board we have got the
perfect vehicle to take this on and we should get on with it.

The President: The Chief Minister.

Mr Gelling: Yes, I rise, Mr President, really to speak to the amendment where the Council
have been criticised at not having fulfilled the wish of Tynwald and what I would like to say to hon.
members is that if you read the document you will find such: ‘It is recommended that Council of
Ministers agree a policy on waste minimisation as follows. “It is the policy of the Isle of Man
Government to use materials” ’ et cetera, but then it also says, ‘It is the Council’s wish that through
the department’. Now, I would suggest to hon. members that it is the same as we would do in any
particular item: we would get the best department with the best abilities to address it on behalf of
Council. The mere fact is that if you read through this the Isle of Man Government is probably
mentioned more times in this report than any report I have seen. It keeps on saying it is the Isle of
Man Government’s policy, it is the Isle of Man Government that are addressing this through the
department.

So all I can say to hon. members is this. The mere fact that the report then comes to the
Council of Ministers, the Council of Ministers have adopted the report as the Council of Ministers’
report, so be it that the department have carried out the wishes on their behalf.

So I would like to just reassure hon. members that this is not just something that came flying
in from the department and landed on your desks. It is something that has been to the Council, the
Council have debated it and it appears here on behalf of the Council of Ministers, being put forward



by one of the members of the Council I would say best equipped to be able to answer the
questions posed by hon. members, sir.

The President: Hon. member Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I just want to put one point forward in this waste
minimisation strategy that is before us today. The document is fine, I have got no problem with that,
and government should take the lead and they certainly should be pushing and setting the
example and the pace in this, no problem with that, but what has struck me is the fact, certainly for
this Tynwald, every member of this hon. Court and other people, probably about 70 altogether,
have received a giant pack of Tynwald papers and I am not exaggerating: it is a giant pack. My desk
is just completely obliterated here with it all, as it is at home where I have stored some of it that I
cannot bring with me, notes and stuff.

It is time now really to embrace an electronic system to do away with a lot of this paperwork. If
we all had laptops here this morning or a screen facility to scroll on, the desk would be cleared.
You can log into your Tynwald papers, scroll down on a nice screen in easy to look at format. They
are now designed that they are easy for the eyes as well. There is no problem and you can even
enlarge the screen if you want to or the text so you can read it fairly easily, thus reducing the huge
mounds of paper that are all over the place this morning and all over government and all over
government departments and I think that is something that is sadly lacking in here. It would have
been fantastic, but I am sure we may hear about it, that government is progressing towards that at
some point, but I think we should be doing it sooner than later.

The other sad thing in this is that some people say, ‘Oh, it’ll never happen.’ Well, as long as
people are saying that and pulling back on it, it will not, but I think it clearly demonstrates this
morning that the sooner we have some sort of electronic system set up the better and what a good
way to kick-start this strategy. I could not think of a more appropriate way, especially with the e-
commerce strategy, the Jupiter procedures that were spoken about yesterday, and all the other
good things that we are pushing for in the Isle of Man on the electronic highways.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mrs Christian.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. The hon. member who has just resumed his seat
has taken one of the points which I was going to make. I am not quite sure how quickly that
strategy can be implemented. It certainly would relieve members of the burden that they have had
to carry. One almost needed a wheelbarrow to get this Tynwald’s papers to the Court.

However, I think there is a willingness on behalf of all departments to embrace this strategy,
but we do need to concentrate on it and focus on it to make it happen. Indeed, if we do not have
electronic means of reviewing our Tynwald documentation by the next sitting, then I think a first
step might be to have the papers printed on both sides, because we have singularly failed in that
too at this sitting.

Mrs Crowe: And the use of A4 envelopes.

Mrs Christian: Even this report is only printed on one side, so we are really not focusing on
the issue.

In so far as the document does not have a yellow cover and purport to come from the Council
of Ministers, and I accept that perhaps it should have done, I think the fact that it was considered by
the Council and supported by all members is clearly a commitment to the acceptance by all
departments of the strategy.

In the DHSS we certainly have a disposal protocol in terms of how things should be recycled
or reused and then hopefully disposed of in some way where they can be used to advantage by
some other organisation and perhaps we should have such a protocol across all departments.
Maybe there is one in other departments, but it may be something that we can all compare and
contrast on how we actually carry that out.



The other point, and perhaps it is not the time to labour it, is that I do think that we should be
looking not simply at value for money but not ignoring value for money, nor should we be
necessarily outlawing all new paper products. I think the source of those products is important and
I think we have to bear in mind too that sometimes communities and their economies are hit badly
if we say, ‘No new products.’ If they are from renewable sources I do not think there is a problem
with that personally.

I think what we ought to be looking for is net environmental benefit and that has to take into
account our Island situation -

Mrs Crowe: Yes.

Mrs Christian: - and the costs, environmental costs, of exporting materials and so on, but
generally speaking, in terms of a government strategy for reducing waste in government, I think
this will receive support from all departments.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: Thank you, Mr President. This matter of whether or not this is a Council of Ministers
report I think has been adequately dealt with. I just think it is remarkable, given the timeframe that
has been allowed for to produce this report, that such a report could have been produced with so
much information and I would certainly like to commend Mrs Janice Jeal, who is by no means one
of our senior officers, for doing this single-handed. (Mr Gilbey: Hear, hear.)

On this issue of value for money, as far as I see that, the approach to that is quite clear. We
have convention obligations, we have legal obligations and they are our starting point and
irrespective of what they may cost us, with very few exceptions, we are tied to those, we must meet
those and we are seeking to meet those as a government, not just as a department. Beyond that
then I think it is quite appropriate for this Court to consider not just the issue of value for money but
net environmental benefit. If we have x amount of pounds to spend on an exercise such as this,
then we should be considering what we can achieve by using that money in one of several different
environmental programmes and we should be taking our decision on the basis, not just of value
for money, but also net environmental benefit for the money that we are spending and if we lose
sight of that, then I do not think we are honouring our obligation to the taxpayers.

What matters in this report is the programme. There is a programme proposed here, a
proposed policy and a programme of activities. That has been proposed by the department doing
their investigation and it has clearly been endorsed by the Council of Ministers. What we need is
Tynwald’s endorsement of that today and that will be carried forward and clearly we will make
considerable progress once that has been endorsed.

The issue of whether or not there will be greater or lesser control in terms of what we can
direct be done in this area, by the mere fact that we have a Waste Management Board as opposed
to the waste operation unit - I think that is academic in the extreme because we all know that it is
entirely up to us as to what that board does and what it does not do and what controls are imposed
upon it and the bottom line of course is quite clear and that is it is answerable to the Department of
Trade and Industry in the same way as several other statutory boards are currently answerable.

So let us put aside all this rhetoric and let us get on, endorse the report, get on with the
programme that is proposed and get on with the agenda.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I must say I was amazed and saddened by the emotional outburst by
the hon. member for Peel, that she should be so upset about a report which I would have thought
she would have welcomed as a positive step forward.

She says that the Council of Ministers were requested for a report. The report and its contents
are surely what matters, not whether it has actually a yellow cover outside it, which perhaps it



should, perhaps it should not have had, but the point is that the Council of Ministers delegated the
preparation of this to the Department of Local Government and the Environment as the relevant
department to undertake the work, because it is the department that is charged with such duties
and has the staff with the experience and expertise to put them into effect.

As the hon. member for Peel knows, having been a minister herself, the Council of Ministers
approves all the policy documents put before this hon. Court. Indeed I would say that my
colleagues in the Council of Ministers, particularly the hon. member for Castletown, are particularly
strict in not allowing any policies to be put forward by departments which are not approved by the
Council and indeed certain policies that departments have put forward have been rejected by the
Council and have not been put before this hon. Court.

Now, regarding the Treasury, naturally the Treasury has to concur with proposals which have
or may have a financial effect. That is right and proper and applies to all proposals by government
departments and government boards. Furthermore the Value for Money Committee has a special
part in considering the Government’s purchasing policies.

Now, there will have to be a balance in any detailed recommendations brought forward
between environmental benefits and possible financial costs and no responsible person would
rush in new policies without knowing this balance between environmental benefit and financial
situation. However, unfortunately, there was not time to complete all this between June and now.
Indeed, at the June sitting of this hon. Court I stated very clearly that the task envisaged by the
resolution in the name of the hon. member for Peel, could not reasonably be completed by October
2001 and this is repeated in the contents of the present report which includes a number of specific
and positive recommendations but also indicates that more work needs to be done.

I am glad that the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs Cannell, unlike the hon. member for
Peel, was gracious and feels that this is a valuable first step and that she welcomes the
recommendations. I can assure her that the department, the Waste Management Unit, under Mr
Trevor Fletcher, and I are totally committed to minimisation, reuse and recycling and
environmentally friendly policies and I am sure that Mr Fletcher will note to follow up, either while
he is part of the department or when he is in the new Waste Management Board, her interesting
proposal of setting targets for local authorities.

Now, the hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey, says, how will the work be done if the
responsibility is going to be handed over to the Waste Management Board? And here I would say
that the Waste Management Board Order approved yesterday will merely have the effect of
transferring these and other responsibilities to that board from the department with effect from 1st
April 2002 and in fact my colleague the hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine, has explained this in
greater detail.

I would very much like to thank the hon. member for Rushen, Sir Miles Walker, for his support.
It is extremely valuable that he, as an experienced ex-Chief Minister, should confirm that the report
obviously had the support of, and represented the policies of, the Council of Ministers. I believe that
the resolution of Tynwald has been fulfilled and I therefore hope that the amendment by the hon.
member for Peel will not be supported.

I certainly agree with Sir Miles’ remarks about furniture and I think we all have a part to play in
seeing that good furniture, which for one reason or another is replaced by other furniture, is not
wasted.

I note the point made by the hon. Minister for Agriculture, the member for West Douglas, Mr
Downie, that the Waste Management Board should be comprised of people with expertise, and it
is certainly right. We also want people who subscribe to our environmentally friendly waste
management strategy and hierarchy.

I would like to thank the hon. Chief Minister for confirming that the report represents the views,
I think unanimously I can say, of the Council of Ministers.



Mr Henderson, the hon. member for North Douglas, referred to the giant pack of Tynwald
papers which we all received. It has been said that we needed a wheelbarrow for them. I needed a
small suitcase for mine. And he suggested the interesting idea of reducing this paper in future by
electronic means, and it is interesting in this respect that recently an officer of the Department of
Local Government and the Environment, Mr Phil Halliwell, has visited the Welsh Assembly to see
how electronic means can be used to reduce the amount of paper that is circulated. (Mr
Henderson: Hear, hear.)

I would like to thank Mrs Christian for again confirming the Council of Ministers’ total support
for this report. Mr President, I hope that this report will get equally the unanimous support of this
hon. Court because I believe it encapsulates policies that all of us believe in and support and I
hope that the hon. member for Peel’s amendment will be totally rejected. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion then is printed at 57 on the order paper and to that
you have had circulated the amendment moved by Mrs Hannan, that after ‘approved’ we add the
words ‘and views with concern that the resolution of June 2001 Tynwald was not fulfilled.’ Will
those in favour of the amendment please say aye; against, no. The noes have it.

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Mrs Cannell, Mrs Hannan and Karran - 3

Against: Messrs Gilbey, Quine, Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Rimington,
Houghton, Henderson Cretney, Duggan, Braidwood Downie, Singer, Bell, Corkill, Cannell,
Gelling and the Speaker - 19

Mr Gelling: On a point of order, Mr President, I think Mr Quine is sitting in his seat and his
name was called, but I think the vote was missed.

Mr Quine: Well, if it is for clarity, it is against, sir.

The Clerk: I have got a vote for Mr Quine as against.

The Speaker: Mr President, the amendment fails in the House of Keys, 3 votes in favour and
20 votes against.

In the Council -

For: None

Against: The Lord Bishop, Mr Waft, Dr Mann, Messrs Kniveton, Radcliffe and Mrs Christian — 6

The President: No votes for in the Council, hon. member, the amendment therefore fails to
carry. I now put to you -

Mr Cretney: Mr President -

Mr Braidwood: Mr President, a point of order.

The President: Now, let us have one at a time. Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: The vote was 3 for, 20 against, and there are only 22 members in the
chamber in the Keys, sir.

Mr Cretney: My point was the same, sir.

The President: Right. Hon. members, we will call the vote again so that there will be
absolutely no problem.

The Speaker: Mr President, can I ask that members, in responding to the vote, call their
response out rather more loudly than they do?

The President: I am sure they will this turn round, Mr Speaker.



In the Keys -

For: Mrs Cannell, Mrs Hannan and Mr Karran - 3

Against: Messrs Gilbey, Quine Rodan, North, Sir Miles Walker, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Rimington,
Houghton, Henderson, Cretney, Duggan, Braidwood, Downie, Singer, Bell, Corkill, Cannell,
Gelling and the Speaker - 19

The Speaker: Mr President, in the House of Keys the amendment fails, 3 votes in favour, 19
votes against, sir.

The President: Hon. members, that corrects the error which was possibly made on the first
time round, but in fact with the Council still maintaining its vote the amendment fails to carry.

We therefore put to you at 57 the motion on the order paper, hon. members. Will those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Recycling Study — Received

The President: We turn then to 58 and deal with the recycling study and again I call on the
Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move.

Mr Gilbey: Mr President, I beg to move:

That the Recycling Study be received.

Again my opening remarks will take more like one or two minutes than five.

During the debate which led to the securing of the finance to construct the all-Island (energy
from waste) incinerator facility at Middle Farm, Braddan, I gave an undertaking to this hon. Court
that a review of recycling potential on the Island, with particular regard to kerbside recycling
schemes, would be conducted by the Department of Local Government and the Environment. I am
happy to report that a review has been carried out as promised and is before this hon. Court today
for consideration of hon. members.

The document was a joint effort by staff of the department’s waste operations management
unit and the environmental consultants SLR (IoM) Limited.

As will be seen, the report investigates and comments upon the legislation relating to waste
management, recovery, and potential improvements to recycling. It also examines in some detail
alternative waste collection methods, in particular relating to the collection of recyclables and the
viability of kerbside collection in our Island community. The document provides information on
potential markets for recyclable materials, indicative costs for various schemes and some
illustrative case studies. It is, I believe, a comprehensive study of the situation both here and in the
adjacent isles.

Mr President, hon. members have previously been circulated with the details and I beg to
move.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I will try and keep to your strictures of five minutes, sir,
because I am conscious of the meaty agenda ahead of us and I think we all have to accept that
discipline, that there are five select committee reports which all need -

The President: Your first minute has gone. (Interjections)

Mr Rimington: - addressing later in the day and I would ask personally, if I may, sir, that in our
opening speeches, which was very briefly done by the minister, we could also paraphrase our
closing speeches to speed things up.



criterion for all the authorities will be put forward to the Council of Ministers within the next few
weeks.

The President: We turn then to the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Could I ask the hon. minister, by adopting a common housing criterion by
throwing people off the housing lists who are under 45 who are now on housing lists in
permitted authorities, does she not believe that, in using her words, those people under 45 who
have now a limited chance of housing will have none at all and that she is actually going to go
backwards?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: It is unusual for the hon. member for Ramsey to misunderstand the reply to a
question, but I quite clearly stated -

Mr Singer: Your words.

Mrs Crowe: - in particular the uniform criteria for public sector waiting lists and in particular
the acceptance of people under 45 years of age on that scheme, so that means that other
authorities will follow Ramsey’s lead and maybe other authorities - I am not fully aware of which
authorities do and which authorities do not, but I did quite clearly state that the common criterion
would be for the inclusion of those persons.

Incinerator — Acceptability of Emissions — Question by Mr Duggan

Question 13. The hon. member for Douglas South (Mr Duggan) to ask the Minister for
Local Government and the Environment:

Is your department satisfied that the emissions from the new incinerator will meet the latest
requirements?

The President: Question 13. Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Local Government and the Environment, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. Yes, in answer to the question by the hon. member
for South Douglas, indeed the waste disposal licence will require the energy from waste facility
to meet all EU requirements. In fact, it is likely that the waste disposal licence will be more
stringent than the equivalent UK integrated pollution control authorisation. For example, the
waste disposal licence will require continuous sampling for dioxins to ensure that they remain
within the prescribed limits, thus ensuring public health is safeguarded. I would like to remind
the hon. member for Douglas South that the greatest source of dioxin production in the Douglas
area is the hospital incinerator, which will be closed when the energy from waste facility is
operational, but there are many other sources of dioxins such as domestic fires, bonfires,
firework displays -

Mr Downie: Barbecues.

Mrs Crowe: - barbecues, quite! Public health will be better protected if people stopped
burning plastic crisp packets and the like on open fires in the area.

Now, in conclusion the department, through the energy from waste disposal licence, will
ensure that the facility is properly controlled, which will ensure that the health of the public is
safeguarded. In fact, the resultant closure of the hospital incinerator will significantly reduce
pollution, as I hope will the demise of open fires, reducing the level of pollution in the Douglas
area. Currently, we are assessing dioxin levels in the area and we expect when the energy from
waste disposal unit is operational, that there will be a decrease and not an increase in dioxin
levels.



The President: It is interesting that, whilst I am concerned at the way members ask their
supplementary questions, ministers also make themselves available for supplementary
questions by introducing other things than what is put on the question paper. (Mr Delaney: Hear,
hear.) Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President. I thank the minister for her reply, but could I have an
assurance from the minister that the monitoring will be done by an independent body? And also,
could I ask the minister regarding her department introducing a Clean Air Act (Mr Cretney: Hear,
hear.) to the Isle of Man.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Yes, to the first part, most certainly, it will be done independently and I would,
myself personally, dearly love to see a Clear Air Act in the Isle of Man, but one would have to
bear in mind that additional cost of smokeless fuel could in fact cause harm to some low-
income groups because it would be an additional burden, and it is a case that has been looked
at on more than one occasion. But I would have no difficulty at all in introducing a Clean Air Act
but I would like to take into consideration those people who burn coal at the present time and
not solid fuel because, of course, there is a cost implication to those families.

Taxi Service — Douglas Corporation Refusal to Join in Consultations —
Question by Mr Delaney

Question 14. The hon. member of the Council (Mr Delaney) to ask the Minister for
Transport:

What reasons were given by Douglas Corporation for not wishing to take part in the
consultation on the function of the Island’s taxi services?

The President: I call on Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: I beg leave to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Transport to reply, the hon. member, Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. I must say firstly that, following recent
correspondence and dialogue, I believe the question misinterprets the true position of Douglas
Corporation with regard to the Island’s taxi services. Douglas Corporation and Onchan District
Commissioners played a very full part over several years in the consultation carried out through
the Hackney working party prior to the introduction of the Road Transport Bill being drafted. More
recently a response has been made again by the joint committee to consultation on draft
subordinate legislation which is being prepared under the Road Transport Act 2001. That
response advised they had no adverse comments to make. However, I assume that the
question refers more specifically to the circumstances surrounding the failure of the corporation
to submit a nomination to represent them on the new Road Transport Licensing Committee
prior to the selections being made.

All I am able to confirm is that my department circulated a letter to all local authorities on
17th September 2001. As is usual, this process was done by mail-merge; therefore individual
copies are not retained. Rather, the standard letter and the addressees provide the copy for my
department. We are, therefore, unable to conclusively prove the letter was dispatched, although
all investigations lead us to the belief that the letter was posted. Regrettably, Douglas
Corporation have no evidence of receiving the said letter and were, therefore, unaware of the
closing date for nominations of 5th October.

After collating names, my department subsequently submitted a list of names to the Chief
Secretary’s Office and I believe that the Council of Ministers approved a selection of five persons
on 15th November 2001. On this date it became known to Douglas Corporation that they no



record of the original letter and therefore a fax copy was sent on that date. The following day a fax
reply was received in my department putting forward the nomination of a councillor with
experience of the joint Hackney Licensing Committee. The speed of this response, I believe,
indicates the willingness and desire of the corporation to maintain full involvement in the
Island’s taxi services.

I, like the corporation, am disappointed that through the failure to receive the original letter,
the nominee was in reality unable to be considered. This was compounded by the mistaken
belief that there was still sufficient time for consideration of their nominee, which in fact was not
possible. I believe no blame should be attached to either party as situations like this will
inevitably occur from time to time, but I also trust that the corporation will take an active role in
consultations with the Road Transport Licensing Committee on any issues of concern provided
that the committee is approved by Tynwald later in this sitting.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: I thank the minister for reading that reply. Could I ask the minister, would he
confirm that the letter that was sent to Douglas Corporation does not mention Douglas
Corporation - that is the one that was sent on 17th November - and actually refers to local
authority commissioners? The second question is, was the letter delivered by hand through our
messengers or was it delivered by the Post Office? The third question is, when the minister said
in the last part of his answer, which I was pleased to get, that there was no opportunity to
include a representative from the whole of Douglas on this committee, wasn’t that possibility,
after this resolution that appears today, to form the committee pulled off the agenda at the
December sitting of Tynwald? Was it not possible to consider a nomination from Douglas then?
And will he confirm, just for the facts, that as this stands as a proposed committee, that no
person who lives in Douglas or represents anyone in Douglas will be on this committee?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin: Firstly, yes, it is regrettable that the letter went out from the Department of
Transport referring to local authority commissioners, which is something which has been
rectified in the department and should not occur in the future. That may in some way have
accounted for the reason that Douglas Corporation did not possibly, if they received it, feel it was
appropriate to them.

Secondly, the opportunity for further consideration of the nominee - yes, it would have been
made available and was available following the withdrawal of the motion in the December
Tynwald. However, the purpose of the structure of that committee was in order to try to get
representation across the spread of the geographical mix of the Island combined with those
experienced in the previous committee. It was therefore felt it was more appropriate that the
replacement of the nominee this afternoon fulfilled the criterion that was used to appoint the first
initial representative, a Mr Kelly.

The issue of further representation is one which Douglas Corporation and myself will have
dialogue about. The structure is one where I am not aware of the actual addresses of those
people living, and it is quite possible that nobody living within the Douglas area is on that
committee; however, Onchan have been working in partnership with Douglas for many years
and it is one whereby a representative of the eastern block will be covered on that committee.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Thank you, Mr President. Does the minister not think it strange that, as there is
a joint committee in operation between Douglas and Onchan, Onchan received the invitation
and in fact Onchan nominated a Mr Watterson, and yet the same officer who represents
Douglas Corporation Services Committee claims that Douglas Corporation were never



contacted while this nomination must have been a topic for discussion between the Joint
Hackney Authority. Does the minister think that is not strange?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, I am not responsible for the internal workings of Douglas
Corporation. It is an issue that I have discussed with Councillor Christian. It is one where, on
both sides, we are going to look into the circumstances to ensure that it cannot happen again.
The dialogue between the Onchan and the Douglas branches is a matter for them, sir.

The President: Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President, and I would also like to thank your fellow minister for
asking a supplementary that I was going to ask in relation to the formation of that committee.
Could the minister please give consideration, now that we have got this resolved to some
extent, to the extension of this committee into six persons rather than five to include the oldest
licensing authority in the Isle of Man? They have been licensing carriages and horses and carts
and everything else in relation to transport of people for 75 to 100 years, and it would be
appropriate that their knowledge of the system could be of help to this committee.

The President: Minister.

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, I consider lots of things and I certainly will consider that.
However, the legislation is drafted; I do not wish to slow down a very important committee. The
importance of that committee will be explained further this afternoon. I believe that consideration
as to the future make-up of that committee is best being examined once we fully know the
workload of the responsibility of that committee.

Mr Delaney: Thank you.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask the minister, is it not a fact that the criticism that there was at the
last sitting of this House was that there were members on it from local authorities who had
been involved in taxi and taxi licences? And, in actual fact I believe there are still three local
authority members on this, and when this is being looked at, could I ask the minister if he were
maybe considering broadening the membership of the committee away from local authority
representation? Local authority representatives, surely, do not have any better insight into
transport or taxi arrangements than anyone else, I would have though.

The President: Minister.

Mr Shimmin: Certainly, Mr President, I believe there is an argument for both sides as to
whether this committee should be substantially made up of bodies seen as being
representatives of the users or whether it is those more knowledgeable about the technical
matters regarding legislation. It is one where the decision which has been taken is one which at
this stage I support, although as it is a new body I believe there would be a need for review. It is
one whereby we have already had correspondence from different taxi organisations expressing
differing views, which seems to be the history of this whole issue. I would be grateful for the
House supporting the initiation of this committee and it will be evaluated based on the
information provided to the department by the committee but also those users who are affected
by anything to do with the taxi service.

Ballafletcher Road, Braddan — Introduction of Speed Limit — Question by Mr Duggan

Question 15. The hon. member for Douglas South (Mr Duggan) to ask the minister for
Transport:



Will your department consider the introduction of a 30 mph speed limit for the whole of
Ballafletcher Road, Braddan?

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Mr President, I beg leave to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Again I call on Mr Shimmin, Minister for Transport, to reply.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. My department published its proposals in draft on
the 18th December to introduce a 40 mph speed limit on the rural section of the Ballafletcher
Road, south of the entrance to the Vehicle Test Centre. I am presently considering whether to
make the order as there have been two objections.

Mr Duggan: A supplementary, Mr President. Would the minister consider a 30 mph limit? It
is 30 up from Cronkbourne Village, and where the cemetery meets the road there, there is a bad
hump and the visibility is very poor in that area, so I think it would be common sense if possibly
the minister could consider 30 miles per hour right through. Also, could the minister, while he is
considering matters of safety in the area, also consider the possibility of a 20 mph limit outside
Braddan School because I believe there is a proposal to make that 40 miles per hour, which
would be ludicrous in my opinion because you have children coming and going from school.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, that area of Ballafletcher Road referred to, as many people will
be aware, is a wide road which has a footway, there is minimal access and it is rural in nature;
therefore the speed limit of 40 miles per hour does seem appropriate. However, that is going to
be revised in view of the objections, to make sure that that decision is appropriate. There was
recently a fatal accident on the Ballafletcher Road; however, it is not believed that this was
caused by excessive speed.

In regard to Braddan School road, we shall shortly be publishing the first of new orders
under section 3 of the Road Traffic Amendment Act 2001 which will allow us to impose a
variable speed limit outside Braddan School. Subject to confirmation of the orders, the speed
limit, it is intended, will operate such that on school days a speed limit of 20 miles per hour will
be initiated between the hours of 8.30 and 9.30 in the morning and 3 o’clock and 4 o’clock in the
afternoon or as advised by the Department of Education, but at all of the times it may reflect 40
miles per hour. However, in consultation with my colleagues in the department, we will be
looking at this whole matter.

Mr Duggan: I thank the minister, sir.

International Business School — Source of Funding — Question by Mr Karran

Question 16. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

(1) Given that the International Business School is a creature of the Department of
Education, and that the government has guaranteed its obligation to repay a loan of
£5.5 million, was it the whole truth for you to have said that funds for the purchase of
the Nunnery were being raised in the private sector, or is it also the case that there
has been a commitment, albeit contingent, of at least this amount of public money;
and

(2) if that is so, have you given Tynwald a complete and balanced account of the position
hitherto?

The President: I call on the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: I call on the Minister for Education, the hon. member for Garff, to reply.



Mr Rodan: Mr President, I intend to answer all the questions and would stress, for the
avoidance of any doubt, that the International Business School has absolutely nothing to hide. I
fully support the right of members of Tynwald to ask questions and receive answers in the
public interest, but I must say that I am puzzled by the tone and extent of the hon. member’s
apparent smear campaign against the International Business School. Some of these questions
are thinly disguised attempts to discredit an institution that has the potential to become the first
University of the Isle of Man and which growing numbers of families in the Isle of Man are
currently placing their faith and trust in for obtaining degree qualifications. One can only
speculate as to the ultimate source of this hostility, and I would seek an assurance at the
appropriate time from the hon. member Mr Karran that there are no hidden agendas or private
grudges behind this campaign. I would also question the hon. member’s motives in subjecting
members of this hon. Court to 17 questions on this subject this morning when he knew perfectly
well it was tabled for debate at this sitting, when there would have been full opportunity to
thoroughly discuss the issue.

To the first of these questions, I think it would be incorrect to describe the International
Business School as a ‘creature’ of the Department of Education. Although it is a nominee
company of the department, as a university school or college it has to be seen as to be
intellectually and academically independent. A serious higher educational institution has to be
seen as such, both from within and outside the Isle of Man. That is why it was structured as a
separate entity and as a registered charity and as a company limited by guarantee with an
independent board of directors. It is, however, correct to say that the purchase has been made
by funds raised by the private sector and therefore is outside government’s capital programme.
If, by a commitment of public money, the hon. member means the Treasury guarantee, then of
course it is only if the company defaults on its loan from the bank that such a commitment will
become necessary, but I want to stress that Treasury’s contingent liabilities have themselves
been secured on the value of the whole of the Nunnery estate itself and therefore, in the event of
default, no public money will ultimately necessarily be called upon.

There has been no intent to mislead Tynwald in any way and all expenditure hitherto has
been either part of Tynwald resolution or departmental accounts subject to the scrutiny of policy
and budgetary procedures. However, the final purchase completion did come at a time when
there was no Tynwald sitting, and while I accept it would have been politically desirable to place
a motion for Tynwald approval for the avoidance of any misunderstanding, it was neither
technically necessary nor practically possible. To have delayed completion to achieve prior
Tynwald approval would have entailed, enormous financial penalties and meant having to pay
the third year’s lease payment of £210,000. If there is apparent confusion over these issues, I
welcome the opportunity to give an explanation.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, firstly will the minister reply to the question on the answer paper?
Second supplementary: would the minister not agree that the Isle of Man College is an affiliated
college to the University of Liverpool and also to its two associate colleges? Would he also not
agree, in a statement which has no relevance to the answer to this hon. question on this paper,
that there is no real educational independence as far as the IBS is concerned? His department
controls it totally. And would the minister please answer the question? It has taken a lot of time
in order to get the facts out to this hon. House and to the people outside this hon. Court.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Yes, Mr President, obviously there is some confusion in the hon. member’s
mind as to these issues. I hope that in the course of Question Time and the subsequent debate
any confusion will be allayed.



As far as the business school being controlled by the Department of Education, I did go to
some pains to explain that as a nominee company of the department that is a perfectly proper
set-up, given the importance of this institution of higher education, not further education like the
college, being seen as academically independent, especially when it is working closely with the
private and academic sectors.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: A further supplementary. Would the minister then agree with the contents of the
question in front of him? Was it the whole truth to say that the funds were raised from the private
sector when the truth is, when he replies to question 18, it is clearly not the case and this
House, maybe not intentionally, has been misled.

The President: We have not reached question 18. Minister, do you wish to respond to that?

Mr Rodan: No, sir.

International Business School — Treasury Objections — Question by Mr Karran

Question 17. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

You have been told that government is fully aware, and was fully briefed, on the business
school development and that you had Treasury concurrence: will you explain the Treasury
objections to this project, as recorded in the minutes of that department, and how they were
overcome?

The President: I call on the hon. minister for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Again, Minister for Education.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, this is not a question that I can answer. I have not seen any
Treasury minutes and, unless there are public documents to which the hon. member, Mr
Karran, has access, I would not expect to see such minutes. As I am not party to them, I suggest
he direct such questions to the Treasury minister. However, Mr President, I would be amazed if
minutes of that Department of Treasury did not in fact record questions, concerns and indeed
objections, because is it not the role of Treasury to give scrutiny and indeed to be sceptical of all
projects, both great and small?

The President: Hon. member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree, then, that it would be in the public
interest, as this scheme that has been developed by the Department of Education, does amount
to a large amount of public money? Would he support the releasing, as a minister of the Council
of Ministers, of the Treasury minutes, as the minister does not seem to have a problem either?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: What is in the public interest, Mr President, is that there is no misunderstanding
and an appreciation that the business school has nothing to hide, and I welcome the release of
all information about the business school and indeed I am trying to do that at this precise
moment.

International Business School — Source of Funding — Question by Mr Karran

Question 18. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

You told Tynwald in October 2001 that, since the Isle of Man International Business School
was incorporated by your Department, out of a total of £1,719,000, Isle of Man taxpayers have
provided £1,609,000; how much of the £110,000 the company claims came from its own efforts
was used as capital sums by the company?



The President: I call on the hon. minister for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Education.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the figure quoted by the hon. member Mr Karran for public support
for the International Business School represents the total from its inception in 1999 to the end of
the current financial year. Of this, £534,000 represents capital expenditure, including the
purchase of furniture, computer equipment, telephones and all the other paraphernalia of a
start-up institution, along with the costs of refurbishing the ground floors of the Nunnery,
including all the fees involved. During the same period the International Business School has
earned £370,000 in total, of which approximately £250,000 is in the current financial year. None
of this will be used for capital expenditure.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the minister inform this hon. House how much of the actual
£110,000 of the claims is raised through his own efforts? How much of that is actually cash and
how much is that benefit in kind, and would the minister not agree that he would find that the
actual money is even smaller than that when we look at real cash terms that the taxpayer has
almost totally paid for this development?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: No, Mr President, that is absolute rubbish. The figure comprises fees from
lettings, real money, and fees from students, real students, £110,000.

Nunnery — Value of Property — Question by Mr Karran

Question 19. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Will you explain why your department had the government valuer to value the Nunnery and
why, when the government valuer expressed the value of that property as being between £3.4
million and £3.7 million, did the Treasury provide a guarantee for the sum of £5.5 million?

The President: I call on the hon. minister for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Again I call on the Minister for Education.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, my department has had no valuation from the government valuer
on the figures stated in the question. The only valuation provided by the government valuer was
a preliminary assessment given in September 2000 - in other words, a starting point for any
future negotiation. The figure given at that time was £2.6 million and related to the buildings and
land being leased by the business school, not the whole estate, which was not then the
principal objective of the intended negotiations. The government valuer gave the figure, in his
words, ‘in order to get the matter moving’ and it is very important to note his caveat to the
department that, I quote, ‘Any deal over the purchase of the property will be one of negotiation
rather than pure valuation principles.’ Mr President, we did not take forward the matter with the
government valuer as we had been advised to have an external valuation done and to take that
valuation to Treasury as the basis to seek permission to negotiate.

The sum of £5.5 million takes account of valuation of the Nunnery mansion house, the
buying back of the lease of 10 acres of government land with 72 years left to run, and a further
42 acres of the Nunnery estate. It is very important to note that there is outline planning approval
on this which has also been acquired, or inherited, in the process for the development of a
country club, part-hotel, nine-acre golf course and housing. That is the extent of current planning



permissions. Of course it is the intention to develop the business school further for purposes of
education. I believe this represents a good deal for the public of the Isle of Man.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree that the planning permission that he
has told this hon. House is of no use to the IBS or to the Department of Education in that it
actually would break its own articles of association as far as the company is concerned and they
could not use that and it is worthless? Would the minister also agree that at the end of the day,
the previous owner has managed to obtain an enhanced value for the property where the rightful
value belongs to the Manx taxpayer in that the covenants which were on that property restricted
how much that property was worth?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, it is not correct to say that the planning permission confers no
value. It indeed confers value to the real estate to a third party and it is a third party, who will be
interested in the value of that real estate in the event of the business school not progressing. I
would also stress that there is a working party established at the present time to identify
potential value to government of the real estate of the Nunnery.

As far as the previous owner is concerned and planning permission is given to him and
the hon. member, Mr Karran’s question regarding covenants, the process of negotiation in fact
took full account of both planning permissions and covenants and the realising of and unlocking
of the value of the estate, notwithstanding covenants placed upon it.

The President: Hon. member, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree that without a massive amount of
public money from the Department of Tourism, the planning permission for a country club would
not be feasible at the present time, and would the minister not also agree that the owners would
still have to negotiate over the covenants that the government put on this property when it sold it
to Mr Sangster in the first place and so it would still have to have the concurrence of the
government?

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I do not wish to answer on behalf of the Department of Tourism,
but indeed realising any planning permission along the lines for which outline approval, not
detailed, has been given may well involve governments assistance. That may well be the case.
As far as existence of covenants is concerned, I believe I have dealt with that adequately.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. For the record of this hon. Court, may I ask the hon.
member to explain: simply why didn’t the government purchase this land and then simply lease
the relevant area of land to the International Business School? Now, it is the view of many hon.
members of this Court that this can lead to further complications by seeking land from the
International Business School or the company that runs that school rather than from Treasury of
from the Department of Local Government and the Environment with regard to the future splitting
of that estate, if at all appropriate, in the future, sir?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I had on previous occasions clearly stated that the funding for
acquisition of the Nunnery estate was to be provided through private finance albeit underwritten
by Treasury with requisite guarantee to accommodate the desire not to call upon public funds at
this time. I think this approach is completely consistent with the objectives of the business
school and reflects the public private nature of the enterprise. Notwithstanding that, it would
have been possible technically to acquire the Nunnery estate for that sum using public funds,



using the capital programme, it was determined that at the time it was preferable to go forward
with the knowledge that the private sector was anxious to be involved in the development of the
business school and to take up the availability of private finance through a bank underwritten by
Treasury - perfectly in order, not unusual. In fact, such approaches have been done by
government in the past and I think particularly of the outstanding example, the Water Authority,
when the hon. member himself was chairman of it, entered into a private public finance
arrangement.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: I thank the hon. minister. First of all I want to say that I have confidence in the
minister. I disagree in certain details with the actions taken, but that goes without saying. Would
the hon. minister not agree that the Water Board is slightly different in the fact that it did have
Tynwald approval and this one did not? Could I also ask the minister: is it not a fact that all
planning permissions, if they are not acted upon, cease after two years, and therefore to say that
this property has planning permission, unless it has been developed within the next two years
or since it was granted, those planning permissions cease and therefore they have a very
limited add-on value to the state of the property?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: Yes, thank you, Mr President. Of course, the support hitherto to the business
school from the Department of Education has been subject to Tynwald approval at budget time,
all expenditure having come via the Department of Education revenue submissions and any
capital expenditure put before this Court, as happened last year for specific approval. So there is
no difficulty with that one.

In relation to the time-limited nature of planning approval, the hon. member is, of course,
correct that the planning approval currently extant was a three-year approval in principle and
would have in theory to be applied for again, and certainly would need to be applied for in the
event of a third party wishing to realise value of the asset. It will be part of the consideration of
the working group as to whether it would be appropriate for existing planning approvals to be
extended or indeed as to whether the estate should be more properly identified for specific
purposes in the national strategic interest. I suspect it will be the latter course that will be
followed.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. Could I just ask the minister, will the trustees who are
members of this Tynwald Court have to relinquish that trusteeship on their subsequent vacation
of office and will the other trustees who will then have to be nominated come from this Tynwald
Court? Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Minister to reply, but it is nowhere near allied to the question on the paper.

Mr Rodan: Yes, thank you. Just very briefly, Mr President, it would be more correct to use
the term ‘nominee members’ of the Department of Education as being proprietors of the
company in whose name the directors act so that they are not trustees in a company law sense,
and they, of course, comprise the then members of the Department of Education, namely myself
as minister and the hon. member of Council, Dr Mann, as a member of the department and
currently chairman of the directors of the business school, and it is intended to ensure that the
nominee members are there in future years ex officio.

The President: Final supplementary on 19, hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree that on lifting the covenants it
increased the value of the property by almost £2 million and perhaps this explains why it was



never sold to any commercial buyer? Would the minister agree that that is the reason why we
are seeing such a high price for this property?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: The reason we are seeing this particular price for the property is because this is
what the external valuer has valued the property at, having regard to what was paid for it, having
regard to existing market conditions, having regard to existing planning approvals with or without
covenants. This is the valuation placed upon it quite independently, the one that was accepted
and the one that has been acted upon.

International Business School — Laying of Accounts before Tynwald —
Question by Mr Karran

Question 20. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Will you confirm that, on documents filed at the General Registry signed by you, the
following is a matter of public record that ‘the school is currently funded by the Isle of Man
Government and the Isle of Man International Business School Limited is required to lay its
accounts before Tynwald as a recipient of significant public funding’?

The President: Question 20. Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the short answer to this question is yes, I will confirm that.

Nunnery — Purchase of — Treasury Refusal of Further Funding — Question by Mr Karran

Question 21. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Can you say why the Treasury refused to agree to an additional £50,000 being paid to the
owner of the Nunnery in 1999 by the Department of Education for an option to purchase the
Nunnery property at the end of the three-year lease?

The President: Question 21. I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister to reply to 21.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the quoted figure of £50,000 is wholly incorrect and the terms of
the proposed option are also incorrect. The option was priced at £25,000 and the option was not
an option to purchase at the end of the lease but an option that could be exercised within four
months of the lease being signed, though possibly with completion being effected at the end of
the lease. It was felt by the management of the International Business School, by the
Department of Education and by Treasury that if at any time the International Business School
wished to purchase, the Nunnery Limited was seen as likely to be a willing seller. To pay a
premium of £25,000 to have this put in writing seems a wholly unnecessary extravagance, and I
would say this is an example of the IBS and the department taking care not to use taxpayer
funding in an unwise manner.

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

Mr Karran: Would the minister agree that the full details of this and any minutes of this
should be made available to hon. members and to the taxpayers who are ending up having to
foot the bill? Would the minister also, if there was an option agreement or whatever, tell this hon.
House what was the option price for the sum additional for the £25,000 which he claims now -
and I am told was £50,000 - and will he make all the details available so that they can be
scrutinised?



The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I am perfectly happy to make available to any member who
requires them and who is interested, the details and written particulars of this aspect of the
matter. From memory, the sum quoted at that time, three years ago, was of the order of £5
million. Whatever it was is purely academic, because the purpose of the exercise in embarking
upon a lease was so as not to enter into a long-term commitment, given that there was the
requirement for the business school to prove its worth in educational terms and in financial
terms. This is why the funding was limited initially for that to happen. It would not have made any
sense to embark on a long-term commitment at that time.

The President: A supplementary, sir?

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, can he then explain, in his presentation paper to hon. members, I
thought the figure of £2.2 million was actually put in that presentation pamphlet to hon.
members three years ago. There seems to be a bit of a discrepancy between that and what has
been said here today, hon. members.

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, there is no discrepancy. The purchase price of the Nunnery estate
by the then owner was £2.2 million; it is a matter of fact. Just as the latest round of negotiations
had an asking price of £6.5 million, which was the starting point for negotiations, so at that time
were negotiating figures put forward in excess, quite possibly, of the actual value of the estate.
So there is no difficulty; we must understand that asking prices may well be at considerable
variance from actual valuations following negotiation.

International Business School — Laying of Accounts before Tynwald —
Question by Mr Karran

Question 22. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Will you, in your capacity as minister and as director of the Isle of Man International
Business School, say when the accounts for this company that is a recipient of significant public
funding will be laid before Tynwald?

The President: Question 22, hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Mr President, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the properly audited accounts of the Isle of Man International
Business School were sent to the Clerk of Tynwald’s Office on the 28th February 2001. These
accounts were also lodged with the Registrar of Companies, as is properly and legally required,
on the same day. I would expect the accounts for the academic year which ended on 31st
August 2001 to be similarly lodged with the Clerk of Tynwald over the coming weeks following
the annual general meeting of the company.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, will the minister inform this hon. House, were they issued on time?
And would the minister not agree that, when charities that have no resources behind them, one
can sympathise that these issues sometimes do not keep to dates, but with the resources that
are behind his department and the IBS, it should really work to the laws and show by example
with it being a government institution?

The President: The question is, are you timely, sir? Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, there seems to be a suggestion that obligations are not being
complied with here. I have given the answer that the accounts were lodged at the Clerk of



Tynwald’s Office quite properly as they are required to be. Now, I have found out, in fairness, that
the then Acting Clerk of Tynwald, Mr Bawden, at that time was secretary of the Public Accounts
Committee, and it may well have been that those accounts did not come to the floor of Tynwald
because it was perhaps made unclear that that was their purpose. I do have a copy of the
accompanying cover note with those accounts to say that this was a copy of the IBS first annual
accounts for Tynwald. I would expect the matter to be rectified with the next set of accounts in as
much as they will be properly laid before Tynwald. The fact remains, though, that the intention
had been to do so; there is evidence also to that fact.

International Business School — Incorporation — Costs — Question by Mr Karran

Question 23. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Will you confirm that the Isle of Man International Business School Limited, company
number 09586C, was incorporated by you together with Dr Edgar Mann and Mr B Cowin on 25th
May 1999 and that the instructions to incorporate were given by you to Dickinson Cruickshank &
Co. on Department of Education headed notepaper and all the costs of the incorporation were
paid out of the Department of Education?

The President: Question 23, hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, there is no company on the companies register with the number
quoted. If, however, the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, means company number
095860C, then it does seem highly likely and totally unexceptional that the information in the
question is correct.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, a supplementary. Would the minister not agree, then, that when
both he and the Treasury minister were refusing to give information to members of this hon.
House on the grounds of commercial confidentiality, this company was bought and paid for with
public money and that was an abuse of the executive - I am not talking about the hon. member
but of the Council of Ministers - to proceed with that viewpoint?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I am very sorry but I have no recollection whatsoever of saying that
information about the purchase was being withheld on reasons of commercial confidentiality.
Indeed, the information was given in a very fulsome press release when it was appropriate to
release the information after the conclusion of the purchase. It would have been unthinkable, not
only in this instance but in any transaction taking place, if details were to be publicly revealed
before the transaction was completed, and I would have thought the hon. member would have
appreciated that.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Would the minister not agree that the situation is that this company is funded
not by the private sector but was developed and paid for from every stage of its start in life by
taxpayers money and would he not agree that that is the case?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: No, Mr President, I would not agree. Hon. members of Tynwald, including Mr
Karran, who stayed for part of last week’s presentation will have seen business plan projections
which clearly showed income stream, not only from the Department of Education - i.e. public
funding, which is totally normal for any educational institution - but would have showed income



stream from lettings and fees which in time, if we let the business school do so, have the
potential to be a considerable income stream indeed to that higher education institution.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, then with the exception of the number - and I regret that the ‘0’ was
missing out, but I do not have the resource facilities that obviously government has - would the
minister not agree that the question on the paper is factual in every way apart from missing out
the nought in the company number and the fact is that it was paid for, we paid the legal fees and
everything to do with this company was paid for by the taxpayer via the Department of Education
with the sanction of the Treasury?

The President: The minister indicated that earlier. Minister.

Mr Rodan: Yes, thank you. There is nothing new in that statement of the hon. member. The
Chief Minister has made it perfectly clear that every item of public funding of the business school
has come via the Department of Education, been subjected to proper processes of scrutiny and
ultimately has been approved by this hon. Court.

International Business School — Failure to Place Financial Motion before Tynwald —
Question by Mr Karran

Question 24. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

As it is clear that government must place a financial motion before Tynwald for capital
sums, and as it is beyond doubt that taxpayers have provided almost all the money for the
International Business School since it was created, including money used for capital sums, can
you say why you have not put such a motion?

The President: Question 24. I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I am very happy to answer this. I do not wish to waste the time of
the hon. Court by making repetitive statements on issues I have already answered, but I am
nonetheless prepared to answer these points.

There of course has already been a financial motion before Tynwald in respect of capital
expenditure. For the refurbishment of the ground and lower floors, I asked for a supplementary
vote to cover this activity as was agreed with Treasury before the work was begun and the cost of
furnishings, fittings et cetera - this was a capital sum of £534,000 - it was debated on the floor of
this Court and a vote taken to approve the expenditure, the hon. member Mr Karran being the
only member of Tynwald to vote against the proposal. That is the only capital expenditure that
has been undertaken using government funding. It is irrefutable that the cheque that went to the
Nunnery Limited to make the purchase of the Nunnery estate was a cheque from HSBC Bank
and not the government.

As I have stated earlier, and it has been stated on several occasions, the government
would only have to make a capital payment for the Nunnery if the company defaults on payment
or goes into liquidation. Even then there is the option to realise the value of real estate assets.
The support that the International Business School receives from government via the
Department of Education is recurrent expenditure support out of revenue. This support is
common knowledge and appears in Department of Education accounts and policy statements.

There has been no intention of circumventing Tynwald. It was not necessary to seek
Tynwald approval for a capital vote since government was not making any capital expenditure.
What was seen as politically desirable was to seek Tynwald approval for the purchase of the



Nunnery by the business school; I accept that, and that is why a motion appears on this sitting’s
agenda. However, the final completion of the purchase came at a time when there was no
Tynwald sitting and we were legally advised to complete because otherwise the deal would
have been subject to financial penalty and we would also have had to pay the year three lease
payment of £210,000.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran, a supplementary.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the minister then explain, if it is all to do with the HSBC Bank,
the public record shows there is no mortgage with the HSBC Bank but there is a mortgage to
the Treasury. Can he explain why that move is happening if it is nothing to do with taxpayers,
Eaghtyrane?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, yes, I am perfectly happy to explain the situation. What has
happened, of course, is that Treasury has issued a guarantee by means of a debenture
exercised by the company over the property in the name of Treasury. The purchase price has
been provided by the bank by way of loan to the company, the repayment of the loan is secured
by a guarantee in favour of the bank from the Treasury with the Treasury’s contingent liabilities
under the guarantee being secured by the debenture executed by the company in favour of the
Treasury and secured upon, inter alia, the Nunnery estate. In other words, in the event of the
company being unable to meet its obligations to repay the loan, the Treasury will step in. It is
open to the Treasury, given that that liability is secured upon the estate, to realise the asset
value of the estate in discharge of that liability if it chose to do so.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran, a supplementary, sir?

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could the minister then tell me, where else do we have these
private sector initiatives where we have the Treasury, not the person who actually lends the
money, on the deeds of property? Could the minister explain where else this sort of carry-on
would happen?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I think the hon. member has been around long enough to know
that there are many other private and public limited companies that benefit from government
support, quite often provided through the Department of Trade and Industry. All such
applications are, of course, scrutinised but they do not necessarily individually come to Tynwald
for approval. Therefore the status of the International Business School as a company does not
preclude it receiving money from a government department. What has happened is that the
purchase of the Nunnery estate using private funds has been facilitated and, as is well
documented and as I have just said, it was felt appropriate to agree to the provision of a
guarantee to support the borrowings, that guarantee being secured by a legal charge over the
company’s assets. This is a liaison with the private sector and has been part of the strategy for
the development since its inception, and my fear is that the continuing negative publicity afforded
to the project by these questions will create significant problems for the individuals who have
worked so hard to progress the project from its conception to its current status and to put into
jeopardy the ultimate aims and ambitions of this highly important learning facility.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. Would the minister agree that the first that the
members received of the purchase of the Nunnery was the press handout, not by the
department but by the business school; it was dated the 28th November? And could I refer the
hon. minister to the Chief Minister’s reply to the hon. member for Onchan to a question at last
month’s Tynwald when he asked if we were going to debate this, and the Chief Minister said in



his reply that hon. members have all the information in the press handout that was given. The
minister, in his reply to the question of Mr Karran now, said that we are to have a debate today,
but is the minister really saying we would have had the debate today if Mr Karran had not asked
the questions last month? And has the department actually issued a press release as to its
involvement in the purchase of the business school? I think at the heel of the hunt - the minister
must be aware of this - that the Court’s concern is that the capital, the way in which it has been
funded - and it may very well have precedents - as far as I am concerned anyway, I still think it
would be a better proposition for big financial sums that are underwritten by government . . . and,
no matter how you do it, I believe no bank would take a private individual’s worthiness but they
do take a five-star government guarantee to underwrite it. I, if I was a banker, would certainly take
the government underwriting.

The President: I think we have got Mr Lowey’s point. A further supplementary, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree that the issue in front of us today is
not the issue of the IBS but the abuse of the executive within our parliamentary system over the
parliamentary rights to be told factual and correct information when they sought it, and would the
minister not agree that that is the reason why these questions have been put down here today -
because of the imbalance as far as that is concerned?

The President: Minister to reply and possibly also to Mr Lowey’s.

Mr Rodan: Yes, Mr President. I cannot answer as to why these questions were put down
today, all 17 of them, and why that was felt necessary. I would emphasise that it was known over
a month ago that there was to be a debate on the subject tabled at this sitting. That was not a
consequence obviously of those questions coming today; indeed, I wonder why, as I said at the
beginning, it was felt necessary to have those questions tabled this morning given that we are to
have a debate. (Mr Karran interjecting) It is true to say that it had always been the intention, in
discussion with Treasury, that Tynwald would have the right to pronounce upon this particular
deal. Now, I think I have explained that the timing was such that it was not possible to get prior
Tynwald approval to the transaction. I accept, and I will agree, that it is politically important that
Tynwald be given the opportunity to debate a matter of this size, but equally I hope hon.
members of this place will see that there has been no desire on anyone’s part to conceal
anything. The amount of information that it was possible and proper to reveal during
negotiations naturally was limited, but I am perfectly happy to make information available now.

Business School Steering Group — Question by Mr Karran

Question 25. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Who were the business men involved in the Business School Steering Group in the mid-
1990s and will you provide copies of the feasibility studies commissioned by it?

The President: Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Education.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, a feasibility group held its first meeting on 7th December 1997.
Prior to that there had been much discussion within the private sector amongst the business
sector of the desirability of establishing a business school in the Isle of Man. The feasibility
group - the business men involved in that particular group - and there were 16 members of the
group: Mr John Billington, chairman of Edward Billington and Son Limited, Liverpool, Mr William
Hamilton-Turner, deputy chairman of Rae Brothers (Isle of Man) Limited. In addition to them,
there were a number of other persons, three from the University of Liverpool, including their
academic secretary, and dean of the department, including the principal of Isle of Man College,



including the chairman of the FSC and the Isle of Man Insurance Authority, education minister,
Treasury minister and Chief Minister.

A focus group was also established and it was also convened on 3rd April 1998 under the
chairmanship of Mr Ralph Thomas in his capacity as chairman of the Business Management
and Secretarial Studies Committee of Isle of Man College. That focus group comprised Mr
Robin Bigland of Isle of Man Assurance, Mr Gary Drinkwater of HSBC, Mr T R A Groves, Mr Roger
Rawcliffe, formerly senior partner of Pannell Kerr Forster, Mr Bob Riding of Conister Trust and Mr
W L B Stott. If the hon. member or any member wishes to see copies of these groups’ minutes
and recommendations, I will be very happy to make the arrangements.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: I thank the minister for his reply and I will be interested in the minutes.

Nunnery — Discrepancy between Valuation and Price — Question by Mr Karran

Question 26. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Were you concerned that the price paid for the Nunnery at £5.5 million was around £2
million more than the valuation placed upon it by the government valuer, and what did the
government valuation officer give as the reason for his valuation being so much less?

The President: I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, I believe I have already dealt with the government valuer’s input
and his early indication of a negotiating starting point. I therefore have no commentary to make
on valuations that are not within my knowledge.

The President: Hon. member, a supplementary?

Mr Karran: Certainly, Eaghtyrane. Could the minister just explain to this hon. House, what
was the covenant that were on this property which were sold to Mr Sangster with them on in
order to protect the public interest so many years ago? Why did that not come into the equation?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the matter of covenants existing in the property most certainly
came into the equation during negotiations and ultimately were reflected in the end price
achieved.

University of Liverpool — International Business School Director’s View —
Question by Mr Karran

Question 27. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Do you agree with the Director, Professor Roger Carey, of the International Business
School, when he described the University of Liverpool as dishonourable on page 5 of the
inaugural review of the business school, dated 14th December 2001?

The President: Question 27, I call on the hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister of Education to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, as a matter of record, the Director of the International Business
School has not described the University of Liverpool as dishonourable; that is a term used only
by the hon. member, Mr Karran. The University of Liverpool entered into an agreement, signed



by myself as Minister for Education on behalf of the Isle of Man Government, to give support in
kind to the value of £140,000 to assist the development of the Isle of Man International Business
School; this was in the early days of 1999. When the request was made for that assistance, the
International Business School was informed that it would have to pay the full commercial rate for
any assistance. This was a consequence of Liverpool University’s changes in administration
and a recasting of their own commercial priorities. The University of Liverpool, it can be said,
thereby failed to honour a commitment freely given to the Isle of Man Government. I would
certainly describe this as disappointing, because delays were then created while other
academic partners were brought on board, and this happened sooner than would have
otherwise been the case. For the record, those academic partners are stated in the inaugural
review of the business school which were circulated to hon. members last month, and those
partners are Liverpool John Moore’s University, London Guildhall University and Manchester
School of Management.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, would the minister not agree that this failure by the University of
Liverpool to honour its commitments has very unfortunate consequences for the International
Business School to have no academic partner at the time? Would the minister not agree that it
is a matter of interpretation of what is dishonourable or what has not been honoured, and can
the minister inform this House, why did they leave such a prestigious initiative by his
department?

The President: I think it was explained by a change of -

Mr Rodan: Yes, Mr President, there are three supplementary questions there which I went
to some length to explain in my original answer, and I have no intention of repeating it.

International Business School — Relationship with the University of Liverpool —
Question by Mr Karran

Question 28. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

What were the reasons given by the University of Liverpool for not being willing to be an
academic partner with the International Business School?

The President: Question 28. I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I beg to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Education.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, the University of Liverpool has at no time indicated that it is
unwilling to be the academic partner of the Isle of Man International Business School. The
International Business School determined that it could not then afford, in those early set-up
days, the very high charges required by the University of Liverpool. That decision has saved
taxpayers’ money and ensured that they received value for money.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Could the minister explain, was it because of the duplication that we do have a
first-class college in the Isle of Man College, which is affiliated to the College of the University of
Liverpool and also the two associate colleges, Liverpool Hope and Chester, University of
Chester College?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, this is where things can get dangerous - misinformation of this
sort where there is clearly no appreciation whatsoever of the fact that the Isle of Man College is
an affiliated institution of the University of Liverpool and it was out of that connection that the



International Business School arose, feasibility was explored and it has been developed to this
point. I think it is critical to the hon. member that he understands this. I have explained that
Liverpool University, because of a process of change of its own and recasting of commercial
priority, was not in a position to give the help in kind that was antipated. It is hoped, though, that
that university’s links with the business school may be progressed along other lines, as are
being explored with other universities in the UK.

The President: A supplementary question, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, so would the minister then agree that was the reason why there
was no need for the duplication with the Isle of Man College having this facility for the IBS to have
such an association with such an organisation?

The President: Minister.

Mr Rodan: The Isle of Man College has been fully behind the development of the business
school as a natural extension of its already existing links with the University of Liverpool in order
to further develop higher education. The hon. member is trying to portray some sort of schism
between the Isle of Man College and the business school -

Mr Karran: No, no. I just wanted to know the facts.

Mr Rodan: - that is not there. The Isle of Man College sees, saw then and continues to see
the development of the business school as an important component of the development for
further and higher education in the Isle of Man. The two institutions are completely consistent
with each other.

Nunnery — Valuer and Price Paid for Valuation — Question by Mr Karran

Question 29. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for Education:

Who in the private sector was commissioned to value the Nunnery for the International
Business School, and how much were they paid for this valuation?

The President: Question 29. I call upon the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: I beg to ask the question standing in my name, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Minister for Education to reply.

Mr Rodan: Mr President, in the private sector the commissioning of the value of the
Nunnery was given to Messrs Clark Scott Harden of Penrith. The valuer was Mr John Robson
and the fee paid to his firm was £8,000.

The President: A supplementary, sir.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, could I ask whether it is a professional partnership, and whether it
was a company by guarantee of the adjacent isle? Could I also ask, were there other fees for
setting up such a fee in the first place?

The President: Minister, do you wish to . . . or can you, sir?

Mr Rodan: Mr President, quite frankly that sort of information I am very happy to provide to
the hon. member if he would see me afterwards if he deems it critical, and indeed any other
member of the hon. Court I will provide it to if necessary, Mr President.

The President: Hon. members, that brings us to the conclusion of the oral part of the
question paper. I understand that you already have had some if not all of the written answers
circulated to you. Equally, hon. members, you have had circulated, I think, by this stage a
supplementary agenda paper which is a requirement to have a further election. I would be
proposing to take that immediately after the other elections at point 46 on the order paper. An



appropriate time, hon. members, at which to adjourn and we will adjourn, until 2.30 p.m. Thank
you.

The Court adjourned at 1.11 p.m.

Sulby Flooding — Select Committee Recommendations —
Question by Mr Quine for Written Answer

Question 30. The hon. member for Ayre (Mr Quine) to ask the Chief Minister:

What progress has been made by Government in implementing each of the
recommendations of the Tynwald Select Committee on the Sulby Flooding?

Answer

There were 17 recommendations included in Chapter 19 of the report of the Select
Committee on the Petition of Redress of Grievance of Albert Edward Ansfield and Geoffrey
Sheard Sanders. The current position in relation to each of the recommendations is as follows:

Recommendation 1 (Para. 5.13)

‘We recommend that the Water Authority endeavour to develop and operate a regime of
controlled release of water to maintain the reservoir at a target level of four metres below
overflow during the critical winter months. It must be accepted that such a measure may not be
sufficient to prevent flooding. We recommend that such a regime be implemented on an interim
basis for the winter of 2001-2002 and the appropriateness of a statutory responsibility be
considered in the light of that experience and the potential impact of other planned measures.’

This recommendation is the subject of ongoing discussions between the Water Authority
and the Council of Ministers, looking at both practical and legal aspects. The Water Authority see
real difficulties with this recommendation and those difficulties require careful evaluation.

Recommendation 2 (Para. 7.4)

‘We recommend that the DoT give early consideration to clearing the quarry wastes from
the Block Eary tributary.’

The Block Eary tributary is not a designated main river under the provisions of the Land
Drainage Act 1934. The Department of Transport has no powers to carry out such work. The
riparian ownership of this stretch of river is shared between the Department of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry on one bank and a private individual on the other. The Department of
Transport can serve notice on these parties if their lack of maintenance is causing or
threatening to cause flooding. The department does not feel that serving such a notice can be
justified or upheld. Officers of the department have been in communication with officers of the
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry over this issue.

Recommendation 3 (Para. 9.4)

‘We recommend that the DoT review its input into the planning process to ensure that its
expertise on drainage and potential flooding are given full weight.’

Officers of the Department of Transport and the Department of Local Government and the
Environment have met and continue to meet as part of a joint working group on flooding issues.
The Department of Transport is progressing the full time post of land drainage engineer whose
job description will include input into planning procedures with regard to flooding.

Recommendation 4 (Para. 9.6)

‘We recommend that the DoT review the adequacy of its input into the planning
applications as they affect the Mill Race and its drainage functions. We recommend that



appropriate steps be taken to increase the size of the culvert and for the eastern section of Mill
Race to be reinstated as an effective drainage system.’

The Department of Transport reviewed its input into the planning applications as they affect
the Mill Race, the department has since engaged Bullens Consultants to carry out an
investigation of the Sulby River from the Claddaghs to Ramsey and their brief includes
consideration of the culverted eastern section of the Mill Race.

          Recommendation 5 (Para. 9.8.6)

‘We recommend that maintenance of ‘main’ rivers becomes an increased priority within
the DoT especially where such rivers are prone to flooding. Such maintenance should include
regular trimming of vegetation and maintaining the channel capacity appropriate for the stretch
of river.’

Once a full time land drainage engineer has been employed, the Department of Transport
have determined that formal maintenance policies for all designated ‘Main Rivers’ will be drawn
up and carried out. These policies will incorporate consultation with the Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and interested parties.

          Recommendation 6 (Para. 9.8.8)

‘We recommend that a separate division with responsibility for rivers and land drainage be
established, its precise location to be evaluated by the joint working group.’

The joint working group and the Department of Transport are awaiting the outcome of the
proposed transfer of land drainage functions from the Department of Transport to the
Department of Local Government and the Environment. This issue is to be the subject of a
paper to the Council of Ministers from the Department of Local Government and the
Environment.

          Recommendation 7 (Para. 9.9.6)

‘We recommend that, besides works to improve overall channel capacity, the obstruction of
the Kella Mills weir remnants and gravel accumulations be removed and that consideration be
given to the replacement of the existing Kella Mills footbridge.’

This has been included in the brief to Bullens Consultants whose report is due Summer
2002.

          Recommendation 8 (Para. 9.12.3)

‘We recommend that the independent report from Bullens be received and that the
appropriate bodies act upon its recommendations.’

The Bullens recommendations have been acted upon by the Department of Transport.

Recommendation 9 (Para. 10.9)

‘We recommend that DoLGE audit the full planning process, from the initial development
approval of the Sulby land to the recent developments in order to establish and rectify any
weaknesses in its policies, procedures and planning controls.’

This has been, and is continuing to be, addressed by the Planning and Building Control
Directorate of the Department of Local Government and the Environment. Since his recent
appointment, the new Director of Planning and Building Control has taken on the lead role on
this matter.

Recommendation 10 (Para. 12.5)



‘We recommend that the Law Society and others vigorously address the issue of ‘duty and
care’ in relation to conveyancing property searches in order to produce clear guidelines for all
the parties involved.’

This is a matter for the Law Society.

Recommendation 11 (Para. 13.3

‘We recommend that the Kella Mills should have its traditional site drainage capacity
restored.’

This is seen as an issue for the landowner, once the Millrace has been reinstated.

Recommendation 12 (Para. 15.4)

‘We recommend that the Council of Ministers give further consideration to the concept of a
statutory rivers authority or a statutory rivers and coastal authority.’

The senior officers of the Department of Transport and the Department of Local
Government and the Environment have met regarding the transfer of functions, and the
Department of Local Government and the Environment are preparing a paper for the Council of
Ministers. (see recommendation 6 above.)

Recommendation 13 (Para. 16.5)

‘We recommend that the DoT extend the hydraulic model constructed for the Sulby area to
cover the remaining river system downstream to, and including, the outfall at Ramsey.’

Bullens Consultants have been appointed by the Department of Transport to extend the
Sulby River hydraulic model from Sulby to its outfall.

Recommendation 14 (Para. 16.6)

‘We recommend that the DoT investigate the land areas upstream of Mill Race and Carrick
Park as possible flood storage areas.’

Flood storage areas are being considered by Bullens Consultants.

Recommendation 15 (Para. 17.3)

‘We recommend that the installation of an early warning system be urgently considered.’

Initial investigations indicate that due to the quick run-off time and the lack of precise
weather forecasting information, for a catchment of this nature, an effective early warning system
may not be practicable. This matter is being considered further by Bullens Consultants.

Recommendation 16 (Para. 17.4)

‘We recommend that consideration be given to creating a network of rain gauges and river
flow gauging station to enable collection of data in catchments where current or future
properties are likely to be affected by flooding (or for all main river systems).’

This should be investigated by the new river authority.

Recommendation 17 (Para. 18.10)

‘We recommend that the Land Drainage Act 1934 be reviewed in detail and either
amended to ensure that existing departments are given appropriate additional powers and
duties to enable them to deal adequately with the flood defence function, or be rewritten to cover
all activities, including flood defence, which might be carried out by a newly formed statutory
rivers authority.’

Also to be considered by the new river authority.



Industry — Value of Government Guarantees — Question by Mr Karran for Written Answer

Question 31. The hon. member for Onchan (Mr Karran) to ask the Minister for the Treasury:

(1) Will you please advise the total value of all outstanding guarantees provided by
Government in respect of -

(a) the film industry;

(b) e-commerce business;

(c) others; and

(2) what amounts, if any, has your department been required to pay under any such
guarantees in respect of these categories in the last three years?

Answer

(1) The total value of all outstanding guarantees provided by government in respect of the
film industry and e-commerce business currently stands at:

(a) film industry - £7,098,000

(b) e-commerce - £1,000,000

(c) Others - £5,710,000

Note: (b) is a conditional offer of DTI financial assistance which has not yet been activated
as the conditions attached to the offer have not yet been met. Thus, it could have been excluded
from the answer, but is identified here to ensure completeness.

(2) In the last three years payments under any such guarantees in respect of these
categories have been:

(a) film industry - £15,262,011

(b) e-commerce - nil

(c) Others - £355,562

The vast majority of guarantees paid have been in respect of the film industry which is the
responsibility of the Department of Trade and Industry. When investing in a film project the
department takes account of the most efficient investment methods available. Over the past
three years the department has had an annual budget for film investment and has strictly
adhered to this budget.

The use of guarantees allows the department to provide investment within a three-year
budget provision thus allowing a degree of flexibility in the investment of the total budget
available in any one year. In all cases it is assumed that the guarantees will be called as they
are simply guaranteeing the department’s obligations rather than those of a third party. All film
guarantees are dated 6th April in the year that the guarantee is to crystallise, thus demonstrating
that the use of guarantees is merely a way of managing the overall approved budget in a
manner that allows the department to take maximum advantage of inward investment
opportunities as they arise.

Jurby — Foot-and-Mouth Disease Disposal Site — Detailed Costs —
Question by Mr Cannan for Written Answer

Question 32. The hon. member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for Transport:

Will your department provide a statement of detailed costs (staff time, SLR consultancy,
travelling and subsistence, professional fees and other expenses) incurred in preparing plans



for the proposed foot-and-mouth disease disposal site at Jurby Airfield that was presented to the
October 2001 sitting of Tynwald?

Answer

The detailed costs associated with the foot-and-mouth disposal site at Jurby Airfield are as
follows:

Department of Transport staff time, spent within normal working hours £3,600

Estimated time spent by officers of other Departments within normal
working hours £10,800

SLR fees (including site assessment, disposal options, design and costings,
management plan advisory service and presentations) £70,300

Topographical survey £2,500

Geological survey £4,203

A portion of costs from Cranfield University for alternative site investigations
(Department of Local Government and Environment) £9,710

SLR hydrological risk assessment and monitoring (Department of Local
Government and Environment) £5,475

_________

Total £106,588

Of which £80,603 was met by the Department of Transport. All costs are exclusive of VAT.

Health — NHS After-Care for Private Patients —
Question by Mr Cannan for Written Answer

Question 33. The hon. member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for Health and
Social Security:

Will you confirm that those persons who pay privately for surgical operations, due to the
long NHS waiting list, will have the necessary after-care provided by the NHS.

Answer

Individuals who, for whatever reason, opt-out of the National Health Service in favour of
private treatment, do so on the understanding that their on-going care for the duration of that
treatment episode will be ‘private.

The principle being observed here is that National Health Service and private medical care
are completely separate. It is not acceptable practice for patients to be accepted into private
hospital accommodation for an operation and immediate post-operative recovery, and then to
be transferred into an NHS bed for the remainder of their care.

This would be an abuse of the National Health Service system and is tantamount to using
private care so as to ‘queue jump’ into the NHS.

Health Service — Waiting Times for Treatment —
Question by Mr Cannan for Written Answer

Question 34. The hon. member for Michael (Mr Cannan) to ask the Minister for Health and
Social Security:

What is the average waiting time for a patient -

(a) from referral by a GP to the date of appointment with a consultant; and



(b) from consultant’s diagnosis to actual surgical or medical treatment?

Answer

Recorded waiting list data is not presently available in a form that would readily provide the
information requested. However, systems are in the process of being revamped in order to
enable achievement against the department’s target maximum waiting times of three months
for each of the reference periods to be accurately measured.

As an indicator for the information sought it is confirmed that the number of persons
waiting for an out-patient appointment at 1st October 2001 (3,128) represents about 22 per cent
of the total of new attendances at an out-patient clinic in the year ended 31st March 2001 or the
equivalent of about 11.5 weeks of new annual throughput. It needs to be borne in mind however
that new attendances at out-patient clinics will have resulted from referrals from sources
additional to GPs

And of the 872 patients waiting for in-patient treatment at 1st October 2001, 80 per cent had
been waiting less than 13 weeks.

Local Government Housing Units — Provision for 2002-2007 —
Question by Mr Duggan for Written Answer

Question 35. The hon. member for Douglas South (Mr Duggan) to ask the Minister for
Local Government and the Environment:

How many housing units will be provided each year for the period 2002 to 2007 for -

(a) first-time buyers:

(b) local authority homes; and

(c) sheltered accommodation for the elderly?

Answer

Last year hon. members received the October Housing Policy Review Report, which sets
out the department’s programme up to 2005.

The annual programme under the categories of first-time buyers, elderly persons and
general public rented was shown at appendix A and a copy is attached.

First Time Buyer Projects – Communal Land

Location No. units Infra- Land zoned Planning 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
structure Application

Springfield/Harcroft 55 Yes Yes Approved 30 25
Cronk Grianagh Ph.II 33 Yes Yes Approved 33
Leodest Road, Andreas 16 Yes Yes Approved 8 8
Archallagan, Foxdale 15 Yes Yes Aug–01 15
Ballakilley/E.View, Bride 12 Yes Yes Nov–01 8 4
Jurby (inc. plots for sale) 16 Yes Yes Approved 16
Crossag Farm Ph.I* 30 No Yes TBA 30
Crossag Farm Ph.II* 40 No Yes TBA 40
Queens Hotel site, Ramsey 12 Yes Yes Apr–02 12
Urban Regeneration, Douglas 18 Yes Yes Sep–01 13 5
Colby (Maddrell) Land 8 Yes Yes Jul–01 4 4
Glen Road, Laxey 3 Yes/No Yes Sep–01 3
Sites under negotiation** 45 Yes/No Yes/No Various 45

303 0 38 152 28 85



First Time Buyer Projects – Private Land     (Known projects where it is understood new build
housing is or can be offered within the qualifying costs for first time buyer housing)

Location No. units Infra- Land zoned Planning 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
structure Application

Ballacannell, Lonan 14 Yes Yes Oct–00 4 10
Farrants Way, Castletown 15 Yes Yes Oct–00 15
Andreas 2 Yes Yes Approved 2
Ballaugh 2 Yes Yes Approved 2
Peel 12 Yes Yes Approved 12
Port Erin 12 Yes Yes Approved 6 6
Ramsey 40 Yes Yes Pending 20 20

97 0 26 31 20 20

Public Housing – Elderly Persons

Location No. units Infra- Land zoned Planning 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
structure Application

Station Road, St. Johns 12 Yes Yes Approved 12
Queens Hotel site, Ramsey 12 Yes Yes TBA 12
Leodest Road, Andreas 20 Yes Yes Jul–01 20
Bemahague, Onchan 32 Yes Apr–00 Approved 32
Creggan Beg, Pt.St.Mary 12 Yes Yes Approved 12
Snugborough 12 Yes Yes Approved 12
Mill St./Malew St. Ph.II 15 Yes Yes Complete 15
Mill St./Malew St. Ph.III 4 Yes Yes Approved 4
Lord Street Bus Station Site 30 Yes Yes TBA 30
Colby (Maddrell) Land 6 Yes Yes Jul–01 6
Archallagan, Foxdale 2 Yes Yes Aug–01 2
Other Sites considered** 92 42 50

249 27 60 68 44 50

Public Housing – General

Location No. units Infra- Land zoned Planning 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
structure Application

Ramsey Triangle 6 Yes Yes Approved 6
Clagh Vane 4 Yes Yes Aug–01 4
Queen St./Lord St, Douglas 14 Yes Yes Sep–00 14
Four Roads, Pt.St.Mary 10 Yes Yes Jul–03 10
Ballakilley Close, Pt.Erin 4 Yes Yes Approved 4
Cronk Grianagh Ph.II 9 Yes Yes Approved 9
Snugborough Ph.II 13 Yes Yes TBA 13
Infill Plot, Ballakilley, Pt.Erin 2 Yes Yes TBA 2
Crossag Farm Ph.II 10 No Yes TBA 10
Lower Pulrose 16 Yes Yes Approved 16

88 0 4 21 29 34



Replacement Public Housing

Location No. units Infra- Land zones Planning 20000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
structure Application

Donkey Fields Ph.IIA 18 Yes Yes Approved 18
Donkey Fields Ph.IIB 29 Yes Yes Approved 29
Lower Pulrose Ph.I 40 Yes Yes Approved 20 20
Lower Pulrose Ph.II 43 Yes Yes Jul–01 20 23
Ramsey Triangle 12 Yes Yes Approved 12
Clagh Vane 4 Yes Yes Aug–01 4

146 47 20 36 20 23

** No. of units in Ph.I and II could be increased dependent upon agreement of Master Plan.
** Currently some 20 sites with potential for over 300 houses are being considered for future potential social
housing.

Summary of Totals No. units
First Time Buyer Projects – Communal Land 303
First Time Buyer Projects – Private Land 97

–––
Total First Time Buyer Units 400

Public Housing – Elderly Persons 249
Public Housing – General 88
Replacement Public Housing 146

–––
Total Public Housing 483

The average per annum, in the five-year programme is:

First-time buyers 80 homes

Elderly persons rented 50 homes

General rented - New 18 homes

                        - replacement 29 homes
——    
177
——

This programme will produce 883 new homes and there are currently sufficient schemes
in the pipeline, subject to funding and planning, to continue this level into 2007. Progress to date
indicates that the department’s programme will be delivered over the five-year programme.

I am not however satisfied that this programme will satisfy the demand for affordable
housing at a fast enough rate. My department is therefore considering ways of bringing
programmed schemes forward and introducing new housing schemes as quickly as possible.
In addition revisions to existing House Purchase Assistance Schemes will be proposed to
enable qualifying people to more easily obtain affordable housing. I also want to work with the
private sector to ‘encourage’ developers to build more homes at the lower price end of the
market. A partnership approach is essential in tackling this problem.

Inevitably, these proposals and changes to programme will have financial consequences
which hon. members will be invited to consider in the near future.



Government Policy Review 2001 — Approved

Item 3. The Chief Minister to move:

That the Isle of Man Government Policy Review 2001 be approved in principle as a
statement of general policy for the Council of Ministers and as a provisional programme of
expenditure, legislation and other initiatives.

The President: I call on the Chief Minister to move.

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr President. It has become the practice for Tynwald to have a policy
debate at the start of each legislative year. That debate has been centered on the annual Policy
Review document published by the Council of Ministers. The debate is introduced by the Chief
Minister and the debate does a number of things, including providing an opportunity for the
Council of Ministers to present to Tynwald their policies and their programmes for the short-to-
medium term and providing a platform for individual members to comment on those policies
and programmes and to raise any general issues of concern in such a way that future policy
documents and budgets can be influenced.

The outgoing administration published in September last year the latest of the annual
policy review documents, and in the ordinary way, this would have been debated in Tynwald in
October. However, as 2001 was election year and as that election was imminent, the document
was simply laid before Tynwald in October and was not debated.

In my statement of intended policies circulated to members in support of my nomination for
the office of Chief Minister, I said two things in particular about the 2001 documents: first, that I
supported the policies and programmes set out in that document; and second, that is was my
intention to give the Court an early opportunity to debate and scrutinise what is contained in that
document. I think that it is right that we should have this debate. The 2001 policy document does
not, of course, represent fully the policy of the new Council of Ministers; that will emerge from
deliberations over the coming months. However, we do need to hear the views of the new
Tynwald on the blueprint that has been bequeathed by the former administration, and we do
need to provide an opportunity for members, fresh from the hustings, to report back on what our
people are saying and thinking about the Island, about the direction that it is taking and about
the problems it faces. This debate, therefore, approximates to the debate that Tynwald would
otherwise have had last October.

I hope that members will contribute positively to the debate and say what they think is going
right as well as what needs to be improved. We in the Council of Ministers will be particularly
interested in those matters which are national rather than constituency-based, but there is of
course scope for serious constituency matters to be raised today as well. We will be taking
careful note of the points that are raised and they will be considered by the Council of Ministers
over the coming weeks as we develop our first budget and as we begin to refine the political
legacy which we have inherited and start to chart our own course for the next five years.

The Policy Review document, which is the focus of this debate was, as I said, published in
September of last year. It is now perhaps a little dated, not just by the passage of time but by the
changes made to the Council of Ministers. It is nevertheless a valuable starting point and, for the
benefit for new members, it may be helpful if I say something about the structure of the
document.

The policy document combines a number of elements. It is part annual report, part policy
statement, and in part it is an action plan to implement those policies. As a document it has
been designed to facilitate the policy debate by providing members with the information that they
need for that debate. It has also been shown to have a real value within the commercial world
because new and existing businesses can get from the document a very clear picture about the
way the Island has been evolving and about the direction it seeks to take in the future.



The document is divided into three parts. Parts 1 and 2 are in volume 1, and part 3 makes
up the volume 2. Part 1 provides a general review covering government’s central policies, the
economy, population and external relations. Generally it looks at the environment in which we
are working. Part 2 looks broadly at the totality of the government’s plans and programmes, its
revenue spending and income plans, its capital spending plans, its personnel budget and
legislative programme and so on. Part 3 deals with all the individual departments so that if you
want to look specifically at one department at what it is doing and how it fits in with the totality of
what government is seeking to do, then people to refer to volume 2.

The policy document is a substantial undertaking and each year a wide-ranging
consultative and preparatory exercise takes place across government to bring it together. It is,
for a new administration, an invaluable assistance to us in maintaining continuity and stability
and in planning for the future.

I pay tribute to the former Chief Minister for leading the team to produce the 2001 document
and to give us something valuable and tangible to work with. I was, of course, part of that team
which was responsible for the preparation for the 2001 policy document, so it will come as no
surprise, therefore, when I declare my broad support for the contents of the document and invite
members also to give the document their general backing.

I have spoken of broad support and of seeking members’ general backing, and it is
perhaps worth explaining for the benefit of new members why I use these slightly equivocal
terms. It is because we recognise the breadth and complexity of the document and the need for
members to reserve their position on some of the items. We have to accept that the range of
issues and projects covered is such that it is unlikely that individual members will each be able
to sign up to all that is written. Equally, we have to recognise that many of the individual items
are new and are not explained sufficiently for members to give them unqualified support at this
stage. Many of the items in the document will come before Tynwald for detailed consideration
and scrutiny in due course, and it is at that stage that we will be looking for specific
commitments. At this stage, what the Council of Ministers seeks is a general endorsement
sufficient for the Council to move ahead and develop what is in the document and allow more
detail consideration.

Support for the motion on the order paper today does not give the Council of Ministers carte
blanche to proceed with everything in it, but it does support the general thrust of the policies and
gives the Council the comfort of knowing that they have the broad support of Tynwald for what is
planned.

With that rather lengthy but necessary introduction I now move to the policy document itself,
and I will concentrate on volume 1. I will present an overview of volume 1 of the policy document
emphasizing what seems to me to be the main points of interest, but before doing that there are
two other things which I would wish to say.

First, last year had its own particular difficulties. The foot-and-mouth outbreak in the United
Kingdom and the necessary subsequent introduction of precautionary measures, including the
cancellation of tourist events, was a serious blow to the Island, and many of those in the tourism
industry suffered a particularly difficult year. We were able to offer some help but there was
hardship and loss. Most, I believe, recognised that the cancellations were the right thing to do
and they bore the burden with fortitude. But this is a new year and we must bounce back and
with renewed commitment to tourism try to make up for some of last year’s disappointment. I
hope that Tynwald will support the Council of Ministers in this process.

Second, I placed a particular emphasis in my statement to members last month on
delivering interdepartmental co-operation and co-ordination of government policies. I would
defend our record in working together, which I am confident is better than any other jurisdictions.



However, there is always room for improvement. A great deal has been done within some
departments in terms of business planning, and it would be my hope that we will be able to
extend a structured business planning approach over the next 12 months to all departments
and to government as a whole so that we can produce an annual business plan to accompany
the budget each year, beginning in the year 2003. Such a corporate business plan might
supersede the present policy document as a more focussed and contemporary statement of
government’s intentions and be a tool for delivering an enhanced level of inter-departmental co-
operation and corporate government. This is an issue which the Council of Ministers will be
looking at closely over the coming weeks.

Now, let me turn to the policy document itself. Volume 1 of the policy document begins in
chapter 1 and appendix 1 with a statement of central government policy. The central government
policies are set out in appendix 1 under eight headings: social, the economy, environment,
quality of life, population, constitutional development, international relations and government.
These policies have evolved and have been refined over many years by annual review by the
Council of Ministers, and they have been endorsed annually by Tynwald. They are the bedrock of
the consensus government and the stability which has seen such a positive future of the
Island’s government over the last 10 years. We will need to refine these policies regularly to
make sure that they remain up to date and relevant, but changes are likely to be modest as the
policies represent solid principles, principles to which I subscribe and which, I hope, can
continue to represent the set of goals to which we are all working.

The second chapter and appendix 2 of the document sets out the central planning
assumptions which underpin government’s plans. The assumptions relate to national income,
population, taxation revenues and government’s workforce. They are given to departments for
them to use in planning and delivery of services and they are used by the Council of Ministers in
evaluating alternative policies and planning strategically for the future. I will have something to
say about each of the areas where we have made assumptions in due course. At this stage,
however, I should point out, firstly, that our basic assumption is that population and
government’s revenue and workforce move in sympathy with the economy so that if the economy
grows, so does population, government’s income and government’s services; and Secondly,
the latest assumptions, which were last reviewed in August 2001, suggest that the economy will
slow down next year and will remain reduced the year after before growing strongly again.
These assumptions predate September 11th and take no account for the economic fallout from
those terrorist acts. Realistically it may become necessary to revise downwards these
assumptions in the light of subsequent and ongoing international developments. It would
certainly be unwise to assume that in the very changed world in which we are now living, the
rapid economic growth we have enjoyed over recent years will simply continue unchanged into
the future. There are few signs yet of a significant slowdown consequent upon the events of
September 11th but it would be very surprising if September 11th and the cyclical economic
downturn which is very apparent in the United States of America did not have an effect upon us
in the short-to-medium term. (A Member: Hear, hear.)

In chapter 3, the policy document reviews the economic situation as at last September. As
far as the Manx economy is concerned, the picture revealed is a remarkable one. The last year
for which we have figures, 1999-2000, was exceptional, with national income growing by 16.3
per cent - 13.7 per cent in real terms. The gross national product went above £1 billion for the
first time. The Island overtook the United Kingdom in national income per head. This meant the
achievements of a policy goal established in 1988 when the figures available at that time
showed our national income per head was only 58 per cent of that of the United Kingdom.
Overhauling the United Kingdom has been a remarkable achievement which has had a most
beneficial effect on the standards of living on the Island. As regards to the Island’s workforce,



the policy document shows record numbers employed, a record low in unemployment and the
highest ever figure for average earnings.

Mr President, this is all historical data relating to the position last year or earlier, but it
shows a picture of a vibrant economy of which almost every other country would be envious. The
very high rate of growth in 1999-2000 is probably unsustainable beyond the short term and may
well threaten us with overheating if it were to persist. Some moderation in the interest of long-
term stability is probably inevitable and desirable. Indeed, the likelihood is in fact that the
Island’s economy peaked in 1999-2000 and that we are now moving into a period of slower and
more manageable and more sustainable growth.

Chapter 4 discusses the issue of population in the light of the provisional results of the
April 2001 census. Since the policy document was published last year, the figures have been
firmed up and the official census population is 76,315. That is an increase of 4,600, or 6.4 per
cent, over the figure for 1996. The increase is about 500 larger than was predicted and had
been suggested by the population indicators.

Within this total figure, the number of persons of retirement age has declined. In
percentage terms the group has reduced to below 20 per cent for the first time in many years,
reflecting the significant improvement in the age profile of the population. At the other end of the
age spectrum we see that the under-16 age group has increased more or less in line with the
population as a whole - slightly more, in fact. This means additional pressure on schools and
on public services for young people, but our future will depend on the young and we should
welcome the vigour, the vitality and the future prospects which go with this growing young
population.

The main change in the population, however, is the growth in the economically active
population between school age and retirement age. They are here in response to and to
contribute to the Island’s economic resurgence. They are in part a reflection of an increased
number of our young people staying on the Island or returning to the Island because of the good
jobs which have become available, and in part they are a response to the needs of the
commercial sector, the construction industry and from government itself in building up the
economy, the Island’s infrastructure and public services. If, as we have assumed, there is some
cyclical slowing down of the economy and there is some further economic slowdown
consequent upon the events of September 11th, we must expect from past experience to see
some slowdown in the rate of growth in population.

Last year Tynwald did approve the Residence Act, which is a piece of contingency planning
which will allow us to put in place population management measures in the event that
population growth becomes a serious threat to the Island’s quality of life. The Act is basically an
enabling measure and by itself is not a sufficient contingency. We have therefore recruited, with
effect from 1st January, an additional officer into the Chief Secretary’s office with the task of
preparing the other components which will be necessary to complete the contingency planning.
The task will be to prepare subordinate legislation, systems and computer programmes and to
seek to dovetail residency controls with those that already exist relating to immigration and the
control of employment. The task will also involve the identification of the resources which will be
necessary: money, personnel, and premises to activate the Act, and the control mechanism
should that become necessary. Residency control would impact on everyone on the Island
whether new residents or not. It would be intrusive and bureaucratic and it would involve
arbitrary and difficult decisions, not least in relation to the staffing of government’s own services.
It is certainly my hope that we never have to inflict residency controls on our people, but we do
need to ensure that we have all the necessary components in place in case it does become
necessary.



Chapter 5 of the document reviews our external relations position. As members will
recognise, this has been a growth area in recent years. We have an increasingly international
economy. Improved communications are making the world smaller and more interactive, with
many more international treaties and agreements. There is much greater interest in topics such
as taxation and the regulation of financial services industries, topics central to our domestic and
international interests. This greater international interest has coincided with a greater
willingness on the part of the United Kingdom to allow us to participate and speak for ourselves
on the international stage, a development we much welcome. As a consequence of all of this,
we are looking beyond our shores and the shores of the United Kingdom as never before both
in terms of developing the economy and in our political dealings.

Chapter 5 provides the update on a range of these international issues, and I will speak
very briefly on these at this stage on the ones that are most important.

First there are the interrelated initiatives by the OECD and the European Union in relation to
taxation. Members will recall their commitments in the year 2000 to the OECD harmful tax
competition initiative. That has stood us in good stead, removing us from the threat of OECD
blacklisting and allowing us to participate in our own right, constructively and to good effect at
the OECD discussions on a new standard international agreement on exchange of information
for tax purposes. The outcome of the EU tax initiatives remains uncertain. We continue to keep a
close watch on developments and we are in discussions with the United Kingdom Government.
We have no wish to create difficulties for Europe, nor do we want to become the target of
European countervailing measures by standing wholly outside international developments, but
equally we have no intention of surrendering our autonomy or undermining our economy. In the
final analysis it may prove necessary for us to make changes in our own interests to meet the
European Union part way on the issue of taxation, but that remains to be seen and I would not
want to pre-empt the outcome of our discussions. In the meantime I can assure Tynwald that it
will have the final say on our stance on the European tax initiatives.

Related to the issue of taxation, is the issue of good regulation of financial services. This is
an issue which has had much enhanced prominence since September 11th and the crackdown
on money laundering and terrorist funding. We have long prided ourselves on keeping abreast
with the best international regulatory standards and we have successfully passed muster under
several international scrutinies in recent years.

There are two developments of note this year: first, we will be bringing forward a new
counter-terrorism Bill early in the legislative session. This will be aimed at bringing us up to
date with the counter-terrorism legislation recently introduced in the United Kingdom. It will be
important that we continue to play our part in combating terrorism and are seen to be acting in
concert with the rest of the world’s responsible financial jurisdictions.

The second development this year will be another inspection. This will be by the
International Monetary Fund. It will be in September or October and will be wide-ranging and
rigorous. This will involve a lot of work but we will expect both a fair hearing and a positive result.

Leaving aside the purely fiscal and economic areas, the three other external matters I
would mention are, first, the transfer of responsibility for the Island’s affairs from the Home
Office to the Lord Chancellor’s department. That was accomplished without tears and we have
established a good link with our new minister, and I am hoping to be in a position to meet the
Lord Chancellor himself in the early part of this year. Second, I hope also to lead a delegation to
Brussels this year to build on the work of previous visits and to try and foster a better
understanding of the Island’s place on the periphery of Europe. Finally, under external relations,
I ask members to note, Mr President, that the British/Irish Council has resumed and hopefully
will gain momentum. It began in December 1999 with the intent of having full council meetings
every six months. Difficulties with the peace process in Northern Ireland have disrupted



progress, but the second full Council has now taken place and hopefully it will get back on track
with its sixth-monthly schedule. The Council is an interesting and innovative forum which
provides us with a place at the table with the governments of the United Kingdom, Eire,
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland and with the Channel Islands to discuss issues which
are of mutual interest. We intend to play a full part in the Council and we share the hopes of all
those involved that it can be a real force for good for the peoples of these islands.

The second part of the Policy Review covers chapter 6 to 12, contained within volume 1.
This part provides an overview of government’s plans and programmes. Central to
government’s income and expenditure plans is the taxation strategy. That features prominently
in chapter 7 of the policy document and it is an issue to which I made specific reference in my
statement to members in support of my candidature for Chief Minister. It is absolutely
fundamental to our response for the international tax initiatives to which I referred earlier but,
more importantly, it will provide a framework for our international businesses which will allow
them to compete effectively on the world stage. The strategy encompasses both direct and
indirect taxation and relies on reducing corporation income tax to stimulate business, coupled
with retaining the Customs and Excise Agreement with the United Kingdom to ensure continuity
of indirect taxation revenues and to ensure the continuity of services. We have taken the first
steps in delivering this strategy. The yield of income tax as a percentage of national income has
fallen from 15.1 per cent to 14.7 per cent, but it will be for this Tynwald to see this strategy
through to its completion. My colleague, the hon. Treasury minister, will be presenting specific
proposals in his budget this year.

As regards spending, we have been fortunate that the economic developments of recent
years has allowed our expenditure to grow at a rate considerably in excess of inflation. Our
expenditure has grown in the last five years from £211 million per annum to £354 million per
annum, an increase in real terms of 46 per cent. Thus we are able to spend almost half as
much again in real terms on the delivery of public services as we were able to five years ago.
Our services are manifestly better than they were and, I would argue, are better in many
respects than similar or equivalent services in the United Kingdom.

The largest portion of this greatly increased expenditure has gone toward enhancing the
health, education and welfare services on which we have placed great emphasis over recent
years. More than half our expenditure and more than half our staff are devoted to these areas,
underlining our commitment to improve the welfare of our people. We should also note that
during the last five years the reserve fund has increased from £90 million to £239 million, an
increase of more than two-and-a-half times. It is still not as large as we would like it to be but
great strides have been made.

In an overview of the last five years we can say that we have been able to increase
substantially our spending on public services and reduce tax, and we have built up reserves. It
is a substantial achievement to have made progress on all these three fronts. Most
jurisdictions, even those who are doing well, have to make choices between these goals which
are often competing. To score well on all three counts is a great achievement.

Looking from this very healthy position into the immediate future the policy document
envisages further increases in spending on public services. Our provisional spending targets
are shown in appendix 12. They show spending increasing in the coming year by £19.5 million
and in the following two years by £30 million and £41 million respectively.

The policy document has not apportioned the additional expenditure to particular
departments, but no doubt the principal beneficiaries will continue to be health, education and
welfare. The budget for 2002-2003 will provide our first opportunity to review spending plans and
allocate resources, and that will be a major preoccupation of government over the next two
months.



The increased expenditure set out in appendix 12 for the next three years goes beyond
inflation and represents real growth and therefore real increases in services. Whether we can
match the three-year spending plans of the policy document remains to be seen; that is
dependent on government revenues remaining buoyant and that in turn is dependent upon the
economy continuing to grow. We are optimistic but we cannot take it for granted.

As regards capital expenditure, the policy document includes an ambitious capital
programme, and this continues the pattern of recent years. It has been one of the principal
features of the Isle of Man Government’s performance over the last decade that it has invested
massively in new infrastructure. In part this is keeping up to date with new developments, and in
part it is a response to a growing community, but it is also a catching-up exercise reflecting a
long period of underinvestment during times when revenues were not buoyant. We have a new
hospital, power station, a cable, a pipeline, new water infrastructure, sewerage, incinerator,
investments in the ports, in highways and in schools - so many flagship schemes and more to
come. We are in the middle of what is, without doubt, the biggest public capital development
programme the Island has seen. It will be one of the great challenges of the next five years to
see through the completion of what is planned. This is a task to which we will all contribute
within our various departments and within Tynwald. The delivery of the capital programme
should be of great interest and great satisfaction to us. We will, as a government, review
annually our priorities but the capital programme that we have inherited will, I am sure, very
largely be what we will commit to.

As well as an ambitious capital programme we have an ambitious legislative programme
set down in the policy document; it is shown in chapter 11 and in appendix 14. There are 23
Bills identified for introduction into the House of Keys this year. This is a smaller number than
last year but, given the reduced legislative time available, it is nevertheless ambitious.
Realistically I think it is unlikely that we will meet the target set by the outgoing administration.
New ministers in departments, very reasonably, will want to review the Bills proposed by their
predecessors. They will want to understand them, think about them and possibly modify them.
As a consequence there will almost inevitably be slippage, and the main thrust of new
legislation, I would suggest, will begin in 2002-03.

Two other aspects of the work of government also feature strongly in the policy document:
these are personnel numbers and information technology. As regards personnel numbers,
those of you who worked within departments prior to the election will know that striking the right
balance between, on the one hand, improving public service and, on the other, containing staff
growth is one of the problems which we grapple with continually. Many government services are
heavily staff-dependent and to grow, these services require people. On the other hand, we have
to resist the temptation to increase the proportion of the workforce that is employed by
government, and we have to try and ensure that we do not exacerbate our housing difficulties by
recruiting government staff at too fast a rate. There is no easy answer to this and no doubt we
will all have to continue to confront this issue and try to achieve an acceptable balance.

As regards information technology, the government has been investing heavily in IT over
recent years and can claim, I believe, to be a leading jurisdiction in a number of areas. There
are ambitious plans to broaden the scope of IT over the coming five years, in particular in
relation to improving our links and communications with the citizens of the Island and in relation
to improving corporate government. We should see it as one of our goals to keep the Island at
the forefront of IT development in terms of both doing business with the outside world and in
terms of enhancing communications and public services within the Island.

But the main internal issue which we face is the challenge of growth. By that I mean the
challenge of responding as a government to the pressures and demands placed upon us as a
consequence of a growing economy, growing wealth and a growing population. These



pressures and demands reflecting calls for more and better services across the spectrum of
what we do. We have seen those demands in increases in the school population, greater traffic,
pressures on parking, pressures on health and welfare and, of course, most particularly in
demands for housing. These are not issues that are easy to deal with, nor can they be effectively
addressed without the application of resources. However, they are greatly to be preferred as a
challenge to the alternative, which is the challenge of decline and recession. Responding to the
requirements of a growing and vibrant society has difficulties, but the challenges which we
would face if we had a static, stagnant or recessing economy and decline in population would
be far more intractable and threatening to the future of the Island. In responding to the challenge
of growth we must be careful that we do not throw everything into reverse and precipitate a spiral
of decline from which it would be difficult to escape.

As regards the problems of growth, the most obvious and the most pressing is the issue
of housing. Substantial time has been devoted to housing at both government and at
parliamentary level, and considerable resources have been deployed to increasing the supply of
housing to meet the need. Much has been done. It is perhaps worth saying that housing is not
simply a matter of population growth; it is also the product of social change - smaller
households, smaller families, greater independence of young people so that any given
population requires a larger number of individual dwellings to meet its needs now than perhaps
five or ten years ago. The Department of Local Government and the Environment is the lead
department on housing, and the department will continue to produce to Tynwald, at six-monthly
intervals, progress reports on the housing situation so that Tynwald can keep abreast of the
developments. In addition, as has already been announced, the Council of Ministers has
established a new housing task force which will bring together under my chairmanship the
ministers of DoLGE, Treasury and Transport to look at cross-departmental housing issues and
to support the Department of Local Government and the Environment in their various initiatives.

I am sure that housing will be the problem issue that is uppermost in the minds of
members. (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) It is uppermost in the minds of the Council of Ministers as
well and government is seeking to address that problem urgently. There is no easy, quick fix
solution and it would be unrealistic to suppose that we can ever reach a situation where
everyone is happy with their housing situation, but there is an obvious housing deficit at present
and, with persistence and determination, that can and will be remedied.

As regards to the broad picture of where our priorities as a new government should lie, we
will be seeking an input from the public. Members will know that we have announced our
intention to conduct a new quality of life survey. Such a survey was last undertaken in 1990, and
the Council of Ministers had intended to conduct a second survey last year in time for the results
to be available in advance of the general election. Unfortunately the foot-and-mouth situation
intervened, and that meant that those conducting the survey would not be able to visit those in
the farming areas. It was decided to postpone the survey but, with the elimination of foot-and-
mouth in the United Kingdom and with the lifting of restrictions, we are now able to press ahead
with the survey. This will be aimed at seeking views from a substantial cross-section of the
population on those issues which are essential to the Island’s quality of life. The results will be
published, of course, and they will be fed into our consideration for the future direction of
government policy.

I am conscious that I have taken up a lot of the Court’s time today but I think that in
introducing the first general policy debate of the new Tynwald, it is important that I should be
thorough as well as clear. We face five challenging years. We cannot know all that those five
years will bring; what we can be sure of, however, is the firm platform from which we start and
the direction in which we seek to travel. We have a responsibility to lead the Isle of Man into
those five years, hopefully five productive years.



I said in my statement of intended policies to Tynwald that I saw the years ahead as a
period of consolidation and growth. Our recent history has been a story of great success. I am
proud to have been a member of the government in the latter part of that period and to have
contributed as a member of the government to that success. What we aimed for in the last
administration was stability, consensus, sustainable economic growth, economic prosperity
and social justice. I see the next five years as consolidating on that good work and moving
forward on a similar course with a similar vision. We have a fully employed community, more
youthful and vibrant perhaps than ever before. There is an opportunity to harness that energy
and move the Island forward.

My vision is very much akin to what was in the 2001 policy document and I hope that
members will join with me in approving that document in principle as a statement of general
policy and as a provisional programme of expenditure legislation and other initiatives. I hope
members will join with me enthusiastically in committing to work together and in moving the
Island forward in line with what is in that document to even greater heights and to an even more
fulfilling quality of life. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Bell.

Mr Bell: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. My general view differs slightly from the Chief Minister
in that I am moving:

That the Isle of Man Government Policy Review 2001 be noted.

It appears to me that this debate is superfluous and unnecessary. What we are in fact
being asked to do is to endorse the review documents as a general policy for the Council of
Ministers to say that this is a provisional programme of expenditure legislation and, as it is
vaguely worded, ‘other initiatives.’ These policy review documents greatly detailed by the Chief
Minister are in fact a statement of the policies of the last Chief Minister’s government and were
formulated by hon. members, some of whom are no longer in the cabinet or in this hon. Court.
Yes, we did have what we can vaguely refer to as a policy statement from the new Chief Minister
before his election to the post, but now if, as asked by this resolution, the previous government’s
programme is re-endorsed, in my view this immediately hamstrings the present Council of
Ministers’ options as the new ministers and those former ministers in new departments have
had no time to consider their predecessors’ policies and to change direction where they feel
necessary. In fact, particularly new ministers may well have declared views which were opposite
(Interjection) to the policies which they and us are now being asked to give a general
endorsement. If this motion is endorsed by this hon. Court, then hon. ministers may be in the
invidious position where they have to continue policies within their departments with which they
disagree or do a personal U-turn in order to satisfy the general wishes of Tynwald. The Chief
Minister has said as much in his speech, particularly when he talked about legislation, saying
ministers may wish to do a U-turn on legislation that is actually mentioned in this document.
Both the scenarios, therefore, that I mentioned I would consider to be unsatisfactory for a new
government’s initial way forward.

I would also comment that new members within this hon. Court are being asked to
endorse policies of a former r≥gime. Perhaps we should also acknowledge that two of those
new members defeated Keys members, one a minister, who may, as far as we know, have lost
their seats because the electorate in their areas disagreed with some of the policies in this
Policy Review. Therefore I would think it rather difficult for new members to endorse a former
government’s policies, particularly when they had absolutely no input into them. It was also
interesting to hear during the election campaign ministers of the former government, the



government which produced this Policy Review, standing back from endorsed policies and
commenting on the shortcomings.

There are several reasons, therefore, I think it is difficult to endorse all the policy review
even in general terms. The new government needs time, firstly for the ministers to settle down in
their new departments and review their department policies where they are political members,
and secondly then to present their policies to the Council of Ministers. In fact, the Chief Minister
has announced some new policies today, policies that the new government is following, and
that is to be welcomed, but that is not actually what he is asking us to do today; he is asking us
to endorse the previous policy document from a previous government.

Let me make it quite clear to the hon. Chief Minister that I support probably the majority of
the Policy Review document’s contents, the vast majority of those policies having been
endorsed at the last policy debate in this hon. Court and laid before this Court last autumn. What
I do not think we should be asked to do today, so early in the life of this government, is to initiate
a general debate on policy - that is, not until we are aware that the new government has
considered and endorsed either the policy proposals of the previous government as being its
own or it presents a policy document of its own. The broad agreement with former policies that
have previously been endorsed I am sure will continue until we get an up-to-date general policy
document before us to discuss. I do not think we need a situation now or in the future, which
often happens across the water, where a new government blames a previous government when
anything goes wrong. The people of this Island are entitled to know that, whether times or good
or times are bad, the policies being promoted are those fully endorsed by the Council of
Ministers of the Corkill government and not a carry-over from the Gelling government.

Therefore I am moving the amendment tabled before members that the Isle of Man
Government Policy Review be noted, which in my view means that we will continue with the
previous government’s policies until the new government proposes changes to these policies
and this hon. Court will have the opportunity to endorse, amend or reject those policies. Thank
you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President. I rise in front of my colleague in the other House to
second the amendment that has been put before you, and why? It is because I am quite happy,
as has been said by the member, to support the new Chief Minister’s policy when I know exactly
what it is, but if we are just saying after the election to the people we are stamping what went on
after four new members, who I want to hear and I know have ideas of their own on new policies
and will have an input into this, much younger than I am, but have an idea after talking to the
people on their doorstep about some of the major issues affecting them, I think it is right and
proper that we should just literally receive and note this but wait for the new Chief Minister to give
us his amended policies, which are going to be amended, because we have already had a new
minister of local government this morning declare to us that already she has changed the policy
that came from the old government in relation to housing whether you agree with that policy or
not; we were told that this morning. And I am sure other ministers - I am certain of it - will have
ideas that are different than those that were laid down in these documents. I am not saying they
are not good; I am saying they have passed their sell-by date as far as the public are concerned
that we serve, and I believe it would be right and proper to note these but wait - and we have only
got the budget coming up in April, we have got all sorts of opportunities to hear what the new
team at the top have got to say about policies that you have been listening to on the door.

I was delighted to hear the new Chief Minister talk particularly at some length about the
population, because I, unlike my colleagues in the Keys, did not have to knock on doors and I
am aware I had 12 months of bad health but I thank God I am back on square one again now,
and I know the major issue on the doors in a lot of areas was the population and the effects that



it was having on the rest of us who put into this community over the last several years. They are
aware of the dangers out there of our population problem and, as the Chief Minister pointed out,
even the estimates of what the population would be were 500 persons out over that five-year
period; we have 500 people more on this Island than we had estimated for. It does not seem a
lot does it? But it is if you are waiting on the housing list, and remember, a lot of those people
who are on the low wages, £4.10 an hour - in eight or nine years’ time those who have come in
the last couple of years will be able to apply for housing and they will be competing with those
people who have been on the housing list near 10 years, some of them, now.

Now, I am sure there is a solution to the problem of housing. The Chief Minister is darned
right that it is the major issue for a large part of our population. They cannot all be bankers, they
cannot all be financiers, they cannot all be well-paid people in the brackets that were indicated
by the earnings survey of £400 to £500 a week; they were in there and that survey, by the way,
did not include people who are further up and did not show us how many people are earning
over a £1,000 a week, and there are a lot about, and good luck to them, but it did show us the
people, the ten per cent nearly, at the bottom who are earning less than a subsistence amount
coming into their homes, and they are going to be with us for a long time yet and it is those
people we should be addressing our policy to. It is the population that is going to have a major
effect on them because they are going to be competing with those people who are coming into
this Island at the bottom end of the table to work in the jobs which do not pay the large amounts
of money and are on the £4.10; they will be competing for them in 10 years’ time for housing and
other amenities. I am concerned. I may not well be here, but a lot of you young people will be
here and it is a problem I would like you not to have, but it is going to be there if we do not do
something about it.

I want to hear what the policy, which is not in this document, is going to be on that issue. I
will endorse this and I will note it, but I want to hear what they are going to do in this next five
years to solve that problem. I know reference was made that we had passed the Bill enabling
and I questioned at the time when voting to get it through, what did it enable us to do? To watch
the problem get bigger probably; that is what it will enable us to do unless we actually do
something about implementation, and I am concerned that there seems to be an idea that the
election is over, we can go through the same thing for five years and come back and say ‘Well,
let us get a new team in and we will do the same again in five years further on’ when the
problem has got bigger. I went through it; I know it is not easy, but it can be tackled, but while you
are asking the minister and her new team to solve the housing problem. . . there is an old
expression: ‘you are feeding strawberries to a donkey’ because every 100 houses that she
produces for the lower paid and our own people, she will probably want 150 more on top of that
by the increase in the population at the bottom end of the market who have come in for our
service industries, and if you do not believe me, just talk to the people out there who go into
things like supermarkets and see the problem coming at us.

Now, somebody might say that is racist - it is not racist; I am proud to be Manx and I am
proud to be in a minority group myself on this Island, but you would be a fool if you did not see
the problem that is coming at this Island, a complete idiot. It is there for anyone to see and the
population will tell you about it. I think it would be worth noting on this, but I would like to hear,
when we get down to as quickly as possible, what the new policy of the new Chief Minister and
the new team is, which includes the new members elected here at the last election. I am
interested as to what they heard at the door, but I am darned sure that part of it was, what are we
going to do about the explosion, and what is that doing to our way of life in the Island? I know it
was talked about.

The President: Hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.



Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. The Chief Minister, when moving this document,
talked about the last five years, but in actual fact this policy statement is a statement of the
Gelling administration and it is, I suppose you could say, because of that an end-of-term report.
In this document Mr Gelling does say that the policy objective from 1987, which some of us will
remember, has been achieved up until this time because the aim at that time was when that
first ministerial policy was introduced, the development of a prosperous and caring society, and
what Mr Gelling suggested in the introduction to this report said there was a big gap to be
closed, and when this policy objective was established and had been established and it was
now a tribute to Manx businesses, both employers and employees, that that goal had been
achieved. To attain that that was a reduction in employment as those of us who fought that
election in 1987 know that the unemployment rate was 3,000 and of a much lower persons
employed at that particular time, the GNP did not compare at all, as the Chief Minister in his
introduction has stated, with that of the UK, we had poor financial control in relation to SIB and
those sorts of issues, and that Chief Minister at that particular time had great aspirations when
he introduced that particular document. In actual fact, we could say we have achieved that, but
again at what price?

It is all very well to say that we have gained it, but there are other issues, and I think the
member who has just spoken raised one of those issues such as housing but the Chief
Minister in his report, Mr Gelling, said that the aim now must be to maintain progress and
establish new and better standards of living into the future. Now, that is all very well and I think
the Chief Minister, Mr Corkill, in moving this today stated that there were a number of issues
such as underinvestment in the past catching up and improvements which are still required,
and I would certainly go along with that. There has been a commitment whereby the Chief
Minister stated that we spend half as much again on services as we did five years ago, and that
is quite right, but our reserves are much more than half again and I would ask the question, why
are we holding this money when we know that there are services there that are needed? We
are, in actual fact, treading water, and I think the previous speaker spoke about more people
coming in, also the Chief Minister spoke about how this can be addressed and also to keep the
economy buoyant, and that is a difficulty that government will have. But the more people that
come in, the more pressure there is on housing, there is more pressure on schools, there is
more pressure on the health services, there is more pressure on social services, and all of that
that we are not actually dealing with. These are problems of government and they are issues
which we have to address, and we have to deal with some of these problems which are going to
take more personnel who are in need of more houses, and that is just within the government
area, and these are the more difficult jobs to be filled; they are the professional jobs such as
teachers, nurses, doctors and the like who, although they come here and they have professional
jobs, do not have the returns from us to secure decent housing. That is all very well, we tend to
get emotionally involved with this first-time buyer issue, but I believe that has allowed the
developers to develop something which is substandard and which we are actually accepting as
something which is appropriate to be funded and to be subsidised, which is what we are doing.

We talked this morning in the Question Time and the first question was asked about
crèches, and the Chief Minister pooh-poohed the idea of subsidies with regard to crèches.
These are all things which society actually needs to perform in an adequate way. If we have
crèches, we have people who maybe can go back to work without adding to the population. We
are actually giving something back to the community and I believe, now we have got to the stage
where we have got some of these difficulties, it is now a time of consolidation and it is this
consolidation which needs to be addressed. We need to invest in our young people, not
necessarily at work and at school but in their leisure time. We are a very safe environment but
they need things to do in the right places and we need to actually put investments in there. In my
own area we have youth club which is extremely small. There are halls within the town that the
Department of Education should be purchasing to turn into youth clubs to provide facilities within



youth club areas, but also the Department of Tourism and Leisure to put money into facilities in
the open. The local authorities are not going to do it because they do not spend their money;
they will spend government’s money but they will not spend their money.

So these are issues, generally, which I believe should and must be addressed. We have
children with emotional and behavioural difficulties. They have got to be invested in and
addressed.

We have school places; we are having a new school at St John’s and that is to be
welcomed, but we also have other areas which need an improvement in schooling. I think of
one in particular, Arbory, which has had a mobile for about 25 years whereby other schools such
as Laxey, because the Minister for Education was the minister, that was brought forward, but we
are talking about joined-up government. (Interjections) I am talking about the previous Minister
for Education, not this particular Minister for Education. But there are other schools where
investment is desperately needed. It is all very well having mobiles, but that is not providing, as
the Chief Minister has said, proper investment in these areas. The Minister for Education took
exception to my mentioning Laxey, but I will mention Kirk Michael. Kirk Michael school was
brought forward. It had not long had an extension before, and that was because of a member in
the department at that particular time. There is a right and proper way to do things. Well, I would
say Arbory and schools like that would come before another extension at some of these
schools. There is the issue of investment and there is the issue of putting some of these issues
of in the right context with the right amount of investment into these areas. If we are expecting a
growth in population - and the Chief Minister in his address actually said that there was an
increase in population under 16 in the same way as the population in general - what I am
saying is that these issues actually need to be addressed; they need to be developed.

There is another area with regard to education which concerns me, and it relates to the
investment within young people where there has been devolved financial control. I am told, by
people who used to rent the schools for social or other facilities, that now it is more expensive to
do so and therefore that has an impact on our community as a whole because the school then
has to deal with these particular issues whereas before it was government who was actually
subsidising the rental of these schools where young people were involved.

When I spoke before, I spoke about consolidation and investment in professionals, and I
believe that the government should start looking at investment in teachers and taking more of an
interest in retention. It is all very well within the Department of Education, the Department of
Health which does have a big personnel problem or personnel employment area to which I do
believe that this area of retention must be addressed. It is no good putting in at the beginning to
encourage people to come in if that then causes conflict with the people that are here who feel
that they are not valued, they are not given the same sort of incentives when they want to
purchase a house or even can just afford to live on the incomes which they are being rewarded
with.

I do hope that more investment will be given to schools. There are a number of issues with
regard to, say, special needs and these sort of issues within the education department, and
then we see within this policy document there is an investigation for the inclusion of Latin in the
school curriculum and a working party will report on appropriate strategies. Those of us that
have supported the Manx language over the years have been told that, yes, it can be a matter of
choice, and now we are looking at extending into Latin. I would say that if the Manx language,
and even the English language, were taught properly, we need not then necessarily get into the
Latin area of development. If English and Manx were taught appropriately, then I think there
would be areas there where the actual understanding of language, no matter what language it
would be, would be much better understood.



Just while I am on the Department of Education, on page 26 of the document it states as
one of the policies that the central services strategy is to implement the policies of the
department through the provision of accessible services. Now, this to my mind is a strange
policy, because I really do not know what it means. And if this is the Department of Education I
think what we should be doing is having plain English in policy documents to actually support
that understanding. Also within this - and I would welcome it, the further review to be undertaken
of the students’ maintenance grants system, because I do feel that this is again an area of
consolidation and investment and that we should be investing in young people, and helping
them - these are the poorer members of the community or at least from poorer families - to be
able to go to university, take up their places without the problems that they have with regard to
being extremely poor and finding it very difficult to make ends meet. It is never going to be easy
for children being away from home, but I do feel that it is an area that should be supported as
young people should also be entering into apprentices and those sorts of areas where I do
believe that we should be giving encouragement and making it as easy as possible for our
young people to enter into these learning areas.

There are a number of issues which the Chief Minister spoke about regarding services to
be delivered, and I was interested in this document where, under ‘social services’, it actually
says that five years ago the budget for social services was £9.6 million with a personnel budget
of 341 full-time equivalents. This year, with this document, it is now £24.4 million with a
personnel budget of 517, and I would have thought that you would expect, with increased
personnel, increased services, that there would be, and this report actually clearly says, ‘This
rate of growth, both in financial and personnel terms, whilst representing a substantial
investment in and commitment to improving the quality of life of the disadvantage in society, is
unsustainable in the future’, and that, to my mind, is a sad reflection on this extra finance that we
have in reserves from £90 million five years ago to £239 million now. Of course our caring
society is going to cost more, of course providing these sort of services is going to cost more,
but I would contend that in some or most of these areas we must consolidate. Now, how
government does that is up to government to decide but, unless we do, all we are going to do for
the next five years is tread water. There must be more issues addressed such as trying to keep
people at home in their community if that is what they wish, giving them a better service in the
community and also giving them better care and attention and taking over some of the costs of
the elderly especially in nursing homes, because I believe that if you were in hospital you would
receive free attention, and if you have to have nursing care when you are elderly then I believe
that also should be provided (Mr Henderson: Hear, hear.) by the National Health Service.

Now we have heard, and I know lots of comment was made, about prison - I am now onto
the Department of Home Affairs. The member who spoke before me spoke about knocking on
doors and I, too, have knocked on doors, Eaghtyrane, many, many doors, and one of the issues
that was brought to my attention - and in a way I suppose it is not something I had thought about
very much before, I had always thought about the need to provide a new prison, giving prisoners
access to everything, but these were wardens who I spoke to, and they said, ‘When are we
getting a new prison?’ They suggested to me that it was unacceptable, the situation which they
had to work in, and I think we just think about, ‘Oh, it’s been difficult to place an establishment
like this somewhere because nobody wants prisoners next to them,’ but I would put it to you that
we have people who provide that service for us. They are the wardens, the people who work in
the prison service and therefore I believe that government has a responsibility to give them a
proper working place so that they can address some of the difficulties which they have at the
moment, along with the prisoners, to give them a better quality of life. So it is all very well talking
about a caring and prosperous society but we also must care for the people that are providing
the service as well as to the people we are giving the service to.



I am also concerned about the type of policing that we have, and I am not sure that we get
the service that we should be getting. We have recently seen issues such as problem-solving.
Now, that is all very well, but if somebody takes exception to, every day of the year, somebody
parking on double yellow lines and nobody taking any action even when it is reported, they feel
aggrieved, as somebody who parks injudiciously or somebody who leaves a wreck on the road
or something like this - all of these issues are very much to the fore and they have got to be
addressed. How we do that as a government, I am saying ‘we’ but it is for government to provide
those sorts of services - then I think it is a shame that the Minister for Home Affairs is not here at
the moment but I will certainly be raising these sorts of issues with him as he is newly in place
and I do feel that in providing services we should expect, if we pass laws within parliament at
the behest, I must admit a lot of the time, of government, then I think that they should be followed
up, otherwise it makes government, parliament, what we do, a laughing stock.

If I could turn to the Department of Local Government and the Environment, 17.3 states, ‘to
facilitate a structured and sustainable development of the Island through application of effective
strategic and development planning.’ I think the two really shouted to each other, for want of a
better expression. I do not believe that you can have a sustainable development in the way that
is suggested here - structured and sustainable development, because we are not doing that;
we are allowing development to go on without asking for it to be sustainable, and in actual fact
government is leading the way. A press notice put out only in the last couple of weeks stated that
government support - and it is on this agenda - for a plan to make additional land available for
affordable housing. That is all very well, but what we have at the moment is a most
undemocratic situation whereby we have local plans - this, true, it is all right, it is going to go to a
public inquiry, but it might go to a public inquiry and once the public inquiry has stated that there
will be development there, there is nothing that anyone can do next to it to object, because really,
once it has been zoned, approval in principle is given, and I have the situation in my area where
people have objected in a number of areas where developments have been suggested in the
density that has taken place, and in actual fact they have not really had very much of a say,
because 13 years ago it was decided at that particular time that development would take place
in this area. There is no democratic input by the public at that stage. The decision was taken 13
years ago, and this document does go on to cover local authority plans and says that Peel -
because there is enough there to develop already, there is no need for a development plan and
it has been put on hold. In a way, I am not arguing about that; I prefer to see the strategic plan up
and running so that people, at least government, has more of an input into what goes on in
various places so that if you are looking at development you are also looking at how you are
going to access it, how you are going to get roads there. It is the idiotic planning situation here
where planning is allowed to develop in a particular area and then access to it needs to be
developed, and then another government department has to apply for planning for roads to go
into that area. That argument, I would accept, is at odds with what I was saying about
democratic process but there are needs all along the way to be serviced, and I think these are
areas which should be looked at.

Again I go back to the point that the Department of Local Government, and government
itself, can really be at odds with the actual planning process. They have said, to satisfy their
needs - government, this is - 400 houses a year, and 400 will be produced in that year and it is
the same department. It is the same minister that is looking at developing those sorts of issues
and I think this is something which should be considered by government in the future. And I
think it is at odds. This department, actually local government, is saying, ‘We can’t deal with that
because we are the policing authority’ and yet in this particular issue it is government policy but
it is also this department that actually approves developments in these particular areas.

There is a problem with housing and I believe that the problem needs to be solved. Some
of the questions that were asked today about single people - some of the single people are in



lower paid jobs, they cannot get onto a local authority list, they cannot afford even a government
mortgage because they are not earning enough, and there is nowhere else for them to go
except to pay some of the exorbitant prices that there are in the public sector and the question I
asked the minister was, ‘What is local authorities doing about providing more for local authority
needs?’ One of the issues that needs to be addressed, I think, is more local authority housing.
In my area it is some 10 years since my local authority has any more local authority housing,
and these are areas where government has actually failed. It is government because
government should be leading these issues. Local authorities only administer houses for
government, and the question posed by the Speaker was quite right. Legislation should be
introduced to put into place the actual guidelines for local authorities. They have nothing to lose
because they do not fund anything of housing, and yet they operate under the impression, and
give tenants the impression, that it is all funded by local authorities when indeed it is not. There
is also, on page 73, a comment ‘to ensure the provision of adequate housing by the provision of
housing for those with special needs.’ I am not sure that either the Department of Local
Government or local authorities actually deal with that.

There is also the area of public funding of mortgages, and I believe that this should be
looked at, but I am not altogether convinced that by upping the grant. . . because I do think the
grant is too much for what is to be offered by these developers, especially when they operate
first-time buyers, and I must say that I was disappointed, I had a conversation with the Minister
for Local Government and the Environment before Christmas, who expressed concern to me
with the type and standard of houses being produced for first-time buyers, certainly in my areas,
but then followed it up be a letter on 28th December where she said, ‘I am equally concerned
about the size of some of the houses being offered for sale to young families but this merely
reflects building costs and the problems of providing affordable houses at this time. It would not
be appropriate for me as minister to comment on specific planning matters. However, I am
assured that properties to which you refer satisfy the requirements of the building regulations
and they do at least enable young people to move into the all-important first-time rung on the
ladder of home ownership.’ I am concerned because I do not know what government is going to
come up with for grants, but we heard before about fuelling rents if we subsidise people already
on the housing list; those are the people that are on very low incomes when it comes to rental,
because they would be on the local authority waiting list, and yet we are looking at subsiding,
and we are not subsiding the people who are purchasing, we are subsiding the people that are
developing. We have seen their classy brochure which they produced for the premier residential
and commercial property developer. And we only have to look at my area, and all members have
had a copy of this - so I am quite happy to comment on it but in the Peel area, the ‘Mannin’ -
ideal starter home with two double bedrooms, (Interjection) - I think you might get a double bed
into them - lounge, breakfast kitchen and bathroom, and that is £94,950. We know that
government, at the moment, gives grants for £85,000 and what people have been told who are
on the waiting list with this particular developer, Heritage Homes, is that government will have to
catch up with them. Now, who is governing? That is what I would like to know.

These are all issues which government will have to address, but there are a number of
people in my area who have been either to get government mortgages, or private mortgages
and they have secured it at £85,000, but over and above that, they will see no future in
purchasing even one of these small properties.

I am also concerned about the enforcement of planning, and that is on page 82. It says at
the top under B - that is 17.2.4 - ‘To maintain an effective development control regime which
ensures that all material considerations are taken into account in the determination of
applications for planning consent, and that enforcement action is taken against those who carry
out unauthorised development, wherever appropriate.’ Now that, ‘wherever appropriate’,
concerns me because I had a constituent who contacted the Department of Local Government



to say he was very concerned about something that was going on because it could affect his
property and were told that the department was too busy to take any action. I have since taken it
up with the Department of Local Government and the Environment, who has asked my
constituent, but it does not really give me any great comfort. It goes on about the planning
conditions laid down for a number of reasons; these are variations of conditions as well, and
really it means that developers such as the one I mentioned can get away with issues such as
moving into houses before they are ready when the conditions say they should not before
lighting and proper roadway is introduced. So there are all these areas here of enforcement
action when it has not been authorised and also conditions laid down which are not applied to
and I would hope that the department. . . This is where I suggest that consolidation is needed. If
we do not have people to enforce planning, then we should not be laying down conditions; we
should be saying to these people they can get on with it because that is exactly what they do,
and they flout their position within the community. I mentioned before about democracy and area
plans, and I hope that the government will look at that.

I am concerned too that on page 84 it says, under ‘conservation areas’, ‘to complete the
work underway with the reappraisal of the existing conservation areas in Peel and Castletown.’
My concern is Peel because the reappraisal concerns me. The conservation area was
introduced, supported by the local authority and supported by a number of eminent people
within the community, and this reappraisal is at the suggestion of the local authority because
they want it introduced. What I would like to see is government making a commitment to people
living in conservation areas - no need to reduce it, just make a commitment to people that they
will get support, and they will play ball. In the past there has been dragging of feet, people have
taken so long to get financial support in this area that they have just gone along and done it
themselves without, and it does make people feel aggrieved, but to my mind there is no need to
reduce the conservation area, especially when the department is looking at initiatives for
upgrading of building frontages in new and existing Douglas conservation areas. So Douglas is
going to have more conservation areas - leave Peel alone, just put the finance in.

I make no apology for going through this document because I feel it is important that this is
on the agenda for us to comment on, the Chief Minister has said that he will listen to comments
and that is exactly what I am doing. There is a comment about housing and again it goes back
to a question raised this morning. ‘However, the housing shortage continues to make the
provision of unsuitable housing a variable option for some landlords,’ and what your department
is saying is because the penalties are modest before the courts, and it is up to government to
change that, it is up to government to do something to let the courts know, increase the
penalties, make sure that some of these actual areas are improved upon. Again, that is
consolidation.

There are also areas such as improvement with regard to issues such as cars being
dumped, and I notice that on page 92 it says this position has contributed significantly to the
enhancement of the Island’s beauty and makes an attractive place for both residents and
visitors alike; it has been achieved by working with local authorities to deal with areas of
unsightliness by tightening up on the powers to remove abandoned vehicles, through new
processes of the Public Health Amendment Act. Could I say that my constituents do not feel that
there has been any great improvement at all. Vehicles are still being dumped; new initiatives
need to be brought in to deal with some of these issues.

Mrs Crowe: I agree.

Mr Hannan: I now move on to the Department of Tourism, and again I did make comment
before about investment by the Department of Tourism and Leisure into youth facilities, and I
hope that the minister will look at that as a commitment to our young people. There was a
number of areas with regard to traffic that concern me, and transport, and the issues that have



come about through government policy and, as you could say, a change in government policy
and it relates to, I suppose, departments working together, but on one hand the Department of
Tourism and Leisure introduces free bus travel for children -

Mr Cretney: Our initiative.

Mrs Hannan: Yes, but it was introduced by government, the Department of Tourism and
Leisure, should I say, have had to deal with it. This in actual fact is at odds with trying to keep
children healthy, keeping children walking to school and these sorts of issues, and also put
more pressure on issues such as the number of buses available, also employment in these
areas, and I just feel that, instead of introducing free bus travel, other issues, other initiatives
should have been sought and they had, by passing over the cost of bus travel to the parents to
make a choice. In actual fact, it was government that was still paying for it and I think that should
have been left at that. I know it looks wonderful that we are providing free transport to school, but
I do feel that these are issues which I feel should be addressed. It was well meant, I suggest,
but it has not actually brought in - I do not think, from my point of view, anyway - the
improvements that should in actual fact have come about, as there was another way of doing it.

Also safe environment at schools. I mentioned before about the upgrade at Laxey School
and this is where I think governments should work together at that particular time. There was an
extension at Laxey School but the problems that exist because of where it is have been left to the
Department of Transport to try to solve some of these issues of cars on this particular road, and
it must be the worse possible access to a school that could be envisaged.

Mrs Crowe: Arbory is as bad.

Mrs Hannan: And so everybody else has got to try to solve these problems. I would
suggest that before any schools, any department developed in a particular area, as Michael - it
was the Department of Transport that ensured that there was a proper frontage to that - but I
suggest, before it gets to a planning stage, that these issues should be addressed if
government, as the Chief Minister has said, work hand in hand with each other.

I think I have mentioned roads with regard to developments under the Department of
Transport. I was amused, really, by the member for Douglas East when commenting - again I
am back to parking and cars and the like - that she was pleased that a member for Douglas had
been appointed as the Minister for Transport because now parking would be sorted out. I would
suggest in actual fact that parking is a problem and that roads are not the place for car parks. If
we are going to spend a lot of money on developing roads and road links, streets and keeping
them up to a particular standard, then I think government with the local authorities - and that is
also the Department of Local Government - should be addressing issues such as car parking,
especially in inner town areas. It is a hugh problem; multistorey car parks do not solve the issue
of day-to-day parking, but these need to be addressed, and really what we need to look at are
issues such as do we spend money on roads and the upkeep of roads which are kept up by the
public purse, to be turned over to, you could say, private car parks? These are issues, I think,
that desperately need to be addressed. As I said before, Eaghtyrane, when canvassing these
are issues which my constituents are concerned about - provision of parking, dumped cars,
these sorts of issues; they are obviously cross-government issues but they are issues which
need to be dealt with urgently, because these are issues which concern people and they are
probably issues which make people feel, ‘Is it worth going out to vote?’ So it is these sorts of
issues which I feel that government has got to try to move on with.

If we are looking at this caring and prosperous society which started off in 1987, these are
issues which I feel, along with a lot of others, need to be invested in - time, money, personnel
and the like. It is all very well for us in here to say we want to do this, that and the other, but we
need people within the civil service to carry these out. There are very many dedicated people in



the civil service, but they can only do it if there are personnel there to do it, and it is all very well
for us to say we have got more money, we have got more investment, we can do this, that and
the other, when in actual fact we can only do as much as the people that we have working for us.

I would just like to comment on some of the comments made by the Chief Minister. He
suggested that he was going to bring forward a government corporate business plan, and I
would suggest it would be a mistake. We are not a business; we are dealing with people, with
government providing services, with changes within the community, with changing needs. We
only had, in Question Time, suggestions that other people in other places were doing things
and ‘why weren’t we doing it?’ It is very difficult to introduce something like that once you have
got your corporate business plan which has had the okay from parliament. Parliament should
be scrutinising government policy right the way through, and I think to treat the Isle of Man and its
people like a business possibly on one level is all very well, but on other levels it takes out the
personal equation, and I feel that that would be wrong.

I also feel that it would be wrong to do away with the policy discussion. You might think it is
tedious, but it allows members to comment on all areas which I feel is important. You can get all
the questions you like; the questions come off pat, the answers come off pat, but it does not
bring forward policies. If members are going to have to bring forward motions before this Court
every time they feel that there needs to be a policy change and there is a business plan then set
up where it cannot be changed - ‘you voted for this, it cannot be changed’ - there is no point us
being here except to give approval to a business plan.

The Chief Minister then says that he is preparing for a population control, it is going to be
placed on the shelf, and I know that a lot of people are concerned about it. A lot of people do not
mind if it inflicts on us. They do want to see some sort of initiative by government at least to say
that they are wanting to control situations such as school places, housing, hospital waiting lists,
doctors’ waiting lists, dentists, for want of a better analogy. So these are issues which need to
be approached.

The Chief Minister also mentioned the European Union. My understanding - and maybe he
can explain in his wind-up - is that we are unable at the moment, because of protocol 3, to trade
with Europe on financial areas, and maybe he can explain how the European Union initiatives
will impinge on us if we cannot trade.

I was alarmed, but not surprised, by his comment that he would be introducing counter-
terrorism legislation as in the UK. My concern there is that we have only just introduced human
rights legislation, it is not yet underway, and my understanding is that under this legislation it
would be relaxed, part of it anyway would not longer be in being, and that concerns me greatly.
Also I have a great deal of concern about what went on in New York but I also am concerned at
the way that prisoners of war are being treated, and I believe, as any person that is concerned
about human rights would be concerned, about how these people are being treated. If there is a
war declared, and it was, these people have rights, or should have rights, under the Geneva
Convention and they seem not to have, so I am concerned that, by the suggestion of the Chief
Minister, our human rights legislation goes by default because of the counter-terrorism
legislation. I believe we have to play our part but that it should be within the human rights
legislation, not outside it.

In winding up, I would say that I believe that there should be investment in people. That is
what 1987 started off with; that is what we were aiming at for our people. Therefore I believe that
we should invest in people, we should introduce rewards to the professional people, to people
in less paid jobs. The most important people in our community are the bin people, the people
who empty our bins, (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) the people that sweep the streets; they are the
unsung heroes. Because people are by their human nature untidy, uncaring, drop litter all over
the place including cigarette ends everywhere, without people like that to come along and



sweep up after us, we would live in quite a filthy environment. The people that I have just spoken
about get very little in return and some of those people are under 45 and even then they are not
allowed on our housing lists. There are people out there who need to be housed, they need to
appear on housing lists. This government should be addressing these issues. We have got to
where we wanted to be in 1987; it does not mean that we stop, but it does mean that we have a
time of consolidation, a time of investment, a time of rewarding people for their commitment to
the Isle of Man and their commitment especially to government and government’s policy. We
should be aiming at retaining people in post. I spoke before about people emptying bins; not
many people want to do that sort of work, so we should be investing in these people, investing
in people in these lower areas. Bonuses if you will, to keep their rate of pay or whatever, whether
it is doctors, teachers or nurses, but if they cannot afford housing we will lose them.

There are all these sort of issues which I am pleased to have brought to the Court this
afternoon. I do not know what I will be doing about voting, but I have enjoyed commenting on the
previous administration’s record (Interjections and laughter) and looking forward to the next five
years. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The President: I call on the Chief Minister to reply to the debate.

Mr Corkill: Right, Mr President, I was rather taken aback there but I am very pleased to
respond to the debate if that is the instruction that is before me. I obviously would have hoped
that more members would have commented on the debate.

Mr Houghton: Wait until October, Richard.

Mr Corkill: Can I say from the outset that I made a statement of intended policies to this
hon. Court, and included in that was a commitment to bring the policy document to this hon.
Court, and that is what I have done today. It was a commitment and it was there for a number of
reasons: because obviously I have been very much part of the last administration, my colleague,
Mr Gelling, had headed up and that was a real privilege; I enjoyed that time there. The policies in
that document have been evolving for many years, and the hon. member who has just resumed
her seat, member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, referred to 1987 a number of times and absolutely, that
is when this process with these documents started, and it evolves, and by bringing this
document here today I have been trying to carry forward that evolution, so I was rather
disappointed by the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer, where his opening comment was that
this was a superfluous act or words to that effect, and I think it is a rather negative stance to take
towards a document which is very comprehensive. A lot of time and effort goes into it. There is a
process that delivers the policy document in the form that it is there which takes many - I nearly
said man-hours - personnel hours of time and effort by officers, by politicians who are
committed to producing the document, and so by merely following Mr Singer’s amendment,
which is basically to note it, I think is a negative act and I would urge members not to do that.
The hon. member then went on to say that he actually supports the majority of what is in the
document, and I wrote that down. Now, that is all my motion actually asks of members; that is all
that is there in the original motion. If we go back to it, it says ‘the Isle of Man Government Policy
Review 2001 be approved in principle as a statement of general policy for the Council of
Ministers and as a provisional programme of expenditure legislation and other initiatives’ and,
of course, we are in the process of the budget as well which is coming along in a couple of
months.

But what I wanted to do to give hon. members the opportunity; we are fresh back from the
hustings, we have a policy document which was laid at the October Tynwald and which a lot of
people have read, and it is important, I think, at this stage that the Council of Ministers get a
feeling for what may have changed. In my view there is not a lot that has changed, but what has



been brought to the attention of the Court this afternoon by the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr
Singer, is that there are already changes - ‘The Chief Minister is talking about this and that, and
there are changes, therefore we will wait and see what those changes are before we cast an
opinion.’ I go back to my original comment which is that this policy evolves all the time. It evolves
twice a year in reality, because we have the policy debate, we have the budget debate and things
move all the time in the process of government. In fact, even while there is a general election
going on, the policy is still moving on, so I think it would be unfortunate if we just cast this
document to one side and said we are going to start again, because the next policy debate in
the normal run of things will be next October. I do not want to be in this hon. Court for another 10
months and not have some steer from hon. members on some of the issues that have been hot
at the election. We know what they are, but we want to know how people, how members feel
about them. We know residency is a big issue, we know housing is a big issue, and we know
what the pressures are, we know what we heard on the doorstep and even those, as Mr
Delaney said, who did not stand in the general election for the House of Keys have got the
feedback from the populace. It is very important that this Court channels up through this process
of the policy document so that we can consider what those issues are and build them in to the
plans that government has.

Now, the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer, said, certain ministers stood back at
election time and criticised the policy. Well, I certainly criticised the housing policy because it
was glaringly inadequate for the purposes of our community. There are always going to be
issues that each and every one of us cannot totally agree on, and so I go back to the original
motion which allows that flexibility. This, I think, is important, and I made the point in my original
comments, particularly for new members to take on board, that by agreeing with what is in this
document it is not a matter of signing up hook, line and sinker to absolutely every issue that is in
there, because a lot of the issues come through the system for votes, for supplementary votes,
for capital votes within this House, and the opportunity is very much there to make the vote count
at that time but what we need to know and the Council of Ministers is that the general tenor of
the policies is right. I feel that these policies are right; I put my name right alongside these issue
in these documents and I intend to promote the policies that are in these books. That is what I
am doing today; that is what I am trying to promote within the Isle of Man through this chamber.
So I felt that that was a fairly negative response to a requirement that I had set for myself for this
hon. Court. He did actually use the words ‘initiate debate’; well, I would have hoped for a bigger
debate -

Mr Cannan: So would we!

Mr Corkill: - and that has not happened, but the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer, said
it would be good to initiate debate. Well, the objective of this agenda item is to do just that.

Hon. member for Council, Mr Delaney, seconded the motion and he wanted to hear more
from members. He said he wanted to hear what the new members had to say, he also
mentioned the budget in April and he came back to this situation about ‘population explosion’ - I
think he used the words - we had been 500 out on the census calculations et cetera, and he
immediately equated population with housing, and then mentioned no other factors -

Mr Delaney: Sorry? Say that again - I did not catch that, Mr President.

Mr Corkill: It is a factor that a rising population will bring pressure on housing, but it is not
the only factor and I think -

Mr Delaney: How many do you want?

Mr Corkill: - that is something that I have been trying to promote in this type of debate, that
the housing situation that we have on the Island is a number of factors -

Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.



Mr Corkill: - and population is one of those, and we have residency control that we are
looking at to perhaps find a solution in that particular area. We also have low interest rates
which we cannot do much about and which are driving investors into the rental market because
they get a better return, quite simply, than having the money in the bank.

Now, what are we going to do about low interest rates? We have also touched this morning
on issues to do with taxation, and I know my colleague, Mr Bell, was questioned this morning on
how you might tax to try and remove the speculation that is going on with land. But of course,
what have we done with the zoning of land? We have made it scarce, therefore people have
rushed to buy it, therefore the price has gone up. We have to accept we live in a free market
economy and when we do something, then that has an impact, so that is another element. So
not wanting to be too critical of Mr Delaney, member for Council, he majored very much on
population and what I would say in response to that is, yes, that is an issue but there are a lot of
other issues too.

In my opening comments I also mentioned social change, about the number of people
living per dwelling. That has reduced, and therefore to stand still you have to have more units of
accommodation. All these things are construing together, and the one thing that will actually
satisfy the problem is more supply of housing, and that is what this government that I have been
elected to lead is going to have as a priority. There is another motion on this agenda which my
colleague, member for the Department of Local Government, will be bringing forth later which
will be trying to make some progress in this area, and I will be very interested in members’
comments when we get to that motion.

I would like to thank the hon. member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, for what was a very
comprehensive review in her way, in her terms, of the policy document, and I would have hoped
for more from other members; that has not happened. She talked of 1987 and the aspirations
that were there then, and what I have tried to do in my comments is to acknowledge that we have
delivered a number of those aspirations from then to now and a lot of people have been involved
in that, they have played their part, but we are now heading into a next five-year administration
and there is still a lot to be done.

We have obviously talked about the good news in terms about our incomes and the fact
that we have come up to the UK level and that was a policy target; that is great, but the point I
have been trying to make since I became Chief Minister is that the way of life on the Island is not
just about economics. I know I have spent the last five years as Treasury minister talking about
economics as if it was the only thing in the world; that is what I was getting paid to do, but there
are other social and cultural aspects to the Island which we also have to deliver and that we
have to maintain if we are talking about the way of life and standards of living. Standards of living
are not just about the money in your pocket, as we all know.

I will not go through all the issues that Mrs Hannan, member for Peel, has gone through. I
have noted every single heading that she went through, and I know the Chief Secretary has been
making notes as well. There was one particular issue which the hon. member asked for with
regard to the EU to do with financial services and trading in Europe. Protocol 3 quite clearly
keeps us out of Europe in terms of our financial products, which we do so well with in the Isle of
Man around the world. Certainly it is my view that if the European Union wants us to play by
some of its rules, then there has to be a quid pro quo, and maybe access to the EU market
place in some way is part of that discussion but I would not wish to say more than that at this
stage because the debate on EU issues is at pretty early stages; they have said that they wish
the Isle of Man and other islands to fall more in line, but in terms of taxation protocol 3 is quite
clear: that autonomy is there for the Island. I certainly intend to look after that autonomy in my
role as Chief Minister.



The hon. member also mentioned counter-terrorism, and I am very sympathetic. The
Council of Ministers when discussing this situation was also very sympathetic to the issue of
human rights. We have just introduced a lot of human rights legislation and here we are, faced
with a counter-terrorism Bill to cut across those issues, and of course anyone who has followed
current affairs in the United Kingdom would have seen the debate through the House of Lords;
the Bill that went to and fro was eventually passed, it was amended by the House of Lords on
these very issues of human rights. That is on the one hand; on the other hand, we have a
situation where the major players of the world are passing this type of legislation in response to
terrorist attacks. If we step outside of that ring and expose ourselves as a loophole - and it will
be portrayed by those nations as us being a loophole - I would say that the Island will put itself
at a great disadvantage and will not be delivering its commitment that has been made with
regard to fighting terrorism. So yes, sympathetic to the points that the hon. member makes
about human rights, but really do we have a choice? I would suggest that on balance, when the
legislation comes through for consideration by the branches, we will have to take both sides of
the equation into account. The ‘prosperous and caring society’ - I would hope that that phrase
which was penned those many years, and it is quite a few years ago now, still holds true.
Certainly since I have been re-elected to the House of Keys, I see my role as a member of this
House as promoting unity throughout the community. At the end of the day 76,000 are not really
a lot of people and we need, and we should be able, to look after ourselves. With 76,000 - if they
cannot look after themselves with the resources that we have and the environment that we have,
then it is a poor show (Members: Hear, hear.), and I really do believe that we can ensure that
unity exists.

There are a number of social issues, to do with low incomes, housing, cultural aspects,
and my commitment is to work towards harmony in those areas, because only from unity will we
as a community move forward in these five years that I am so much looking forward to.

There are challenges and there are deficits, and the hon. member for Peel mentioned the
issues to do with youth. Certainly in my own area I would like to see more youth facilities. That
was quite clear at the general election. It is how they are delivered. There is a commitment. We
do have the Children and Young Persons Committee looking at a number of issues. We still
have the Drugs and Alcohol Strategy. These issues I intend to ensure are addressed. I have
tried to raise the priority of housing in this administration and I think we are going to have
results, but I would not be so disingenuous as to suggest that when this new administration
starts delivering solutions they are all our solutions, because some of them started in the last
administration, and I go back to the original point in going against Mr Singer’s amendment:
these things do evolve. We need to be aware and move with that evolution and to know where
we are going, and I make no apology whatsoever for bringing this report to Tynwald today. I
wanted to hear people’s opinions; I wanted to hear where we perhaps are going wrong,
because I know in my mind what my priorities are. I have stated those quite clearly; I will not
state them again now, and that is where I intend to drive this Council of Ministers from the chair
that I occupy for the privilege that this Court has given me as Chief Minister. I intend to drive
those priorities and I intend to monitor, as this Court will monitor, the activity and the success of
the government departments in delivering the answers that we are all seeking.

Therefore, I will not say any more now, Mr President. I have to say that I am disappointed
that there were not more people able to contribute to the debate, but I would ask hon. members
to think about what I have said, to support the motion as on the agenda paper. I beg to move, sir.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at 3 on the order paper
and to that you have the amendment in the name of the hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer,
which has been circulated to you on the white paper. Those in favour of the amendment please
say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.



A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Quine, Gill, Houghton, Henderson, Mrs Cannell, Mrs Hannan, Messrs Singer, Karran
and Earnshaw - 9

Against: Messrs Anderson, Cannan, Rodan, Rimington, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Cretney, Duggan,
Downie, Shimmin, Bell, Corkill and the Speaker - 12

The Speaker: Mr President, in the House of Keys the motion has failed with 9 votes for and
12 votes against.

In the Council -

For: Messrs Lowey, Kniveton and Delaney - 3

Against: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Waft, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 5

The President: With 5 against and 3 for the amendment, hon. members, the amendment
therefore fails to carry and I put to you the motion as printed on the order paper. Those in favour
please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Anderson, Cannan, Quine, Rodan, Rimington, Gill, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Houghton,
Henderson, Cretney, Duggan, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Downie, Shimmin, Mrs Hannan, Messrs
Bell, Singer, Karran, Corkill, Earnshaw and the Speaker - 21

Against: None

The President: Mr Clerk, I would remind you that Mr Quayle’s vote will not be counted as we
had started the voting on this particular measure before he entered the Court.

The Speaker: Mr President, in the House of Keys the motion has carried with 21 votes in
favour, no votes against.

In the Council -

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 7

Against: Mr Delaney - 1

The President: One vote cast against in the Council, hon. members, the motion therefore
carries.

Hon. members, I think it is an appropriate time at which to adjourn, and the Court will
recommence its deliberations at item 4 at 5 o’clock. Thank you, hon. members.

The Court adjourned at 4.39 p.m.

Driving Tests and Licences (Fees) Regulations 2001 — Approved

Item 4. The Minister for Transport to move:

That the Driving Tests and Licences (Fees) Regulations 2001 [SD No 811/01] be approved.

The President: Now, hon. members, we continue with our order paper. The hon. Minister
for Transport, Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. The Driving Tests and Licences (Fees) Regulations
2001 will increase the fees payable in respect of driving tests and driving licences to allow for
inflation. The driving test fees have been increased by approximately 5 per cent to allow for



inflation and were last increased on 1st April 2000 by a modest amount to take account of
inflation at that time.

A review has been undertaken on driving licence fees and it was considered necessary to
increase the fees sufficiently to take account of inflation since the penultimate increase in 1992.
Therefore the driving licence fees have been increased to catch up with inflation. It is intended
the increased fees for driving tests and driving licences will come into operation on 1st March
2002.

All hon. members should have received an explanatory memorandum which gives the
current fees and those proposed and it is anticipated that the income arising from these
regulations in the 2002-2003 financial year will be £69,500 for driving tests and £95,400 for
driving licences, giving a grand total of £164,900. Mr President, I beg to move the motion
standing in my name.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: I beg to second and reserve my remarks, sir.

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that printed at 4 on the order paper. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Cronk Aash and Playing Fields Clubhouse — Expenditure Approved

Item 5. The Minister for Health and Social Security to move:

That Tynwald approves of the Department of Health and Social Security incurring
expenditure not exceeding £1,030,000 for the conversion and refurbishment of Cronk Aash and
the replacement of the Playing Fields Clubhouse.

The President: I call on the Minister for Health and Security to move.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the motion before the Court represents the first phase of a
three-phase scheme for the provision of staff residential accommodation in the immediate
location of the new hospital. At present, staff residential accommodation is provided in the main
at or around the Noble’s Hospital area and comprises the Nurses’ Home and a variety of
smaller properties owned either by the department or the Noble’s Hospital Trustees.

These residences are utilised by a range of medical, nursing and other staff on a short-
term basis. In the case of medical staff it is a requirement for accommodation to be provided for
juniors undergoing a tour of duty at Noble’s as part of their training programme or who, at any
level, join us for spells of locum duty. For others the availability of residential accommodation
represents a powerful tool in our recruitment armoury.

In the planning of the new hospital at Ballamona it was recognised that a staff residential
accommodation policy would need to be continued, and for this purpose land in the
department’s ownership between Leece Lodge cottages and the former Mannin Infirmary site
was earmarked for any necessary development as the details of that policy were worked up. It
was also identified, in consultation with Treasury officials, that any essential funding thereof
could be largely set off through disposal of redundant health estate assets.

Today’s motion and the three-phase scheme represents the culmination of a lengthy and
involved discussion on both external and internal reviews of the number and location of staff
residences regarded as being reasonably required to meet foreseeable demands. The scheme
reflects two fundamental principles: first, that the bulk of the accommodation should be located
in the vicinity of the new hospital, having regard to the fact that the majority of those who will be
using the properties will be hospital-based staff; and second, that the bulk of the
accommodation should be contained within the boundaries of the site, as defined by the
Braddan, Ballafletcher and East Baldwin roads.



In working up this scheme I would like to take the opportunity to pay tribute to the ready co-
operation of the Braddan Parish Commissioners and the Union Mills Football Club, both in
terms of the necessary negotiations with the club, in which the commissioners played a pivotal
role, and of the commissioners’ appreciation for the department’s needs in taking these
development proposals through the planning process without undue obstacles. In turn, the
department has recognised the representations of the commissioners concerning the
importance for the local community of the potential of the Strang crossroads field, and we have
come to a satisfactory agreement with them which will secure the future of that area as open
space for so long as the commissioners desire. It was critical to our scheme that the field at
Ballamona Hospital, currently occupied by Union Mills Football Club and for which they held an
option through to 2024, became immediately available to us. Part of the expenditure submitted
for approval today, about £400,000, relates to the costs of relocating the football club to a new
ground and facilities on land at Ballaoates. The remainder of the expenditure will be put to
converting the Cronk Aash building on the Ballamona Hospital site into 30 single-person
occupancy units of accommodation with associated ancillary facilities. Present services in that
building are being relocated to the refurbished Leece Lodge farmhouse buildings.

Phases 2 and 3 of the scheme, for which separate approval will be sought in due course,
will see respectively new build on the Union Mills football field of six three-bedroomed houses
and a block of 28 one-bedroomed flats and the conversion of the Cronk Coar Unit on the
hospital site, which is currently used as the elderly mentally ill day hospital and memory clinic,
but which will be relocated into the Grianagh Court facility and the creation of another 30 or so
single-person occupancy units will be carried out at Cronk Coar.

In total this scheme in its three phases is estimated to cost about £4 million. To offset that
addition to the department’s debt position we are recouping about £1 million from the sale to
the Department of Local Government and the Environment of the land earmarked between
Leece Lodge cottages and the former Mannin Infirmary site for housing development. We also
intend to dispose of the Nurses’ Home property in Westmoreland road in due course which is
expected to realise about £1.25 million, and again the Department of Local Government and the
Environment has a first option to purchase. Other recent disposals by the department have
amounted to about half a million pounds. In addition, the Noble’s Hospital Trustees’ properties
in the vicinity of the present Noble’s Hospital and which are currently made available for use as
junior medical residences will no longer be required and we shall discuss this matter with the
trustees. The trustees would then be free to liquidate those assets which are conservatively
estimated in the value of about £1 million, which money will then be, at the determination of the
trustees, available for alternative health care uses in accordance with the terms of the trust.

The fact that we are able to report probably the lowest vacancy levels in our health care
services at a time when there has been some tightening on the housing market generally is in
no small measure due to our staff residential accommodation policy. Today’s motion effectively
seeks the endorsement of this hon. Court to a continuation of that policy in the long-term
interests of the health care of our people. I beg to move the motion standing in my name.

The President: Hon. member.

Mr Anderson: I beg to second.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Downie.

Mr Downie: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I have read the paper which was circulated on
Friday; I only got into it yesterday for the debate and I apologise for not raising the matter with the
minister beforehand, but I am quite content with the situation regarding the residential
accommodation, just sad that it was not highlighted when the hospital was being planned and,
as the Chairman of the Planning Committee at the time, the Hospital Estates Development



organisation, headed by Mr Hudson, argued black that they did not require any accommodation
and no accommodation was essential, and at the time the planners of the day said ‘Well, are
you sure?’ and he said ‘Yes,’ so we are actually coming back now to put accommodation on the
site.

But I am concerned that when there is a chronic shortage of accommodation on the Island,
and in particular accommodation for government purposes, we are even contemplating the
Noble’s Trustees organisation in disposing of a number of very reasonable properties in the
Douglas area. This is St Catherine’s Drive, Westmoreland Road, two and three-bedroomed
houses. I would ask the minister really to just count 10, and just see if there is a way in which
the Noble’s Trustees could continue with these properties until we do get some replacement
houses built, because there is no doubt about it, some of these are very nice and well
maintained properties in the heart of the town and I am sure that people coming from outside to
take job opportunities here would be very, very grateful to find accommodation like this, and I am
sure it might mean that more people would want to take up employment opportunities. Also in
the paper it indicates that DoLGE has the first option to purchase the Nurses’ Home.

Now, I am aware that there have been discussions in the past, but until I got this paper,
this is really the first time I have ever seen anything in writing which indicates that there is going
to be a future for the Nurses’ Home, and perhaps in her summing up the minister may be able
to elaborate a little more, but my concern is that we may unwittingly be encouraging the trustees
to liquidate their assets - that is what the paper says if it is read - and my view is that we should
be holding back and saying ‘Let us see if we have got some replacement property rather than let
these just be liquidated and the money disappear into the health services budget.’ The bricks
and mortar are more important to us at the moment than the money is. Thank you.

The President: Hon. member, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I have two areas of concern in respect of this. Firstly,
is the future - and the previous speaker touched upon it briefly - of the Westmoreland Road
Nurses’ Home which is situated there, which, according to the memo that was circulated to hon.
members, is expected to realise about £1.25 million, but then of course it is under the proviso
that the Department of Local Government and the Environment have got first option. That
particular paragraph at number 11 also goes on to say, ‘Other recent disposals by the
department of redundant health estate assets.’ I would like to know what they were and where
they were. I am concerned about the future of that particular site. It is currently utilised for health
services purposes. If the department is looking to dispose of certain buildings, which include
the Nurses’ Home and also I would agree that, the way things are worded here, it also appears
to actively be encouraging the trustees to perhaps dispose of their property as well; am I to read
in that, then, that that whole particular site of Noble’s Hospital and the buildings around and
opposite, which are in my constituency, are no longer going to be required or utilised for health
service purposes? I think we need to clarify that situation. At present the policy is to provide
health services in that particular area, so I would like to know what the future of that area is and
what the thinking of the minister is in respect of that.

With regard to the relocation of the day centre to Cronk Grianagh facility, I have visited both
those particular sites on both premises; again, I have a concern about this, because the Cronk
Grianagh site was also referred to during debate in this hon. Court not so very long ago as
perhaps being an appropriate place to provide the first core-and-cluster accommodation for the
mentally handicapped and/or physically handicapped. This to me sounds a death knell to that
proposition if the plan is to relocate the day centre presently on the Ballamona Hospital site to
across the road on Cronk Grianagh. In addition to that, am I correct in understanding that also
part of the Cronk Grianagh site has been given to Manx Mencap for the building of a day centre?
The last time we had any information on Cronk Grianagh on that particular site it was with



respect to an offer having been made to Manx Mencap for a facility for the mentally and physically
handicapped.

So really I am just trying to clarify the situation at Westmoreland Road, which abuts my
constituency, and also the situation in respect of extending the facilities presently provided at
Cronk Grianagh as opposed to relocation of an entirely different facility only to make way for
houses and flats and properties to occupy for nurses and for doctors.

Finally, Mr President, I too am a little bit disappointed. Prior to my successful election in
1996 I appealed at this Bar of Tynwald in respect of the development of the new hospital on the
old Ballamona Hospital site, and also the public inquiry which went along with that and all of the
evidence submitted by the department at that time was most insistent that hospital
accommodation, nurses accommodation, was not required on or near the site and would not be
required in the future. Now of course, with this motion on the agenda today, it completely
reverses that situation without any prior briefing perhaps or indication that the department has
completely changed its policy on that.

So I am a little bit disappointed. Whether or not I will support the motion as written, I am all
for supporting the football team being relocated and anything that is going to benefit the people,
but I do not know about this development of doctors’ and nurses’ accommodation on a site
which, it was previously assured to hon. members and the public at large, would not be
necessary.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I rise to support this certainly in principle. The
development of accommodation is excellent and it is something that has long been required
and certainly an upgrade from the old Nurses’ Home in Westmoreland Road. It is only to be
commended and welcomed; that is for certain. I have always held a belief that we needed this
type of accommodation and we are probably going to need more of it. The ancient policy as just
described by the hon. member for Douglas East in the 1996 scenario where accommodation
was not envisaged - I just could not believe that at the time and where the heck that ever came
from, but I am glad it has gone again; the idiocy of the situation can clearly be seen at the
minute.

This is an excellent idea, the concern I have, though, is where it is going to be positioned,
which according to the minister will be on the Cronk Aash site of Ballamona Hospital and then
in additional phases moving over to the old football fields. That is fine as far as I can see,
knowing the site as well as I do. What I would ask, though, is that members are circulated
nearer the time of implementation of these plans with some sort of drawings so we can see the
impact into this area because, as the minister knows, I have been very concerned that what we
are doing in effect is building in an area of high scenic value and in parkland with many trees
and hedgerows; certainly at the back of Cronk Aash, running down from the west to east is a
long hedgerow with fairly mature trees, pine trees and so on at that aspect, and then over on the
football field side the football pitch is bounded by hedgerows and there are trees and so on in
that border, and what I would like to see is the retention of as much as possible or some sort of
replanting schemes if we are going to have to start fiddling around with hedges as we have
seen with the new hospital. I think it is vitally important we try and keep on track with the
landscaping that has already been put in place for the new hospital and continue that theme for
the additional buildings, which I recognise we must have and will fully support.

I am also aware that the minister made mention that the ESMI facilities and memory clinic
or day centre and so on will move from Cronk Coar and go to Cronk Grianagh. There was
mention of movement; the minister is indicating there was not movement, but I am sure there
was anyway. What concerns me, Mr President, is the overview situation where there is an



impression that the health service is collapsing its commitment to ESMI provision, and I
certainly am wholeheartedly against that. We should be retaining ESMI provision and expanding
that provision within the actual health service. I am getting the feeling, perhaps, it may be being
pushed out to social services and I have the professional opinion that all ESME services should
have trained staff and so on to give the specialist care and attention that is needed. I am
concerned with that because it is wrapped up in a double-edged sword here, as I see it.

I can support the accommodation; that is fine, we need it and we need more of it. We need
to be careful how we progress it on a site, which is parkland with mature trees and hedgerows,
but also I am conscious that we have this movement of the day centre which the minister talked
about and mention of the memory clinic. I want to see those and I will certainly be making my
own calls on that to stay within the health service rather than move anywhere else. Thank you, Mr
President.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I think that it is important that we realise that the issue of housing,
as far as this development is concerned, is not a new one. As the member for health who, in the
previous administration before the last one, had been ridiculed by the then member for health,
Mr Groves, was told how there was no problem, that I was talking through my ear (Interjections
and laughter) as far as the need for such a requirement, it became quite obvious when I went to
the health services that the opposite was the case. We tried desperately to try and get this issue
speeded up and I think that is the only criticism that can be done, but it has taken an awful long
time to do so. At least it is on its way, and I think the department are fully aware of its
commitment and the effects it will have on this and the other rolling issues that will be
addressed by this item on the agenda.

I think the member for West Douglas is wrong to think that somehow, unless the
department’s policy is changed, the trustees would be encouraged to purchase some of these
new houses up in the developments around the new hospital, which I think is a more sensible
idea. What would be absolutely fantastic is to see whether there could possibly a deal done if
we get joined up government so that we could encourage the trustees to sell theirs at
independent valuation, maybe not by the Nunnery valuer, but by independent valuation could
maybe do a job lot with the Department of Local Government in order to put it into the housing
stock, and I do hope that maybe that could be, but at the end of the day the trustees are an
independent body and they have a trust deed which they have to act to as far as far as that is
concerned, and I think you will find that they will be more in keeping with their trust deed if they
actually do buy the property nearer the hospital to do so. So I do not think there is a problem
there and I think that, if anything, it shows flexibility on the side of the department trying not to do
everything by government, and there is a balance as far as that is concerned.

As far as the Nurses’ Home is concerned there are problems. Admittedly they are innocent
problems due to the evolution of legislation in that when the Nurses’ Home was built it would
have covered any legal requirements as far as that is concerned. I could not say the same as far
as Reayrt ny Baie was concerned in the 1980s when they were forced to take two metres off the
width of the building, which absolutely destroyed what some of us worked so hard to try and
achieve to get away from an institutionalised unit for the geriatrics, but at the end of the day the
problem with the Nurses’ Home from independent advice, unless it has been superseded, is
that the Nurses’ Home is very restrictive on the construction of it because of the way it was
designed to try and get rid of the load-supporting walls and the fact that it could not be used for
accommodation. It was only the fact that we have had a long-standing arrangement to be
exempt from the legislation as far as that is concerned. So I do think people need to bear that in
mind as far as when the valuation comes in. Again, it is about what is fact and what is fiction. So



when some members think that it is an issue where you could put a corporate headquarters
there, I think you will find it would be very, very difficult.

I believe that we should support this proposal in front of us, and I am sure we will anyway
with a government majority and I believe it should be, but I think it is important also that it just
shows that there are other issues that need to be addressed. I think it is important to have these
sorts of facilities which will add to the enhancement of the hospital, and I was disappointed that
we did not manage to get the big first division golf course and hotel that was going to go on the
Castleward Farm, because I believe that would have helped our recruitment of getting first-class
consultants to come to the Island. So I do think that it is important.

I think the other issue raised was about the ESMI units by the hon. member for Douglas
North. The reason there has been maybe disarray as far as that is concerned is the fact that I
personally could not support and vetoed any proposals to charge for ESMI services in National
Health Services beds, (Members: Hear, hear.) as the member for health, and it will be a matter
of seeing what the new administration feels as far as that is concerned, but I think you will find
that it would be very difficult, now the precedent has been set, that whilst they are in National
Health Service units there will be no charge, and I think it is important that it goes down on
record, even though I do not know whether it is really relevant to the agenda item we are
discussing at the present time.

But I do think that we all support the principle and I think it is all right some people in this
hon. Court doing their bit like on the road to Damascus where Saul changed his tune. Many of
us had to put up with the abuse for daring to say that before the last five years. It has been a long
and hard slog to convince others, and the only problem is it has taken so long to do this, and of
course the present housing crisis has not helped the situation; it has made it even worse.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Yes, briefly, Mr President, of course the House and the upper House has to
support this, because you want to run your hospital, I take it, otherwise you have just spent £111
million - some will claim, like me, £140 million - to build the hospital without any staff. So you
have not got a lot of choice. The problem that I find amusing, actually, is somebody asking, as I
did at the time, ‘Where are you getting the staff from? Where are you going to house them?’ And
they said, ‘We do not need it. We will not need any accommodation up there.’ That was done so
they could sell the package at the hospital. That is why it was done. What worries me about this
is that once again to justify it we are starting to tell our little fibs. We are talking about possibly
selling what was the site of the Nurses’ Home. I mean, you must be mad! We have got major
problems of land, certainly in the built-up residential areas, so we will never sell, I hope, unless
we all want to lose our seats in the next election. We are going to sell a piece of land in the
centre of Douglas where we have got no land? Of course we are not going to sell it; this is just to
make the figures look right. Are we all silly altogether? We are not going to sell the Nurses’
Home site; we might sell the Nurses’ Home - that is, if somebody wants the old bricks - but we
are not selling the site because we need the site for other purposes, and I hope there is nobody
going to stand up and say we do not, because we have just been through all this. It would be
ideal for sheltered accommodation, to say the least.

So what are we talking about? Let us just give them the money, because the one question
- the nurses - I am regularly at the hospital unfortunately and joined by some of my colleagues I
suppose - but one thing is the age of the Manx nurses; they are the people we all grew up with
on this side, and they are not going to be there forever. Who is going to replace them? What is
the age - I mean, there is a question you can put down - ‘What is the average age of the nurses
in Noble’s Hospital in different grades?’ And I think you will get a bit of a shock. I think, really,
what we should be doing to encourage more of our own people into nursing is paying them a
wage for the job. (Mrs Cannell: Hear, hear.) I mean, we are spending millions and millions



encouraging people to come over here and work for us to run a hospital but we will not give our
own people a decent wage on which to live and work on our own Island. And it has always been
the solution: be prepared to give your own what you would give others.

I think it is wonderful that I get circulars from the department every week, but we are all
going to get them. The press notices - the press must be sick of them, they must have stacks of
them; every week they come to the health department PR. Little circulars come to the
department about this and that and one came through to me just before Christmas telling me
that half a dozen nurses had just got a certificate for speaking English. With all due respect, I do
not want to know that, neither does the patient. We want to know that there is somebody there to
cure us when we get ill, and whoever that is will not really matter, but do not tell me it is a great
thing to us if we have got half a dozen learning to speak English or a degree. I am not interested
and I am sure nobody else is. So if we are short of staff and we have got to house them we are
going to have to pay for that, but as we are paying for a lack of policy in the past, that is what we
are paying for. And what I would like to know is, will this address the problem in the future? And I
am sorry, it will not.

We have got to get our own people going into health and prepared to work. It is no longer
as it is used to be, a calling, unfortunately. It is now these people having to bring up families,
they have to live, they have to live in the real world, and I think that is the area we should be going
down - encourage our own and then we will not have to build expensive accommodation for
them. But do not tell me also at the same time that whilst we are doing this that we might sell off
pieces of prime land in the middle of Douglas to help to pay for this or have it as an asset. We
know that the health service - all that property is assets. Noble’s Hospital is an asset. The land
is very valuable. I hope we are not going to turn it over to some developer, as the hon. member
for Onchan says, for some corporate headquarters. It would be silly to do that and I think we
should not kid the public once again that we are going to do that.

Let us get on with the job, if we are going to have to spend these millions, let us do it, but
do not turn around and tell me that this is the solution to sell off the nurses’ home.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. The nurses’ home - I remember it well. (Laughter and
interjections) If anything was value for money, that certainly was. (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) I think
one of the problems facing the DHSS is they have a confined area in which to manoeuvre. We
talk about ESMI (elderly severely mentally ill) units and core and cluster et cetera, but if you have
got the land for these things and the money to provide them it is not a problem, but when you are
faced with putting up a hospital the size we have, I think everybody knew we were going to have
to provide residential accommodation sooner or later but we are faced sooner with with the
housing crisis, and I can see the problem that the department has.

With regard to Cronk Grianagh and the social centre that was previously mentioned,
MENCAP I know have had planning permission in principle, but the building of a social centre
there - I know detailed plans are being prepared for that area, but I would just like to
acknowledge that there will still be problems, especially for the care of patients in the
community who need to have some respite care in that area as well; beds are needed in that
area and always will be, and I do not think we could put enough beds up there, quite honestly.

But I congratulate the minister and members for addressing the problem as they see it and
doing the best that they can within the given confines of the land they have available, but I would
reiterate the comments of previous speakers who have asked for a pause in the situation with
regard to the land, especially the nurses’ home and the other properties in the area. We need
them, government needs them, we do not want it to go to any private developer (Members: Hear,
hear.). Even if it is for a short-term gain to provide for something else, we need to think and



make sure that we can get the best we can for other departments as well as just our own. Thank
you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I would just like to bring to members - members
seem to be under the impression that this is going to be sold off to some nefarious developer
that comes along and is going to take it and everything, but the minister made it quite clear that
is going to be sold to the Department of Local Government for development now, If members
want, then, to preserve in aspic the nurses’ home which. . . I was there as well - (Interjections
and laughter) I am sorry, it has gone by its sell-by date, it was 1950s, 1960s when I was there
and, yes, it was okay but it has developed along further since then, so we do need different. . .
and I would suggest also that the houses, the trustees, have a responsibility under that trust. If
they no longer need it for the hospital, then the trustees have a responsibility; they cannot just
decide they are going to do something else. They have a trust deed and they have to act by it. If
that means selling it to government, that is fine, they can then sell it to government, but they have
to get the best possible price for it; that is what trustees are there for.

The other thing I would like to say is that about seven years ago when this was first mooted
or maybe even longer ago than that, when it was first talked about and it was said we did not
need accommodation, this accommodation was in Douglas and I think in those days things
were different: people did not necessarily live across the road from the hospital, they lived in
other areas, they were prepared to travel and all of that, but things have changed. We are now
bringing in nurses from outside. Lots of reasons - nurses have moved on to something else,
maybe they are doing other things in the community, maybe they are no longer nursing, so we
need accommodation on the spot. Also with doctors coming in and going it has to be on the
spot and I think it was envisaged at the time that maybe the local authority or government
housing round about could be used, and I think it is right that the hospital should develop this
accommodation nearby, it should be modern and it should be acceptable, because that is what
people expect in this day and age, and I would hope that land roundabout the hospital area
there that the Department of Local Government can take over would be used for, maybe,
sheltered accommodation and other special needs accommodation within the town, and I
would hope that that would happen. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. Perhaps I can go back a little and say that I cannot
speak for earlier administrations but I do think that we need to perhaps get the chronological
sequence of events in perspective here.

Whilst it may have been said that we did not need accommodation up at the hospital site,
we still had accommodation round the Noble’s site and the potential was there for people to
use that accommodation and travel to the new hospital. There has always been a requirement
for a hospital residential accommodation policy, and what I am seeking today is to continue that
policy but in a location more appropriate to the new hospital.

Now, the hon. member, Mr Downie, commented on the fact that he was involved in
planning at the time when it was said that there was no need for accommodation on the
hospital site, and the department agreed and concurred with that view. The intention was as I
illustrated in my introductory remarks, that if we were having accommodation near the hospital it
would have been outside the confines of the roads I mentioned and on the other side of the road
between Leece Lodge and Cronk Grianagh. However, since that policy was determined, a
number of clinicians came into post who did not concur with that view and spoke very strongly
on the need for this accommodation to be closer to the hospital. The department recognised



their argument, recognised that we have to be competitive in this field and therefore made
approaches to obtain the Union Mills Football Club site in order that we could develop
accommodation nearer to the new hospital than had, as the hon. member says, originally been
planned, and I make no apologies for that. We are moving in that direction because of the
medical views that have been expressed to us and our need to remain competitive in attracting
staff.

Comment has also been made about the role of the trustees. I cannot speak for the
trustees here. What the trustees do with their properties will be a matter for them, but I am sure
that we will be in discussion with them about it. I would, however, point out and endorse the
comments of the hon. member, Mr Karran, that the trustees have to work within the terms of their
trust, and they can only provide those houses as junior medical residencies. Now, it is possible
that they may not be appropriately placed for junior medical staff because they are too far away
to be on call down at the Noble’s site. It will be for us, in discussion with the trustees, to
consider whether they wish to liquidate their assets in the Noble’s area and acquire other
assets nearer the new hospital site or whether indeed they wish to liquidate them and use
those assets for the purposes defined by their trust which are for health care purposes. Indeed,
they have had some concerns about the issue of providing accommodation under their trust
deeds, but they did check that out legally and find that it was, within limited parameters,
possible. So the matter of the trustees holding on to residences down there is one for them to
consider within the terms of the trust. If they do sell the properties, and the hon. member or other
members of this Court see them as being useful assets for government, then I presume they
will be on the market for the government to purchase.

The hon. member Mr Downie also referred to the future use of the nurses’ home. Now, I
think it was Mr Downie himself who first indicated to me that DoLGE would have an interest in
acquiring the nurses’ home. I have no idea what their intention is; suffice it to say that we know
that that area is zoned for redevelopment, but what the intention of DoLGE would be in respect of
the nurses’ home, I do not know. All I know is that they have sought a first option to purchase.

The hon. member here is right in that we are talking about government moneys. In my
remarks I made it clear that we are talking about my department’s loan debt position, and as we
do have a policy in government to exchange assets, then the value of those assets is moved
around from one department to another.

Mr Delaney: On paper.

Mrs Christian: From my perspective in the departmental role it is important that we get
value for those assets but it is a matter for government whether or not it is seen to be
appropriate for DoLGE to acquire the nurses’ home in due course.

I think the hon. member, Mrs Cannell for East Douglas, enquired what might be happening
in that area. I cannot speak for DoLGE, but so far as the department is concerned, yes, we do
intend to have some health facility there but it is not a facility which requires residential
accommodation in the immediate vicinity. The staff who need residential accommodation are
those who need it for short-term purposes up to periods of six months either for their student
training period or for locum purposes or, at the moment, where we are giving staff an opportunity
to have a short-term let while they seek to purchase accommodation in the Island.

There is some misapprehension, I think, about the move from the Cronks, in fact the day
centre - I talked about a move there to Grianagh Court, not to Cronk Grianagh, and I think maybe
members anticipated what I was saying and misheard what I was saying, but it is to Grianagh
Court, which is on the Ballamona site.

The hon. member referred to the possibility of core and cluster on the Cronk Grianagh site,
which is not related to this item on the order paper, but the department, before she made that



suggestion, had its own plans for that site in terms of seeking planning permission for a unit for
the elderly mentally ill, and that is progressing.

The hon. member Mr Henderson asked for drawings of the various exchanges of land and
I would be happy to furnish that to members of the Court. I am in agreement with him that we
certainly do not want to cause disruption to hedgerows or trees and I do not see that there will
be any requirement to do so. The football field site is an open area with an access surrounded
by fields. I do not envisage that there will be any need to remove trees in that particular area, and
the adaptation of Cronk Coar is simply that: the adaptation of that building; it will not have any
knock-on effect on any of the hedges that he referred to behind the building.

I am a little concerned by the hon. member’s emotive language in somehow imputing to
my comment about the movement of the ESMI patient from one site to another that we are
collapsing our commitment to ESMI; absolutely nothing could be further from the truth. This
does not have any impact on our commitment at all to the care of the elderly mentally, which
continues and is indeed being enhanced by further provision around the Island, so I hope the
hon. member will accept that. His view about whether social services should manage that is not
related to this particular agenda item, but I note it.

I have, I think, referred to the hon. member, Mr Delaney’s comment about selling it to
DoLGE. He talks about little fibs. I resent that comment, Mr President; there is no intention that
any fibs be told at all.

Mr Delaney: Not by you but by your predecessors in relation to accommodation at the site.

Mrs Christian: They were not fibs, Mr President. I think that any department who does not
have to review and possibly change policy over a period of 10 years is one that is stagnating,
and I think this illustrates that we have had to move and change policy as situations evolve, and I
think that applies to every department of government.

The hon. member also managed somehow or other to turn this issue of providing short-
term accommodation for particular members of staff to somehow relating to wages. I would
point out that the salary scales in the Isle of Man for nursing staff are quite considerably in
excess of those in the United Kingdom (A Member: Hear, hear.) and I suspect that the hon.
member does not quite know what the salary scales are.

Mr Delaney: I am afraid I do but I will not embarrass you with them.

Mrs Christian: The hon. member also said that we should be getting our own people into
these jobs. Indeed we are, Mr President. Our commitment is illustrated by restarting pre-
registration nurse training but let us remember the reason why we have not got some people
into these jobs from the Isle of Man is because there has been a reluctance for Manx people to
go away and train in the specialist areas, and the specialist areas are the area where we have
more pressing recruitment problems.

The hon. member for Council, Mr Waft, referred to MENCAP and their desire to have a
provision on land at Cronk Grianagh. That is not related to this issue but there are discussions
with MENCAP in relation to them being unable to find a site on which to build a facility.

There is one question I have not answered as yet, and that was the hon. member for East
Douglas asking what our other disposals were. They were in fact land at Cummal Shee sold to
the Isle of Man Creameries for £110,000; the land at Ballafletcher sold to the DTI for £221,000;
and land at Park Road school, the bowling green site, sold to the Department of Education for
£194,000.

I trust, hon. members, that clears all the questions which were raised. I am grateful for the
general tenor of the debate which supports this move, Mr President. I think it has been a very
useful exercise, not only for the department but also beneficial in a wider sense - and this is a



peripheral issue - for Braddan and the Strang area in general from the commissioners’ point of
view, and indeed for the Union Mills Football Club, because they will have much greater scope
on their existing site for the further development of facilities for young people, which is after all
another strand of our strategy, where indeed they were constrained on the existing site by the
lack of space into which to develop further pitches.

So all in all, Mr President, I believe this is a very satisfactory arrangement and look forward
to the Court’s support.

The President: Hon. members, the motion I put to the Court is printed at 5 on the order
paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it, the ayes have it.

European Communities (Afghanistan Sanctions) (Application) (Amendment) (No. 5)
Order 2001 — Approved

Item 6. The Chief Minister to move:

That the European Communities (Afghanistan Sanctions) (Application) (Amendment) (No.
5) Order 2001 [SD No. 835/01] be approved.

The President: I call on the Chief Minister to move.

Mr Corkill: Mr President, as hon. members will be aware, there have been various
sanctions measures put in place by the United Nations and European Union in respect of
Afghanistan and that those sanctions and measures have all been implemented in the Isle of
Man. The European Union has amended its original Afghanistan sanctions regulation from time
to time so as to keep its measures up to date. The Isle of Man Government wishes, of course, to
implement these changes in order that the Island also plays its part in the fight of international
terrorism. This Court has previously approved orders which have implemented these changes
by amending the Island’s existing European Communities (Afghanistan Sanctions) (Application)
Order.

Mr President, the EU has now further amended its sanctions regulation by adding an
additional entity to the annex which lists the names of individuals and organisations covered by
the freeze of funds in respect of the Taliban. The order before the Court today implements this
change by further amending the Island’s European Communities (Afghanistan Sanctions)
Application Order.

In accordance with section 2(a) of the European Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973, the
order is being made by the Council of Ministers and now has come before this hon. Court for
approval. The Isle of Man Government seeks to keep abreast of international measures in this
area and to apply equivalent measures in the Island in order that the Isle of Man cannot be used
to further the aims of terrorists, and I would therefore ask that this hon. Court support this
motion. I beg to move the motion in my name.

Mr Bell: I beg to second.

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that printed at 6 on the order paper. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

European Communities (Yugoslavia Sanctions) (Revocation) Order 2001 — Approved

Item 7. The Chief Minister to move:

That the European Communities (Yugoslavia Sanctions) (Revocation) Order 2001 [SD
No.829/01] be approved.

The President: Again the Chief Minister.

Mr Corkill: Mr President, in November 2000 the EU lifted the majority of its economic
sanctions against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia following the overthrow of President



Milosevic and the democratic election of President Kostunica. Since then the remaining
sanctions measures which have been in place against Yugoslavia and specifically the Milosevic
regime with the exception of the freezing of financial assets of Mr Milosevic, his family and
associates have been lifted. The UN arms embargo against Yugoslavia was lifted in September
2001 by Security Council Resolution 1367/2001. In November 2001 the European Community
implemented this decision with Council regulation 2156/2001 with repealed regulation
926/1998 concerning the reduction of certain economic relations with the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. In lifting the arms embargo, however, the European Council emphasized that export
licences should be considered on a case-by-case basis with reference to the EU code of
conduct for arms exports and take into account the EU policy for the region aimed at
stabilisation and pacification, which included the need for arms control.

The order before the Court today, Mr President, implements the Council regulation in the
Isle of Man and brings relations between the Island and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia into
line with those of the international community. In accordance with section 2(a) of the European
Communities (Isle of Man) Act 1973 the order has been made by the Council of Ministers and
now has come for approval by this Court. I beg to move, sir.

Mr Downie: I beg to second.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas West, Mr Downie, seconds. The motion, hon.
members, is printed at 7 on the order paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The
ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Merchant Shipping (Accident Reporting and Investigation) Regulations 2001 — Approved

Item 8. The Minister for Trade and Industry to move:

That the Merchant Shipping (Accident Reporting and Investigation) Regulations 2001 [SD
No. 815/01] be approved.

The President: I call on the Minister for Trade and Industry to move.

Mr Downie: Mr President, the Merchant Shipping (Accident Reporting and Investigation)
Regulations 2001 will provide a better definition of marine casualties, accidents and incidents.
The regulations will require casualties and accidents occurring on Manx registered ships to be
reported to the marine administration. This replaces the existing requirements in section 5 of
the Shipping Casualties Act 1979. The regulations will empower the marine administration to
appoint inspectors to hold an investigation into a casualty and to produce a report into their
findings. Generally one of the surveyors of the administration will be appointed. The regulations
incorporate the code for the investigation of marine casualties and incidents. Requirements for
the publication of reports and consultation with interested parties prior to publication are also
specified.

Regulations apply to all Manx ships, merchant ships, yachts and fishing vessels. The
regulations have been drafted in consultation with the shipping industry, the Marine Accident
and Investigation Branch and the Attorney-General’s Chambers. Any comments received have
been incorporated into the final draft subject to approval today. The regulations will come into
operation on the same day that section 11 of the Merchant Shipping (Miscellaneous Provisions)
Act 1996 is activated, which is 1st February 2002. Mr President, it is now my pleasure to move
the motion standing in my name.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.



Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I welcome this move today and I think it is a very
positive one, because obviously it is going to ensure that there are safeguards there and that, if
an incident or an accident happens, it must be reported. I am also pleased to see that it
includes fishing vessels and, of course, appreciate that the order is in terms of regulating those
ships which are Manx registered and therefore would not necessarily include a vessel which
perhaps had an accident or caused injury or concern within our territorial waters but perhaps not
registered with the Isle of Man.

Just very briefly, Mr President, I would like to take the opportunity to ask the hon. minister -
and I appreciate he is new in post, but knowing how keen he is in respect of this area - whether
or not a report has been forthcoming to his department on the issue of the Solway Harvester
and when is he expecting to receive such a report and, following that, when will such a report or
any part of it be made public; and finally, it is so sad to see that that vessel is still sat there,
attached to our quay - very sad - and of course getting more weather-beaten as we receive gales
and everything else. Can I ask the hon. minister, how long do we have to see the skeleton,
which is a very crude reminder of the deaths of those young men that were lost at sea, and how
much longer can we and the families of those unfortunate victims be aggravated by continuing
to keep the vessel where it is? What seems to be the problem and why can’t we get it shifted to
a more restful place?

The President: I call on the minister to reply.

Mr Downie: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I am glad that the hon. member for East Douglas,
Mrs Cannell, has welcomed the bringing forward of these regulations today. They will provide a
very good health and safety at sea framework for mariners to work by and also it is hoped that
the regulations will make life at sea much safer for all those involved.

The regulations do include a whole raft of various types of situations which can occur at
sea. She made reference to fishing vessels; in fact, now if any snagging of fishing gear which
results in a vessel heeling to a dangerous angle, protective clothing, collapse of cargo,
uncontrolled release or escape of harmful substances - all these various issues are now
reportable to the department when a vessel is registered to the Isle of Man.

We do have some control over vessels that come into Manx territorial seas. In fact, if a
vessel was to come into the port of Douglas today and was not registered in the Isle of Man or in
a UK port, we do have powers which are available to us under the MCA, which is an
organisation which exists in the UK, and also the Marine Accident Investigation Branch, so we
can be quite diligent with vessels which visit our waters.

As far as the Solway Harvester is concerned, I can confirm to the hon. member that my
department had no involvement whatsoever in the situation regarding the Solway Harvester. The
matter is one which has been with the Marine Accident Investigation Branch in the UK. She is
not registered in the Island; it was a UK matter.

The other side of the issue regarding the inquest to date - the only information that came
out of the inquest was the identification, and of course, as we know, the bodies were returned to
Scotland for burial. There now needs to be a resumption of the inquest or a resumption of the
particular issue in reports where then the reports which have been prepared by the Coastguard
Agency and the MAIB can be presented to the courts and hopefully someone will come up with a
solution to the puzzle, really, as to why she actually went down.

I very much concur with the views expressed by the hon. member for East Douglas, Mrs
Cannell: I would like to see an end to the matter and I hope it is not going to be too long before
the matter is satisfactorily resolved in the courts, and then the future of the vessel can be
properly determined and she can either be towed away or scrapped. But she is an eyesore in



the harbour now and I think that the time is quite short when we perhaps see an end to this sad
tragedy. Thank you, Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion I put to you is printed at 8 on your order papers.
Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Now, hon. members, I am aware of the Court clock and I, with your concurrence, am
prepared to sit to 7.30 this evening to see how far down on our order paper we go. Content, hon.
members?

Dog Licence (Amendment) Regulations 2001 — Approved

Item 9. The Minister for Treasury to move:

That the Dog Licence (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [SD No. 747/01] be approved.

The President: I call on the Minister for Treasury to move.

Mr Bell: Thank you, Mr President. Paragraph 5 of schedule 1 to the Dogs Act 1990 requires
the Treasury to issue, with a dog licence, a token or a disc which will be colour-coded according
to the year of issue. The colours are prescribed by regulation and the purpose of these
regulations is to amend the Dog Licence Regulations 1992 to specify the colour coding for the
five-year period beginning on 1st April 2002. Hon. members may be aware that the keeper of a
dog is required to ensure that when it is outside the curtilage of the home it wears a collar
bearing the name and address of the owner and having attached to it the appropriate colour
disc, which will readily identify it as being currently licensed. Mr President, I beg to move.

Mr Radcliffe: I beg to second, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member Mrs Christian.

Mrs Christian: Simply, Mr President, to support this but to suggest that the hon. Treasury
minister take the opportunity of some amendment legislation to remove this sort of item from
this agenda.

Several Members: Hear, hear.

Mr Houghton: It might take two or three hours in the Keys.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Bell: This is a very weighty piece of legislation, Mr President. I am surprised at the hon.
minister making such a comment! (Laughter and Mr Downie interjecting) I am sure there is a
very strong case for a raft of trivial legislation such as this being removed from the statute book
altogether. I am bringing it forward today because I am obliged to because of the Dogs Act; it is
not through any choice of my own, but I am sure there is an exercise to be done right across
government to remove a lot of this trivia which comes to this chamber as well as to the House of
Keys on occasions and which really could be delegated to some civil servant to deal with.

The President: The motion, hon. members, is that at 9 on the order paper. Those in favour
please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Financial Supervision (Gateways) (Amendment) Order 2001 — Approved

Item 10. The Minister for Treasury to move:

That the Financial Supervision (Gateways) (Amendment) Order 2001 [SD No. 761/01] be
approved.

The President: I call on the Minister for Treasury to move.

Mr Bell: Mr President, the Financial Supervision Act 1998 empowers the Treasury to make
orders for the purpose of enabling the Financial Supervision Commission to disclose



information to public or other authorities on the Island. The authorities must be designated for
this purpose by an order which specifies the functions of the relevant authority. The Isle of Man
Office of Fair Trading is already designated by order, but by virtue of the Fair Trading
(Amendment) Act 2001 it was granted new functions under the Financial Supervision Act 1988.
Therefore it is necessary to add this Act to the schedule to ensure that the Financial Supervision
Commission can continue to disclose information relating to all of the Isle of Man Office of Fair
Trading’s functions. Additionally the opportunity has been taken to add further Acts to the
schedule, these Acts simply having been missed by the Office of Fair Trading originally in 1999.
Mr President, I beg to move.

Mr Crowe: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve my remarks.

The President: Seconded by Mr Crowe. Hon. members, the motion before you is printed at
10 on the order paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes
have it.

Corporate Service Providers (General Requirements) (Amendment)
Regulatory Code 2001 — Approved

Item 11. The Minister for Treasury to move:

That the Corporate Service Providers (General Requirements) (Amendment) Regulatory
Code 2001 [SD No. 812/01] be approved.

The President: Minister for Treasury.

Mr Bell: Mr President, the Corporate Service Providers (General Requirements) Regulatory
Code 2000 sets out the rules which apply to the conduct of business by a holder of a corporate
service provider licence, and the measure amends that code in two respects: firstly, to require a
licensed CSP are to identify the regulator on all its correspondence and advertising material
using the words ‘licensed by the Financial Supervision Commission’ in place of ‘registered
with’; and secondly, to require a CSP to provide, in the annual compliance return, a breakdown
of the activities of the client companies for which the CSP or any of its key staff act as a director.
The reason for the first change is that it has recently come to the attention of the Financial
Supervision Commission that an Isle of Man company has been stated to be registered with the
Financial Supervision Commission in the circumstances which gave rise to an inference that
the company was in some way licensed or approved by the commission. The company, in fact,
was not a licence-holder. On 1st April 2000 the commission took over responsibility for the Isle
of Man Companies Registry. As a result it is now the commission which acts as registrar of
companies. Certificates of incorporation bear the commission’s name and logo in a prominent
position, whilst the Isle of Man Government logo is in a less prominent position.

Under section 12 of the Companies Act 1931 the commission is required to retain and
register the memorandum of articles of association of a company and, on such registration,
issue a certificate of incorporation. As a result it is technically correct for an Isle of Man
incorporated company to say that it is registered with the Isle of Man Financial Supervision
Commission. The commission is also responsible for the licensing of CSPs and under
paragraph 15 of the general requirements code a CSP is required to include, in all
correspondence and advertising material, the wording: ‘Registered with the Isle of Man
Financial Supervision Commission as a service corporate provider.’ It is of concern that a
statement of the company registered with the commission for the purposes of incorporation,
which is technically correct, can be used in a misleading way to imply that the company is in
some way approved or licensed. It would therefore be preferable to require a CSP licence-
holder to be required to use the words: ‘Licensed by the Financial Supervision Commission’ in
all correspondence and advertising. However, to avoid any unnecessary administrative and cost
burdens for those CSPs who, in anticipation of the issue of their licence, may already have had



a supply of stationery et cetera printed, using the words ‘registered with’ to identify the regulator,
the code allows for the use of either form of words until 31st December 2002. The board of the
commission have authorised the issue, on 14th December 2001, of the first phase of CSPs
licenses. The change to the advertising requirement must therefore be made with effect from
that date.

The reason for the second change to the general requirements code is that, as part of the
fit and proper test in assessing an individual’s competence to undertake to act as a director for
a number of companies in the initial vetting of applicants for CSP licences, account is taken of
the nature of the activities of the companies concerned. This is relevant in respect of how much
time and commitment may be required in order to fulfil the responsibilities and duties of a
director competently. In order to apply the same criteria to the ongoing supervision of CSP
licence-holders, the annual compliance return, which is schedule 1(2) and forms part of the
general requirement code, is thereby amended to include a requirement to provide a breakdown
with reference to the activities of the companies concerned of the number of directorships the
individual holds. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. member Mr Crowe.

Mr Crowe: I beg to second, Mr President, and reserve my remarks.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Yes, thank you, Mr President. I wonder if the minister could just check the
order before us; I think it might be defective. If I am reading it correctly, the order before us on the
first page says that the code shall come into operation on 14th December 2001. However, if he
goes to the second page, ‘transitional provision’, it seems to leave out the words ‘2001’
because it says, ‘transitional provision from 14th December to 31st December 2002’ giving the
impression that the transitional period is only from 14th December 2002 to 31st December
2002. I suspect, therefore, they are defective. I do apologise, but I only just picked that up as I
was reading it as you were speaking.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I would just like the minister to inform this hon. Court: in what
consultation period did this take place? Who did we consult with within the industry? I would just
be interested to know as I keep on getting complained at that we keep on bringing stuff in and
people are not being faulted as far as this important industry is concerned, and I would be very
interested to know if the hon. minister could tell this hon. House what the system of consultation
for the likes of this order is brought in?

The President: I call on the minister to reply.

Mr Bell: Mr President, these are very minor amendments to the legislation and I would
suspect there has been no consultation. They are simply two items for clarification rather than
for major change in procedures.

As far as the hon. Speaker is concerned - I did not pick this up, I have to say - I think he is
right because it is intended that the provision runs from 14th December 2001 to 31st December
2002, as I mentioned in my introductory comments. I do not know where this leaves us now, Mr
President. . .

The President: I think the Court is aware that this is a technical slip, you can call it, by the
omission of the word 2001, and if the Court is prepared to accept that it notes the omission,
perhaps we could have a new statutory document signed, properly done, but accepting on this
occasion that there is a need to put in the 2001.

Members: Agreed.



Mr Bell: If the Court is happy with that -

The President: The Court has agreed to that.

Mr Bell: Mr President, I will see to that and arrange it to be done as quickly as I can,
otherwise I beg to move.

The President: In that case, hon. members, the motion before you is that printed at 11 on
the order paper. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

National Health Service (Isle of Man) (General Medical and Pharmaceutical Services)
(Amendment) Regulations 2002 — Approved

Item 12. The Minister for Health and Social Security to move:

That the National Health Service (Isle of Man) (General Medical and Pharmaceutical
Services) (Amendment) Regulations 2002 [SD No. 759/01) be approved.

The President: I call on the Minister for Health and Social Security to move.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, the National Health Service (General Medical and
Pharmaceutical Services) Regulations 1978 set out the terms on which medical practitioners
and pharmacists provides services under the National Health Service (Isle of Man) Act 1948.
Included as part of those regulations is a schedule of medicinal products which may only be
prescribed as part of the National Health Service in certain circumstances. This order seeks to
amend that schedule in those regulations by adding, apomorphine hydrochloride, also known
as Uprima, to the schedule allowing it to be prescribed in certain circumstances for the
treatment of erectile dysfunction. Those circumstances are outlined in the memorandum which
is being circulated to hon. members. I beg to move.

The President: Hon. member Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: I second.

The President: The motion, hon. members, therefore is 12 on your order paper. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 (Application) (Amendment) (No. 5) Order
2001 — Approved

Item 13. The Minister for Health and Social Security to move:

That the Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 (Application) (Amendment)
(No. 5) Order 2001 [SD No. 819/01] be approved.

The President: I call on the Minister for Health and Social Security to move.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, this order relates to the Social Security Contributions and
Benefits Act 1992. The following two orders and indeed the Social Security Legislation
(Application) (No. 22) Order 2001, are all concerned with one subject: contributions decision-
makers. At the present time decisions concerning national insurance contribution liability and
related matters fall to be made by the department. However, with a view towards independence,
fairness and human rights, the department is proposing to transfer these decisions to
contributions decision-makers, bringing the procedures in line with those that already exist for
benefit decisions. In following these procedures, contributors will have new rights of appeal to
the Social Security Appeal Tribunal, the Social Service Commissioner, and the High Court.
Additionally, the disregard of Christmas bonus for income tax purposes is transferred to income
tax legislation.

The position has been explained in a memorandum though I would say, Mr President, that
in the memorandum it was indicated, I think, that the income tax legislation to take on the



Christmas bonus from the Treasury was intended, I understood, to be on today’s order paper. It
will, in fact, be on the March order paper. I beg to move, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Earnshaw.

Mr Earnshaw: Mr President, I beg to second the motion and reserve my remarks.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I am concerned now that I have turned from gamekeeper to
(Laughter) vulture, and after the battles that we used to have in Markwell House in order to try to
find out where the timebombs were, I would just like to ask my former boss, the minister, the
issue is - she talks about human rights. What concerns me with this order is that now that any
commission can only look at a point of law - have I got it right? - and I do hope that the minister
will make sure that there is transparency as far as these orders are concerned as there are
some things that were slipped through previously that we thought we had raised in the
department and then found out at a later date that we had allowed things that had happened to
innocent people that I do not even think the minister would have wanted to happen. (Laughter)
What I am concerned about with this order is when I hear that we can only take an issues on the
points of law - I would like to know what the position is at the present time, because I do not
want to be told by one of her officers, ‘You agreed this order that says that the earth might be
round, but because you have supported this order, unless it is a point of law, it is now flat.’
(Laughter). I would just like to know whether we can make sure that we hear this point.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. I note that the poacher, the hon. member, I would
refer him to the memorandum which was circulated; in particular with regard to these decisions
on contributions, the position currently was that the department made the decision and that
there was no appeal. Under the provisions of this order, the decision-maker will make a
decision and there will be an appeal to the Social Security Appeal Tribunal. Now that is an
improvement. That does not exist now; that is a new right and a new procedure.

Those appeals can be made on any grounds. Following the decision of the Appeal
Tribunal there is then the opportunity for an appeal to lie to the Social Security Commissioner
but that is only with leave and on a question of law. However, that is a new move as well; as I
said before, matters stopped with the department.

Thirdly, there is a final right of appeal against the decision of the Social Security
commissioner, again with leave and on a question of law to the High Court. So whereas some
of the points are in relation to points of law, the first appeal to the tribunal is on any grounds and
all of these steps in any case are a widening of the democratic process from the current
position.

The President: The motion, hon. members, is printed at 13 on the order paper. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Social Security Administration Act 1992 (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2)
Order 2001 — Approved

Item 14. The Minister for Health and Social Security to move:

That the Social Security Administration Act 1992 (Application) (Amendment) (No. 2) Order
2001 [SD No. 829/01) be approved.

The President: I call on Mrs Christian to move.

Mrs Christian: Mr President, my earlier comments also apply to this order in that it deals
with the same matter but in relation to the Social Security Administration Act 1992. It also



are under the influence and who are difficult to deal with, so that they do not get into a situation
where they end up arresting them for whatever reason. I do hope that action will be taken to train
the police in ways to approach people under the influence of alcohol and try to get them to act in
a reasonable way. Not an easy thing to do, I would admit, but I think it is an area which we could
recognise, maybe having fewer people in court and maybe a bit more respect for the police
when they take action against people who are involved in alcohol. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

The President: I call on the minister to reply to the debate. Mr Braidwood, please.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. I said in my notes when I started that - and I would
stress - it is only the area designated within the order that is open to the public and excludes any
buildings within the curtilage of any on-licensed premises or club premises. Now, this is not
intended to prevent members of the public having a drink outside a public house on a sunny
day, but it is to provide the police with the power to stop troublemakers continuing to carry
alcohol from pub to pub or making a nuisance of themselves, and this is after the individual has
been warned by the policeman.

Now, Mr Singer’s question has been answered by his colleague for Ramsey, Mr Bell. The
areas are requested by the local authority, and that is then put to the department, and it is the
department who then puts it to this hon. Court. From what I can gather from information, yes, the
department tried to get a blanket cover because they were saying a lot of the designated areas -
large areas in Douglas and in Port Erin. . . and a blanket power would then give them the power
to say, ‘Yes, you stop drinking’, but that was refused, because what the police were looking for, I
think, is to stop people moving from a designated area to one which was not designated so that
they could keep on drinking. So, I do not think it is too restrictive; there are areas in the UK such
as Glasgow, which is a non-alcohol area where the police can tell an individual walking around
in the city of Glasgow to stop drinking. And yes, Mrs Hannan: the police have powers to
confiscate alcohol from young persons.

Now, you also mentioned about the police being trained in dealing with people under the
influence of alcohol. I have been out with the police, and I have to say I was extremely pleased
with the way that they dealt with the people, when I was out until twenty past three with them,
dealing with individuals who were concerned with drink. I thought they dealt with it very well
indeed. Mr President, I beg to move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion I put to you is that the Drinking in Public Places
(Designated Places) (Ramsey) Order 2002 be approved. Those in favour please say aye;
against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

Waste Management Board Order 2002 — Approved

Item 40. The Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move:

That the Waste Management Board Order 2002 [SD No 38/02] be approved.

The President: Item 40, then. Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move.
Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, this order revokes and replaces the Waste Management Board
Order 2001, which was approved by Tynwald at the October 2001 sitting. The 2001 order
established a Waste Management Board, with effect from 1st April 2002, and transferred to it the
waste disposal functions of the Department of Local Government and the Environment. The
functions of the Department of Transport in relation to the provision of slaughterhouses and
knackers’ yards were also included.

Subsequent to the approval by Tynwald of the original order in October 2001, it became
apparent that some amendments would be required. The first amendment identified concerned
the implementation date for the transfer of functions regarding slaughterhouses and knackers’



yards. Following representation from the Department of Transport, my department concluded
that the implementation date for the transfer of these functions should be postponed from April
2002 until April 2004. This has been agreed by the Governor-in-Council, as it will allow the
Department of Transport to continue the operation of the rendering plant at East Baldwin until it
can be decommissioned in 2004.

The second amendment concerned the transfer of responsibility, from my department to
the board, of the functions regarding the disposal of abandoned vehicles. This is a waste
management issue, and its transfer was agreed following approval of necessary staffing
resources by the Civil Service Commission.

The final amendment concerned the membership of the board. Following a request by the
Department of Trade and Industry, the Governor-in-Council has agreed that the membership of
the board should be increased to a chairman and four other members; the 2001 order provided
only for a chairman and two other members. The suggestion that the members of the board
should be increased was an issue that was raised by hon. members during last October’s
debate on the original order in this Court.

Although initially consideration was given to drafting an amendment order, it was
subsequently agreed that it would be preferable for the 2001 order to be replaced by the 2002
order. The draft 2002 order was considered by the Council of Ministers on 24th January 2002,
and it was then agreed that the date for bringing into effect the establishment of the new board
should be postponed from April 1st 2002 until April 1st 2003. This new operative date will still be
well in advance of the commissioning period for the energy-from-waste plant, and it honours the
commitment made by government, at various times, that the operational responsibility for waste
operations should be transferred away from my department, leaving the department to fully
concentrate on its regulatory r™le. Hon. members will note, however, that the approval of the
new 2002 order cannot be deferred, since without it the Waste Management Order 2001 will
come into force in April 2002. It is for this reason that it is essential that article 4 (2) of the new
order comes into force before that date. In other words, the revocation of the original 2001 order
needs to be effected before April 2002.

An explanatory memorandum, which provided the background information relating to both
the orders, has been previously circulated to the hon. members, and I do hope that this
shortened version is explained by the more detailed explanatory memorandum. Mr President, I
beg to move.

The President: Mr Earnshaw.

Mr Earnshaw: Mr President, I beg to second and reserve my remarks.

The President: Mrs Hannan, hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Yes. Just on the explanatory memorandum, under ‘Personnel Implications’,
the last sentence, really, 3: management and enhancement of recovery, reuse and recycling
initiatives and the operation of landfill sites’. I wonder: is this a rewriting of the policy? Because
my understanding of the policy - and maybe it has changed since I looked at it last - is to reduce,
reuse and recycle. Now, this relates to recovery, reuse and recycling, and I wonder where the
Department of Local Government and the Environment, in setting up this Waste Management
Board, have finally come to the conclusions that they are doing nothing about reducing waste
and therefore they give that up. I would have to say, Eaghtyrane, that I will continue to support at
least a suggestion by the department that they continue to look at reducing waste; because we
are going to have a plant which burns everything, it does not mean that we should produce more
and more waste.

One of the problems at the moment is increasing amounts of plastic - plastic bags, plastic
bottles and all of these sorts of issues - that can actually be recycled. What we should be doing



is putting a tax on these things, and we should be sending them back again to the UK for
recycling; we should not be burying them in a hole until you can burn them in the incinerator. You
burn them in an incinerator and you produce dioxins. We do not want dioxins, even if we can
treat them; the dioxins are going to end up all over Douglas. Now, that is not something that I
should necessarily - well, I could - be concerned about, because the wind might be in that
direction and it gets over to us.

Mr Henderson: Go west.

Mrs Hannan: We do not want any more dioxins. The dioxins are going to land on Douglas;
they are going to land on farmland round about. We do not want them. I know the department is
going to put a lot of work in to try and not produce them in the first place, but let us not put them
in there in the first place.

So, let us carry on with trying to reduce. Now, I hope that the minister will take this back to
the department, just the little sentence - I am quite happy to support it, but just that little
sentence, and let us get some action on reducing, because that has been the policy of that
department and Tynwald for - I do not know - the last 10 years, and I would hope that members
of this hon. Court could also support me in this action of trying to reduce the amount of waste,
especially the plastic stuff. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

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

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, I am very concerned about this order because. . . I mean, I am glad
to see that they have seen some sense in increasing the numbers on the board - it is
something that I have always been keen on and I was glad to see it being done on other
authorities - but what does disappoint me about it is the fact that it is going to be appointed by
the Council of Ministers and approved by this hon. Court. We hear everybody shout about local
government reform and how we must get the local government to start taking up its
responsibilities, and what I would have preferred to have seen is some way of picking the four
members through some sort of electoral college, where the different local authorities could put
some sort of representation -

Mrs Hannan: Oh no, no.

Mr Karran: - on the board.

At the moment, refuse is a responsibility of local government, and we are taking it off them,
and I think what we have got to try and do is be honest: we are going to be charging rates for this
facility. I think that is not in question now; the rates will be starting to be levied as far as waste
management is concerned, just like there will almost certainly be rates levied for IRIS when it
happens. But at the end of the day, the situation is that I do feel that that is where I am totally
disappointed with this order: we have taken the easy option out, we want local government to
take responsibility and we will be levying a rate for this service in the future unless there has
been a rapid change in the secret agenda as far as rates are concerned. The situation is that
we should accept the fact . . . I see some smiling around here, but I know that we were offered
IRIS so we would start levying a fee for the Water Authority, so I do think some people around
here have amnesia when it comes to that, and I do feel that that is the one thing that does
disappoint me with this order. I do feel that we should have got the local authorities involved,
and they should have been given some sort of representation, with an amalgamation of several
local authorities having the right to pick somebody on the authority.

And I think my good friend from Peel is quite right in her concerns, but I think you will find
that the present incinerator will need all the refuse it can get (A Member: Rubbish!) in order to
keep it going, because the fact is that you have a finite temperature range as far as this
development is concerned. So, I think the idea that somehow you will be wanting to export it
back. . . I think you will find that you are going to end up with a similar situation to Gibraltar.



Now, I do hope that the minister can manage to take on board the points that one has
brought about, and I do think that it is important, because I personally feel that we should really
vote against this. If we have a sincere commitment towards local government reform, here is
another function taken away from local government, and I personally think I would like to hear
what the minister intends to do as far as the lay input into this waste authority is concerned. And
will she tell us what timescale there is going to be as far as the rates that will be levied in
relation to the incinerator are concerned? I do feel that they are important issues, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I shall just be very brief on this one, sir. I would like
to ask the minister: looking on the explanatory memorandum, on the first page, towards the
bottom here, it talks about the make-up of the Waste Management Board, and it says ‘a
chairman and four other non-Tynwald members’. Am I correct to assume, therefore, that the
chairman would be a Tynwald member, and if so, I would ask her, cheekily: could she give us
an idea who that member is likely to be, and where possibly could she find an impartial person
within this hon. place (Interjections) to chair such a meeting? With respect to the membership of
it, I have to put down on record that I do not share the same sentiments as the previous
speaker. In fact, I would suggest that if a local authority member is to be on it, then fine, as one
member, but I would like to see a more diverse representation (A Member: Hear, hear.) on this,
which will include environmental pressure group representation, for instance, such as Isle of
Man Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and a host of others (A Member: Hear, hear.), and also
those who represent conservation on the Isle of Man, because, after all, this is a board that is
going to oversee, hopefully, the safety operations of all aspects of waste disposal, and we have
to have a fair and balanced board.

I would concur with the views expressed by my hon. colleague for Peel, Mrs Hannan, that
the word ‘reduction’ is not here, and yet in the last report, which was presented to us perhaps a
little over a year ago, the revised waste management plan - which was received by this hon.
place, and we had a presentation before that - did talk about ‘reduce, reuse, recycle’. There was
also the word ‘recovery’ in there as well, but the hierarchy started off as reduction. Reduction
does not feature in this order; the member for Peel is quite right. It talks about satisfying the
Treasury capital procedures and the financial regulations in respect of issues of management
enhancement of recovery on the one hand, reuse on the other, and recycling initiatives and the
operation of landfill sites. So, reduction is not in there. The three ‘Rs’, in environmental terms,
have been - and always will be - ‘reduce, reuse, recycle’, and that forms a circle in waste
management terms. It looks to me, unless it is just a genuine omission, that this government is
leaving that circle that is well established, well known and well regarded.

The President: Hon. member for Rushen, Mr Rimington.

Mr Rimington: Thank you, Mr President. I am very pleased to agree with the last speaker on
the issue of the make-up of the board. I do believe there should be a diversity there, and there
has been no determination of whether it should be x, y and z, or representative of this or that or
whatever, at this point in time. By extending the board from three to five in a total number does
allow that flexibility for balance and diversity on it, and also, obviously, the proposed chairman,
whoever that might be, would wish to have some influence on the membership of who he or she
might wish to work with.

I mean, that would be an obvious issue, especially when you are stepping out into what is
a very difficult and complex area, and it is a very new area. If maybe we were talking about things
that exist already, such as the Office of Fair Trading or whoever, there is an existing organisation
working pretty satisfactorily already and going ahead, and it is really just a question of slotting in
people to carry on the good job which, by and large, is already being done. But this waste
management board, when it comes into being, has got a job and a half, and it is going to have a



very difficult time. There is going to be a high level of expectation of what it may achieve and,
indeed, it might even replace the DHSS for the list of questions it might get from week to week
and month to month (A Member: Hear, hear.), which might provide welcome relief in certain
quarters.

So, I do think that yes, there should be possibly a r™le for a local authority representative,
but you do need people on that board who are going to be focused on that issue and, just
casting my eye around the local authorities, I do not necessarily see names springing to the
forefront of my mind - ‘Oh, that would be an excellent person’.

Mr Karran: They are more likely to say the same about us in here.

Mr Rimington: And it will be important for this board to have the best people for the job,
coming in from a range of interests.

The President: I call on the minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I had actually already spotted the typo on the last
page, and I thought perhaps no-one would actually notice it, and I perhaps should have referred
to it in my opening remarks, but it is indeed just that. I think that, at that time, the recovery of
abandoned vehicles was being discussed, and it may well have just happened, but ‘reduce,
reuse and recycle’ is exactly the policy of the department. Now, the hon. member for Peel, Mrs
Hannan: I hope that puts her mind to rest about a change in policy. It is purely and simply a
typographical error.

But I do want to make a point about plastics, which has been made by Mrs Hannan. We are
hoping to introduce shortly a ‘wash and squash’ recycling initiative for plastic bottles, plastic
bags and the like. We are working all the time to introduce new initiatives to encourage
recycling. I was not pleased about the mention of dioxins blowing over Douglas, and once again
I would like to put it into perspective. The dioxins from the emissions from the energy-from-
waste facility will be 0.04 of a nanogram, which turns out to be one grain of long grain rice per
year. If you equate that to the exhaust emissions of cars before their catalytic converter kicks in,
running up Richmond Hill, you are talking about bags of rice. So, let us put into perspective the
amount of dioxins that will be emitted in the energy-from-waste plant. (Interjections)

The hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran, mentioned the membership of the board. When
persons for duty on statutory boards were being considered, an advertisement was placed in
the local papers asking people to apply. I think we were all surprised by the quality and the
expertise of the people who applied to serve on all our statutory boards, so we do have a pool of
people that could be available.

There was also a mention of a secret agenda regarding rates, which I found quite
amusing, coming from the Chairman of the Water Board that introduced a rating system that is
now quite harmful to a lot of people in trying to manage the water rates they are paying at the
present time. (Mr Karran interjecting) Yes, but it is front-loaded.

What I would say about the energy-from-waste facility is that it is not a large facility. There is
no question that we will have to provide that facility with waste. We will have to reduce. We know
how much the waste arisings are on the Island each year, and unless we recycle and reduce
the amount of waste we are producing, we will not be able to handle it at the energy-from-waste
facility; that is quite definite.

The hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell, once mentioned about the make-up of
the board, and yes indeed, we are looking for environmental representation amongst the board;
we would be delighted to have that. We are wanting to work with all the environmental agencies
on the island in regard to all our recycling, reuse and energy-from-waste facility operations. And
also the point that we might not be able to find a chairman: well, I know that a person has been



approached, and it is a person I admire greatly for his impartiality in every regard, so I feel
certain that we will have an able chairman of the board.

My hon. colleague for Rushen once again commented about the make-up of the board,
and what I would say is that, indeed, we will be looking for the best people for the job to manage
the energy-from-waste facility.

Mr President, I hope this has answered the queries from the hon. members, and I beg to
move.

The President: Hon. members, the motion before you is at 40. Those in favour please say
aye; against, no.

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Anderson, Cannan, Quine, Rodan, Quayle, Rimington, Gill, Mrs Crowe, Messrs
Houghton, Henderson, Cretney, Duggan, Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Mr Downie, Mrs Hannan,
Messrs Singer, Earnshaw, Gelling and the Speaker - 20

Against: Mr Karran - 1

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion standing at item 40 has been passed by the House
of Keys, with 20 for and 1 against.

In the Council -

For: The Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann, Mr Kniveton, Mrs Christian and Mr Crowe - 7

Against: None

The President: Hon. members, with 7 for in the Legislative Council, the motion therefore
carries.

Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2002 — Approved

Item 41. The Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move:

That the Cremation (Fees) Regulations 2002 [SD No 113/02] be approved.

The President: We will turn to 41, the Cremation Act 1957, and again I call on Mrs Crowe,
Minister for Local Government and the Environment, to move.

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, these regulations replace the Cremation (Fees) Regulations
2001 and increase the fees that may be charged for completing various certificates required
under the cremation regulations. The Cremation Regulations 2000 provide that, before a
cremation can take place, certain certificates have to be signed by the doctor who used to treat
the deceased and also by an independent doctor. The fees are increased annually in the Isle of
Man, in line with the fees currently recommended by the British Medical Association. Since the
fees are payable to the funeral director, to the doctor, no government expenditure is involved.
Further details have previously been circulated to hon. members, and I beg to move, Mr
President, and invite the hon. member for South Douglas, Mr Duggan, to second.

Mr Duggan: I am pleased to second, Mr President. (Interjections and laughter.)

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Mr President, I rise to oppose these increases. This is not a reciprocal
agreement, although it appears to be an annual increase where we go in line with the United
Kingdom, and each year it seems to me that I have to stand up and ask why this figure is above
inflation. Not only is it above inflation this time, it is well above inflation. We heard yesterday that
inflation on the Island is 0.9 per cent; this increase is just under seven per cent. Even taking into
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(1) What rôle do local authorities play in relation
to the Sewerage Act 1999; and

(2) should they provide emergency cover and
then reclaim  the costs from your department?

The President: I call upon the hon. member for
Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I beg leave to ask the
question standing in my name.

The President: I call on the Minister for
Transport, Mr Shimmin, to reply.

Mr Shimmin:  Thank you, Mr President. Under
section 2 of the Sewerage Act the department and local
authority may enter into an agreement whereby the
department delegates certain drainage functions to the
local authority. My department has delegation
agreements in place with the following local drainage
authorities: Douglas, Onchan, Ramsey, Peel, Port Erin,
Port St Mary and Castletown. The delegated functions
are defined within schedule 1 of the agreements with
the local drainage authorities and relate to the day-to-
day operation and maintenance of the sewerage
systems. My department meets in full the actual costs
incurred by each of the local drainage authorities in
undertaking these delegated functions. Several of the
local drainage authorities employ their own dedicated
drainage staff and workforce and are able to provide
out of hours and emergency cover to deal with
blockages and other matters. The smaller authorities
which to not have the necessary resources rely on
cover being provided by the Department of Transport
Works Division. Again, my department meets in full
all costs incurred by the local drainage authorities
attending to any emergency call-outs.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Yes, is the minister aware that all
the local authorities that he has named have a
dedicated workforce that can be called out at any hour?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin:  I would have to confirm that, sir. I
will have to get back to the member.

The President: Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: If I could ask another
supplementary: if it is out of hours, would government
pay the overtime involved? Would the government pay
the double time? Would government pay treble time if
it was Sunday or whatever?

The President: Minister, I think you said yes.

Mr Shimmin:  Yes, Mr President. The issue is one
where emergency cover obviously takes place outside
of hours. In my  first answer I did say that we meet in
full all of those costs.

__________________

Kewaigue-Richmond Hill Road -
Intention to Close - Question by Mr Lowey

Question 14. The hon. member of the Council
(Mr Lowey) to ask the Minister  for Transport:

(1) Is it the intention of your department to
eventually close the Kewaigue-Richmond
Road;

(2) If so, what are the reasons for such action;

(3) Do you intend to consult  road users; and

(4) What is the timescale?

The President. Hon. member for Council,
Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey:  Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave
to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Again, it is for the Minister for
Transport, Mr Shimmin to reply.

Mr Shimmin:  Thank you, Mr President. I can
confirm, in answer to the question from the hon.
member for Council, that it is currently my
department’s intention, of completion of phase 4 of the
Douglas inner link road scheme, to close to vehicular
traffic the junction with the Kewaigue Road at the foot
of Richmond Hill. I also recognise that the member for
Malew and Santon, Mr Gelling, has been in recent
correspondence with my department over this matter.

I am advised the decision to close the junction at
the bottom of Richmond Hill was taken in November
2000 by the then Ministers for Transport and Local
Government and the Environment. Officers from the
Department of Transport had been in detailed
discussions for many months with the architects’
section of the Department of Local Government and
the Environment and their traffic consultants to devise
an acceptable junction layout that would cope with the
anticipated traffic to the new energy-from-waste plant.
Initially a roundabout was proposed and, in addition,
the Department of Transport were requiring under
reserve planning matters that the new access to the
new energy-from-waste plant would have the visibility
splay onto the Richmond Hill-Kewaigue link road
improved in order to be appropriate to the increased
traffic anticipated on that road. At all times the main
priority was the safety of road users.
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After much discussion it was found that to achieve
our objectives would require either additional land to
be purchased from private land owners or the removal
of trees designed to screen the energy for waste plant.
The decision taken was not to go ahead with the new
roundabout but to close the junction and require all
traffic to and from the south to use the Spring Valley
roundabout. To assist traffic using Kewaigue Hill and
the old Castletown Road, my department sought
Treasury approval to bring forward stage 4 of the road
island road improvement into this year’s capital
programme, which I hope to bring to Tynwald in July
of this year. This project is expected to last 12 months
with the hopeful completion of July 2003, whilst the
new energy-from-waste plant is scheduled for
completion in January 2004. At that time, and subject
to statutory procedures under the Road Traffic
Regulation Act 1985, it is proposed that the junction at
the foot of Richmond Hill will be closed to vehicular
traffic. All traffic to and from the new energy-from-
waste plant will take access from the Douglas inner
link road from at the top of Kewaigue Hill. I can
confirm that at present there has been no consultation
with road users although the publicity given today may
help to generate a level of public discussion. (Laughter
and interjections)

I have arranged a meeting between myself and the
Minister of the Department of Local Government and
the Environment in order to confirm that all options
have been adequately evaluated and that the proposal I
have announced today is the best one in regard to
efficient use of roads and in particular, the safety of
road users.

Mrs Hannan: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. member of Council.

Mr Lowey: Would the minister not agree that the
first principle of open government (Mr Delaney: Hear,
hear.) demands that the people know how their lives
are going to be affected, and if a decision - a decision,
not a decision in principle - to close the road was
arrived at in the year 2000, it seems a little bit late to
have meaningful discussion -

Mr Delaney: Policy document.

Mr Lowey:  - with road users in the year 2002 and
to get this question placed on the order not by the
department itself but by a member asking the question
of whether this is about to happen? Would the minister
not agree that that is not a satisfactory state of affairs?

Coming to the state of the road and the traffic, is
the minister and his department aware that the traffic
congestion at the crossroads at peak times morning and
evening at present (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) is
unacceptable and how can channelling extra traffic
into that particular bottleneck improve road safety and
the comfort of road users?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin:  Thank you, Mr President. The
principle of open government is one which the Council
of Ministers have reconfirmed, it is one that we will
always strive to do but it means many things to many
people.(Laughter) Certainly consultation is difficult -

Mr Karran:  Germany used to say that!
(Laughter)

Mr Shimmin: Certainly consultation on a scheme
of this size is difficult  - knowing who are the road
users - as there is an absence of a body who would be
directly affected. However, it is certainly one by which
I am sure now we will evaluate the strength of the
feeling from the people using that area.

I would, however, try and draw to members’
attention to the fact that we are not replacing like with
like. The amount of improvements which are designed
by the department on the road island facility means
that we will have a greatly enhanced opportunity of
people travelling from the roundabout down into the
new section of the Old Castletown Road. A vast
amount of taxpayers money has been invested in this
scheme and we are not going to be trying to funnel
them into a route which is an unacceptable width at
present.

What we are attempting to do is make sure the
pieces of the jigsaw are in place well before any of the
proposed changes and I would say that my department
is graphically aware of the traffic congestion and it is a
constant problem that my department is tasked with,
trying to manage it. The hon. member and members of
Tynwald will be aware that were we merely to siphon
that level of traffic congestion up through a road which
has the new incinerator or energy-from-waste plant’s
access it would cause considerable risk to road users.
The whole principle behind this scheme is for the
safety of road users. Were we to be proposing to close
it now, then certainly it would create further problems.
It is my department’s intention to work closely with
government departments to ensure that what is in place
will actually be more efficient and safer for the road
users on our ever-increasing roads which are becoming
congested, not just from that section but from all areas
arriving in Douglas. That is a major issue for
government to deal with. It can be handled in many
different ways. We are looking at a scheme which is
now still over 18 months away. I have assured the
House that I will be discussing with the Minister for
Local Government and the Environment if there are
any options which would be more desirable than the
one proposed. However, having looked into this in
recent weeks, this is one where the proposal is not as
stark or problematic as some would suggest. It may
bring considerable improvement, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South,
Mr Duggan.
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Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President. It is quite
alarming this, because of all these extra vehicles
through my constituency. Has the minister actually
done a count of the vehicles on the road that is going to
be closed and the additional vehicles which will be
coming down Spring Valley? At present, as you are
well aware, the traffic is way up past Hodgkiss’s
nurseries. There will be complete chaos.

The President: Minister.

Mr Shimmin:  I do take exception to the idea that
there will be total chaos; I think it is a glib comment to
make. (Interjections) My department is endeavouring
to improve a situation rather than to exacerbate it.
What we have is a dangerous junction where anybody
who uses Richmond Hill and that area of the Island
already experiences considerable risk. It is one where a
roundabout positioned at the bottom of Richmond Hill
was a consideration. We will be re-evaluating to
confirm that decision, but if the hon. member from
South Douglas is suggesting that we siphon the same
level of traffic up that hill whilst we have got a new
incinerator commissioned in that area, I think that the
very people that he represents will find it is a greater
risk rather than lesser.

The chaos would only be done if it was to be
introduced tomorrow. We will have invested thousands
of pounds of taxpayers’ money to enhance the road
infrastructure in that area because we fully appreciate
the risks and the problems that would be caused. The
new proposals will involve considerable improvements
in the Spring Valley roundabout area which includes
widening all the entries to the roundabout, not to
change the actual roundabout which, when it was built,
was designed and people complained it was too large.
This is an integral part of the inner link road scheme
and the works that will be done at that roundabout will
enhance the visibility and make it safer and easier for
people to access road island.

Concessions regarding the closure or the partial
closure of this junction were also looked at, and if the
hon. member for South Douglas is concerned that the
safety of this access to the new incinerator would
lower the standards from desirable to minimum, then
certainly I am not going to be the Minister for
Transport who is satisfied with minimum standards for
road safety in an area which is increasing with
volumes of traffic.

The President: Hon. member for Middle,
Mr Quayle.

Mr Quayle:  Thank you, Mr President. I just
wonder, as part of the evaluation then, could the
Minister for Transport perhaps look into the situation
of considering some of the vehicles going from
Richmond Hill to Kewaigue, perhaps light vehicular
traffic, being able to continue to use the road but the
traffic that will use the energy-from-waste plant could

access that by coming from the Kewaigue direction
towards the Richmond Hill. That might be one way in
which traffic could continue to operate satisfactorily
down through into South Douglas.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin:  Yes, no government department
takes decisions lightly. These issues were, of course,
looked into. It is one which I will be confirming with
the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment as to whether there are any alternatives
that are viable However, when one considers the
amount of traffic which is going to be using the new
energy-from-waste site - and those are large slow-
moving vehicles - to continue to put traffic moving up
that road will cause dangers to road users. We will
look again at that and I give the assurance that that has
been and will be re-evaluated, but it is not a case of
purely doing things as the roads are now; before any of
these proposals there will be considerable
enhancements which will actually make it easier for
the vehicles, and the department is well aware of the
desire to improve this entrance into Douglas and a
major part is to avoid the congestion seen every day at
Quarterbridge. If we can make it attractive to take
vehicles from the south of the Island through a route
which is specifically designed to modern standards
rather than the rural country roads that we are currently
using, then I believe that more people will be
encouraged to use those roads. That is why my
department has invested for many years large millions
of pounds: to try to enhance, to give a better gateway
into Douglas. Anything we will do will be with that in
mind but also the safety of road users.

The President: Hon. member for Council,
Mr Delaney.

Mr Delaney: Thank you, Mr President. First of
all, would the minister not agree with me that at the
time of the roundabout being constructed it was not the
size, it was the cost of £160,000 which was the issue
the public and the other representatives were
complaining about? Secondly, would the minister
consider that 15 years ago, when we looked at the
incinerator and the controversy was up then when it
was passed by Tynwald, it was alteration of the
configuration of the entrance to the incinerator which
was designed the best way to solve the problem of the
traffic going in and out of that as recommended by the
new hon. member who raised the point in relation to
his constituency entrance down there at the
incinerator? The situation is: will the minister agree
with me, wouldn’t it be nice in a democracy for even
the ministers to know what the situation is in relation
to a major change in traffic flow problems which are
going to cost so much money on a new ring road round
this large town of Douglas, and would you take the
message back to your department once again that it is
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not the officers that run the Isle of Man, it is the
politicians under the form of the government they have
elected to do so? Please, minister, let us get the act
right for once and find out what democracy is. It is us
on behalf of the public, not your officers on behalf of
them.

A Member:  Hear, hear.

Another Member: You are wrong!

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin: Mr President, I welcome back the
hon. member for Council.

Mr Delaney: Thank you very much.

Mr Shimmin: I am glad to see he is back in fine
form -

Mr Delaney: You see me; I am back. (Laughter)

Mr Sh immin :  I am not sure why it is that
politicians believe that every other government
department is run by civil servants but not their own.
(Two Members: Hear, hear.) It is an issue whereby I,
as all politicians, are birds of passage. We come into a
department, we inherit certain proposals and projects,
we evaluate them and we take them forward if we
believe they are fair. Certainly, from my department’s
position I am very fortunate to have in charge of
highways the hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine
(Members: Hear, hear!)(Laughter and Interjections)
who was previously involved in the Department of
Local Government and the Environment with
responsibility for the new energy-from-waste plant.

Mr Delaney: But he was not there in 1990-2000.

Mr Shimmin:  The issue of historically going
back and I am sure we all can do so - about criticisms
of the past - the department that I currently represent
has fine officers and fine politicians. We will be doing
the due scrutiny on behalf of the public that I would
expect from every member of this hon. Court, and any
slur or intention to imply the politicians do not make
decisions in the government departments is one which
is an easy comment to make, but in evidence we will
judge ourselves as to whether that is the case. I was not
around at the time of the roundabout, and whether the
cost at that time was excessive. However, in
hindsight –

Mr Delaney: It was.

Mr Shimmin:  - it was probably a very well
developed investment because the size of it was
appropriate for the needs that we will now operate.

The hon. member talks about 15 years ago, and
again I defer to his greater longevity in this Court and
that he understands those issues, but democracy is
what it says: we are here to represent the people.

Mr Delaney: That is right.

Mr Shimmin: The representation of the people is
easy to criticise when a government department takes
actions which in the short term appear painful, but we
are often criticised for failing to look at the bigger
picture in the longer term. The issue with regard to
these road developments are ones which are doing
exactly that, and in the past, when the money was not
available, we suffered from inadequate roads and  the
infrastructure on the Island. My department is
attempting to enhance that to a level which more
adequately accommodates the vehicles moving around
the Island. That cannot be done overnight; however,
we are getting ever closer to an opportunity of having a
route from the south of the Island which will make it
much easier for people to travel into the centre of
Douglas. (Mr Delaney interjecting) Now, if hon.
members think in the short term that we should fail to
take  regard of the bigger picture, then I think they do a
disservice to the members they represent. It is our
belief that when this work is completed it will actually
enhance both the safety and the smooth, efficient
operation of vehicles coming into Douglas from the
south of the Island. If we were not to believe that, if
the ministers and myself choose to say this is not the
best route, we will look at alternatives. Those have
already been evaluated by politicians, by officers and
this is a solution to a difficult problem and I regret that
the public and the members of Tynwald are always
looking at the negative rather than looking at the
benefits that this will actually bring.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas North,
Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. Would
the hon. Minister for Transport not agree with me that
any glibness that has been exuded this morning is
coming from him in his reproach to members of this
hon. Court (Mr Delaney: Hear, hear.) in voicing their
concerns? And, further to that, would he not agree with
me that any exceptions to be taken should be taken
with the amazing policy inconsistencies of a
department that are driving this plan here we are
discussing this morning, planning of the insane, would
he agree with that and would he also agree that we will
get traffic mayhem?

The President: I do not think he will agree with
any of those, (Laughter) but nevertheless he can reply
himself.

Mr Delaney: He can argue on behalf of the civil
servants, you see, so he will not agree with it.
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The President: John Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin:  I will apologise to this Court if it is
interpreted as glibness. I am attempting to make the
point that difficult decisions are taken in order to try
and manage a difficult traffic issue in and around
Douglas. To classify it as insane or chaos is one which
brings in defeatism.

This department will attempt to improve things.
At an ever-increasing number of vehicles on the roads,
with roads which  everybody appreciates are in a poor
condition, which everybody appreciates were not
designed for the volume or the size of vehicles
currently using them, we will never cease to try and be
upgrading the infrastructure and the quality of the
roads around the Island.

A Member:  Traffic management policy.

Mr Shimmin:  Traffic management policy will
always underpin on road safety. The Isle of Man has a
difficult record of large numbers of accidents for a
population of this size. Part of those accidents are
caused by potential inconsistencies of speed limits,
inconsistency of quality of roads and certainly, I would
say, inconsistency of quality of driving. We will never
admit failure with regard to the traffic management of
the Isle of Man. It will be at the forefront of the
member for Ayre, myself and anybody who follows us
to try and deal with a  difficult situation, and I do
believe that this constant negativity assuming failure
says more about the people who say it rather than the
reality of those of us attempting to get on and do the
job.

The President: Hon. member for Malew and
Santon.

Mr Gelling:  Yes, Mr President. I would just make
two comments to the Minister for Transport. It is really
a plea that when they are looking at, as he said, the
wider issue of transport, since the Old Castletown
Road has been shut for 12 months, everybody takes the
least line of resistance, which is up through St Mark’s
to hit the roundabout at the top of Spring Valley. What
I would suggest to the hon. minister is, when he is
consulting will he please look at the situation because
to use the new, very expensive road down through the
Nunnery - I know that people will turn off just after
Ballasalla and instead of going up through St Mark’s
they will go down through the Old Castletown Road
and they will come in that way, because that is the
least line of resistance - a road which is not built for
fast and a lot of traffic. So what I am just saying is,
that is the one thing I would hope they would look a
little further at, but the other is that we must not forget,
of course, that this is not a new site. The site of the
incinerator is the one which every truck in the Isle of
Man descended upon when the pulverisation plant was
there, so it is nothing new.  It is a thing that has

happened in the past. (Several Members: Hear, hear.)
I know the hon. minister was not around at that time in
parliament, but nevertheless, surely the statistics will
show how many vehicles were coming from all parts
of the Island. I know the refuse has increased, but
nevertheless it is something that is worth consulting
on.

The President: Minister.

Mr Shimmin:  Mr President, I do fully expect that
there will be considerable discussion on this issue in
the next few months, and certainly any member who
wishes to get further briefings can do so by contacting
me and I will arrange that on an individual or
collective group, to come and actually understand the
reasons. I do agree with the hon. member for Malew
and Santon that drivers do take the least line of
resistance. It is for that very reason that we do have
some of the problems on our roads in the Island at
present. What we have got are pinch points,
particularly round the Quarterbridge when talking
about arrivals from the south of the Island, and to try
and avoid that people will use other routes which are
not sufficiently high quality roads. It is our desire and
intention to actually produce an alternative which is
more desirable, which is smoother flowing and which
will actually encourage people to use the main roads
rather than the rural back roads.

The issue regarding previous movements in and
out of this area, although relevant at the time, is one
where I believe that time has overtaken us with the
speed, the volume and indeed the type of vehicles that
would be using this area. If I could safely stand here
and avoid any road closures, then I would do so. If I
believe that this is the safest way of improving this
junction, then I will stand here and sell it back to you
as being the correct decision. We have time, we will
look at it. I am sure hon. members will follow this up
further, but I would give the message out to yourselves
and to the public that this is an area which is not taken
lightly. It is not officers saying that they want to do
this for any personal reason; this is politicians being
advised as to the alternatives and making a decision
which they believe to be correct.

The President: If we are intent on finishing our
question paper, hon. members, by 1 o’clock I suggest
you keep an eye on the clock. Hon. member for
Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr  Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. Three
supplementaries - I do not wish to be a Cassandra; I
can assure the hon. minister of that. When we were
brought down to see an incinerator in the heart of
London we were told that it integrated with the
community, and there was no third-of-a-mile-longer
sections of the road shut round that incinerator and that
is in operation now. I would remind the hon. minister
that this particular road is one of the widest roads
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(A Member: Hear, hear.) on the Island. It is a quality
road; coming down Richmond Hill, it is one of the
widest roads that can be possible. So, to be fair to the
minister, he mentions the ring road. The ring road was
meant - forgive me if I am wrong - as a design to
alleviate the traffic from the harbour area of the
capital, and here we are going to be putting traffic on
to that road that is actually trying to get into the town.

Now, in simple mathematical terms, shutting this
one side of the triangle and making traffic travel twice
as long - and that is what you are doing: you have got
to go up to the thing and then back down, whereas at
the moment . . . and I think the suggestion that perhaps
you can make it a one-way road seems to me to be
perfectly sensible, but to shut the road completely
seems to me, in layman’s terms, an unacceptable
solution to a problem which I accept the minister and
his department and officers have to try and deal with,
but the three questions (Interjections) are, is the ring
road now being misused as its original intention?
Secondly, why do we need to close the road because
the incinerator is bringing material into it when other
areas have incinerators and they do not shut roads?
And the third point is, how can shoving twice as much
traffic onto a pinch point make it travel twice as
quickly - to use the minister’s words ‘improve the
traffic flow into and out of Douglas?’

The President: Minister to reply.

Mr Shimmin:  Taking the three questions,
Mr President, firstly, the misuse of the title in the link
road is one which has concerned me and the
department and it is not the purpose, as outlined by the
hon. member for Council; however, that is how I
initially understood it. The inner link road is actually a
means of moving traffic more quickly around the
Douglas area, including entering into Douglas, and I
think the terminology is one which we may have to
revisit.

Secondly, when there is an incinerator in London
the traffic is not moving at the speeds that could
possibly be done at the bottom of Richmond Hill, and
if people are jumping across that junction the hon.
member, who uses that road, will be aware there are
difficulties of speeds, with cars coming down from
Douglas to build up speed to go up Richmond Hill,
which was the original reason why a roundabout was
being looked at. So if you were going to have a larger
number of vehicles travelling across the road in order
to get up to Kewaigue, that would actually mean we
had to slow down the vehicles coming from Douglas.
Twice as much traffic moving hopefully twice as
quickly or even better is one where it is actually more
efficient.

There are alternatives for this site; each brings
with it difficulties. If there are ways of avoiding a full
road closure, I myself, the department and the local
government department will look into it. It is one
where, at present, the best solution available is the one

that I have outlined this morning. I do believe that we
have an opportunity that comes along to try and
enhance the facilities of the roads. I think people are
looking at this as being purely a negative and I do
believe that if I can make available a briefing to
members they will actually see the positives which
come from this scheme. It will not be ideal for people
in its creation, but after its completion there will, I
believe, be marked improvements.

The Speaker: That is right. You are right.

The President: I think if the road is to be closed it
will be a Tynwald decision.

__________________

Tourist Attractions and Entertainments –
Financial Support from

Local Authorities –
Question by Mrs Hannan

Question 15. The hon. member for Peel
(Mrs Hannan) to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

Can local authorities financially support tourist
attractions and seasonal entertainments from their rate
revenue?

Mrs Hannan: Eaghtyrane, I beg leave to ask the
question standing in my name.

The President: I call on the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment.

Mrs Crowe:  Thank you, Mr President. The
answer to the hon. member for Peel’s question is yes.
The Local Government (Entertainments) Act 1950
provides that local authorities may in any year expend
a sum not exceeding the proceeds of a rate of 4p in the
pound on their district in improving or prolonging the
visiting season in their district and increasing its
advantages as a pleasure and health resort in any form
or manner which the commissioners shall from time to
time consider desirable.

I believe, with regard to the Peel Town
Commissioners, their rent revenue would enable them
to expend, in whatever way they determined, a sum in
the region of £10,000.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Just for clarification, Eaghtyrane,
could I ask the minister, can this support be given even
when charities make a collection at these events?

The President: Minister to reply.
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The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Could I ask, Eaghtyrane, of the
minister: is it not a fact that plastic bottles are as much
a problem around the lanes and the streets, as plastic
bags are in hedges and trees?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: I would totally agree. After being
on a beach clean, I would think the majority of what
we collected was certainly plastic bottles, and indeed
they take up a great deal of space. So, yes, I do think it
is most important, but as nearly all plastic bottles are
imported to the Island, I am not sure how the
imposition of tax would be possible. However, it is
something that we could most certainly look at, and I
am not averse to doing so.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan: Is it not a fact that this
government’s policy is ‘the polluter pays’, and
therefore, if people are producing more and more plastic
bottles - that we would have great difficulty moving to
wherever, even if we are going to recycle them - at
least if they were glass bottles they could be recycled
successfully? Would the minister not continue to keep
this in mind when speaking to the Treasury to try to
reduce some of the waste about the place?

The President: Minister.

Mrs Crowe: Yes, I think it is most important
that we reduce all waste and recycle as much as we
possibly can. We are hopefully looking at a recycling
initiative for plastic bottles and plastic bags as well.
So, I do totally agree, and the sooner we can introduce
more and more of these schemes the better.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey,
Mr Singer.

Mr  Singer: Would the minister not agree that
whilst there might be justification in the case of plastic
bags, the use of plastic bottles is probably for a safety
reason in many cases, in not using glass, and therefore
the two things have got to be viewed separately?

Mrs Hannan:  Indeed not.

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: They may well have to be viewed
separately, but I take on board the point. Plastic bottles
do create a great deal of nuisance and they create a great
deal of litter, and I do think if we can in some way
avoid the use of, or find, certainly, a good recycling
system for, plastic bottles, then we would hope to
achieve that.

Air Quality Standards –
Compliance with Tynwald Resolution

Question by Mrs Hannan

Question 18. The hon. member for Peel
(Mrs Hannan) to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

Why has the resolution of June 2001 relating to
air quality standards in sections 89 and 90 of the Public
Health Act 1990 not been complied with?

The President: I call again on the hon. member
for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan:  I beg leave, Eaghtyrane, to ask the
question in my name.

The President: Minister for Local Government
and the Environment, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. The
production of the Environmental Protection Strategy is
dependent on a study into air quality by Cambridge
Environmental Research Consultants. The report on
this study was due to be concluded in autumn 2001;
however, for a number of reasons, including the
difficulty in obtaining essential data on the current
pollution. The report has been delayed, although a first
draft has now been produced. This first draft also
highlighted some additional work that required to be
undertaken. The final report, which will include the
additional work, is expected in autumn 2002. It is also
anticipated that, through the British-Irish Council, the
environmental sector group of which I am a part, there
would be a considerable input from the UK in
developing climate change scenarios for the Isle of
Man. This is yet to happen, due to a slight hiatus in
the British-Irish Council process during 2001;
however, the project is now back on line, and I expect
a report from officers to the May department meeting,
which is ‘Way Ahead for the Isle of Man in respect of
Climate Change.’

In recent months, a closer working relationship
with Public Health in the DHSS has developed, and it
is evident that the health improvement strategy being
developed by Public Health will have strong links to
the environmental protection strategy, particularly in
connection with air quality standards. The Director of
the Environment, Safety and Health is keen to see
these two important documents develop in parallel;
however, he does recognise the need to produce the
environmental protection strategy sooner rather than
later. Since taking up his appointment in October 2001
the director has reviewed the situation and is of the
opinion - and it is one that I endorse - that a document
of this importance should be subject to public
consultation before it is put forward to hon. members
to consider. To try and progress these matters more
satisfactorily, the director has now decided to take
responsibility for preparing the first draft of the public
consultation document, with a view to the document
being available later this year.
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Mr President, I trust the hon. member for Peel
will agree with the proposed way forward, as it is
imperative that we have an environmental protection
strategy that is suited to our Island and has been
developed in partnership with all stakeholders.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East,
Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Can
the hon. minister provide an explanation for hon.
members on why no essential data on current pollution
levels has been available? And would she further agree
with me that such findings and continued monitoring
for a good period of time, are essential as a prerequisite
to the operation of the mass burn incinerator?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: I did not say that no information
had been collected; I said that further information was
required, and this will be available, as will the report,
before the energy-from-waste facility comes onstream.

The President: Hon. member for Peel,
Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Yes, Eaghtyrane. While the
minister answered the question, could I ask her why the
Department of Local Government and the
Environment, in moving an amendment on 21st June
2001, has not applied that amendment, which they
successfully gained through this Court, whereby they
would report here in April 2002? Not one mention in
the minister’s response, I would respectfully suggest to
her, has been given as to why the resolution was not
complied with. (Mrs  Cannell: Hear, hear.) Could I
also ask the minister: does the Department of Local
Government and the Environment not take seriously a
motion that is resolved to report at a sitting, when
there has been no comment made in her response as to
apologising for the lacunae on the part of the
Department of the Local Government in not reporting
in April of this year?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Yes, I do apologise, Mr President,
for that omission. I was involved with other matters
within the department. I was not aware that there was a
resolution in June 2001 that the department was
mindful of this decision. However, what I would say is
that I will get this report to the Court as soon as I
possibly can, now that the Cambridge Environmental
Research consultants have completed their report.

The President: Hon. member for Peel.

Mrs Hannan:  Thank you, Eaghtyrane. Does the
Department of Local Government and the Environment
have a chief executive, and would it not be the chief
executive that put together, with the then minister, the

amendment to the air quality motion at the June sitting
of Tynwald?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: It is perhaps unfortunate that this
matter was not mentioned to me.

__________________

Incinerator – Bottom Ash Disposal Site –
Question by Mrs Cannell

Question 19. The hon. member for Douglas East
(Mrs Cannell) to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

(1) When do you intend to inform the public of
your preferred landfill site option for the
bottom ash expected from the newly proposed
incinerator; and

(2) what contingency do you hold should this site
fail during the planning process?

The President: I call on the hon. member for
Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg
leave to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Again, the reply is in the hands
of the Minister for Local Government and the
Environment, Mrs Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. There
will be a presentation to members of Tynwald at
lunchtime today, as to the preferred site for the new
facility. This will be followed by presentations to the
local authorities and to neighbours around the proposed
site, and then, after that, the media. My department
also intends to hold a public exhibition, in order that as
wide as possible a debate on the proposed site and its
location can be carried out.

The selected site has been chosen following
consultation with all parties likely to be called upon to
give an opinion during the planning process. It has
been the subject of an extensive and fully justifiable
investigation. Should this site fail at planning, then
one of the other sites which has been considered but
not yet applied for will be the subject of an
application. The Island cannot continue its normal
existence without a landfill site, and my department has
prepared a well-reasoned case over a two-year period to
address the Island’s needs as sensitively as possible.

The President: Hon. member Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I
sincerely hope the hon. minister has been fully briefed
by her officer before I put my supplementaries. Am I
correct in assuming that what the minister has said is
that, when she talks of consultation, there has been a
selective process of consultation in respect of this site?
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Yet, despite this, we learned about it in the media, as
opposed to a letter from the minister. In terms of the
actual site, is the minister aware that the EU is
considering a directive which prevents bottom ash
being mixed with any other aggregate? And is it her
intention to bury the bottom ash selectively or to
actually mix it with some sort of rubble? Is she aware
that that may well be outlawed by the European
Union?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Well, all of these questions will be
answered in full at the presentation, but what I can say
to you from my own knowledge and not necessarily
briefed by officers, is that bottom ash is now used
throughout Europe by recycling, and we would hope to
do that. We do not wish to landfill bottom ash unless
it is absolutely essential. I would also say that the full
public consultation will take place once the planning
application is brought forward. That will be a time for
full public consultation, not only on the site; after that
will follow full public consultation on the licensing of
the site. Everyone will have an opportunity to voice
their views.

The President: Hon. member Mr Anderson.

Mr  Anderson: Thank you, Mr President. Can I
ask the minister how many sites have been fully
evaluated for a bottom ash disposal site, please?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Over a two-year period, the
consultants considered the whole of the Isle of Man
and, in fact, I think 19 sites have been investigated,
some more fully than others.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East,
Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Is the
minister aware, from my previous supplementary to
her, that the recycling or the use of bottom ash mixed
with an aggregate of whatever for the purpose of roads,
building blocks, materials for building and construction
purposes is currently being reviewed by the EU, which
is considering a directive to outlaw such practices? And
further, in terms of the contingency, the minister said
that she would revert to one of the other sites: am I
correct in saying, therefore, that this department has no
contingency other than to start from a blank sheet of
paper in considering another site? If I am correct in
assuming that, can the minister advise, if the possible
scenario is that this planning application should fail on
this particular site, how long from that point it would
take her department to work up the same sort of
situation in consideration of another site? And how
will that impact upon her waste management strategy
on the operation of the mass burn incinerator?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I am
fully aware of any EU directives regarding energy-from-
waste facilities. No decision has been made and, indeed,
a great deal of research is going on in Britain at the
present time into the use of bottom ash, bearing in
mind that there are 47 energy-from-waste facilities at
present in the planning process for the adjacent isle.
With regard to the other sites that were mentioned, no,
it is not the case that we have no contingency plan: I
just said one of the other sites would take the planning
application through. We have three sites that have been
fully investigated, any of which could start the
planning process tomorrow.

__________________

Incinerator – Fly Ash Disposal Route –
Question by Mrs Cannell

Question 20. The hon. member for Douglas East
(Mrs Cannell) to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

Have you identified a safe disposal route for the fly
ash expected from the newly proposed incinerator?

The President: Again, I call on the hon.
member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg
leave to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Local Government
and the Environment to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. The
preferred option by the department, and the operator of
the energy-from-waste facility, is to dispose of the air
pollution control residue, which contains the fly ash, at
a special waste landfill site in Lancashire, and at the
present time we are preparing a case for a duly
motivated request to the United Kingdom Environment
Agency, which is required before we can export waste
to the United Kingdom.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Is it
not a fact, hon. minister, that you will need to acquire
a licence to be able to landfill the Island’s fly ash in
Lancashire, in a specially constructed landfill site? And
is it not also a fact that such a licence will only be
issued for one year at a time? And is it further not true
that, at any time, the United Kingdom can withdraw, or
not renew, that yearly licence? And what will the Isle
of Man do in that situation, then?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. Yes, I
duly note we have to apply for a licence. As I have just
suggested, it is not timely at the moment to do so;
when it is time, the licence will be applied for, and it
is expected that, within two months, we would have a
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licence for that operation, which has been fully
discussed. As regards the fact that the United Kingdom
could withdraw, that is quite correct: indeed it could.
But whilst, as I say, energy-from-waste facilities will
become more and more common throughout the United
Kingdom, a great deal of research is being done.
Currently, Sheffield University has developed a thermal
treatment plant for fly ash that will treat all the residual
ashes from the energy-from-waste facility, and what I
could say is that United Kingdom waste facility plants
are trialling this new system at the present time, and
extensive tests have shown results are exceptionally
encouraging.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Can I
put it to the hon. minister again: what will happen if
the United Kingdom refuses to renew the licence for
transporting the fly ash off Island? Has the minister got
a contingency whereby she can accommodate the fly
ash on-Island and, if so, will she please advise?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe:  As I have said, at the present time
we are in negotiation with the United Kingdom, we
fully expect that they will take the residual air
pollution control ashes, and we do not expect to have a
problem. If, indeed, we do need to look at it, we do
have contingency plans, and landfill in specially
engineered sites will be the disposal method.

__________________

Waste Recycling/Composting –
Kerbside Collection –

Question by Mrs Cannell

Question 21. The hon. member for Douglas East
(Mrs Cannell) to ask the Minister for Local
Government and the Environment:

Do you intend to introduce a pilot ‘kerbside
collection’ of waste for recycling and/or composting?

The President: Again, I call on the hon.
member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I beg
leave to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Local Government
and the Environment.

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, my department is
involved in discussions with the commissioners for
Port Erin with regard to the feasibility of introducing a
trial kerbside collection scheme to recycle plastic
bottles. These items were selected because presently
there are no recycling arrangements for them on the
Island, and it will allow the department to gauge more
accurately the effectiveness of the scheme. The
recycling initiatives presently in place are based on the

bring system. More than 300 recycling bins are
presently in place on the Island, both at civic amenity
sites and other bring-points, many of which are
adjacent to supermarkets and other public buildings,
which enable people to deposit glass, paper,
aluminium cans, batteries et cetera for recycling,
without having to make a special journey to do so.
Following completion of the proposed Port Erin trial,
the department will assess how successful it has been
and, if appropriate, investigate means by which the
introduction of kerbside collection facilities could be
implemented. This will involve, by necessity,
discussions with the local authorities on the Island,
who are responsible for the collection of waste within
their area and its delivery to the department’s facilities
for disposal.

The hon. member will also be aware that my
department has recently advertised for contractors to
operate the green waste composting process which is
being incorporated within the extension of the
Southern Civic Amenity Site. This facility will accept
all green waste delivered to it from the Island’s other
civic amenity sites so that it can be composted and put
to good use in providing soil conditioning.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. Can I
ask the hon. minister why there has been a delay in
getting this kerbside collection pilot scheme under
way, bearing in mind that this hon. place received a
report some eight months ago which recommended that
we should undertake such a pilot scheme? Why has it
taken so long, in view of the fact that it ought to have
started in spring of this year, which has passed us
somewhat? And further, in terms of the pilot scheme
that she is embarking upon for Port Erin - notably her
own constituency - can she advise how long it is to run
for and who will make the assessment? And what has
happened to the kerbside initiative that was undertaken
in Onchan some time ago for compostable materials,
which was a great success? Has the department
considered re-introducing that, as the local
commissioners would have liked?

The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: It is entirely coincidental that Port
Erin has been chosen; they offered to take part in this
pilot scheme, so it is entirely coincidental that it
happens to be my constituency, although I will do my
best to help the process along. And I would have
considered that eight months was quite a short time to
introduce a pilot scheme of this type, involving every
household in the area. With regard to the Onchan
composting scheme, I was explaining that the compost
will be collected from all areas of the Island and will be
taken to the central green composting site, and it is at
that site that it will be used for land regeneration.
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Light Pollution – Reduction of –
Question by Mr Waft

Question 22. The hon. member of the Council
(Mr Waft) to ask the Minister for Local Government
and the Environment:

Will your department undertake to work with
energy conservationists, light engineers and the public
to limit the amount of wasted light causing light
pollution from unshielded lamp-posts, advertising
hoardings and other public illumination?

The President: I call on the hon. member of
Council, Mr Waft.

Mr  Waft:  Thank you, Mr President. I beg leave
to ask the question standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Local Government
and the Environment.

Mrs Crowe:  Thank you, Mr President. There are
two issues here, one of energy saving and one of light
pollution, and it is the former which is more important
in environmental protection terms. There is no reason,
though, why both issues cannot be considered at the
same time. It is unfortunate that I could not refer this
matter to the energy adviser at the MEA as I believe
the post is no longer in existence, with the previous
post-holder having been moved to other duties;
however, it is my department’s belief that government
needs the services of a full-time energy advisor with the
authority and the budget to develop energy-efficient
programmes and undertake work necessary in that
regard, particularly in government-owned buildings.
The department also believes that the creation of such a
post would pay for itself by reducing energy costs as
well as protecting the environment. However, until
such a post exists, light pollution will be given a low
priority, as officers in my department, quite rightly,
concentrate their efforts on controlling pollution
throughout the environment which is potentially a
greater threat to the environment and public health. In
the meantime, I will ensure that the issue is raised in
the department’s proposed public consultation on an
environment protection strategy for the Isle of Man,
and I will also raise the matter with local authorities in
respect of their rôle in delivering their local Agenda 21.
Thank you.

The President: Hon. member of Council,
Mr Waft.

Mr Waft:  Thank you, Mr President. I have noted
the concern about the manpower staffing within the
department. With regard to the percentage of reduction
of energy used by lighting, if it is directed onto the
roadway, for instance, and the correct shields are in
place, there can be a 30 per cent reduction, and I would
just ask the department, when they are considering the
provision of estates around the Island, to realise that
there can be light pollution from roadside lighting but

also from public lighting as well. I did show the
minister, earlier on today, a picture of the Island from a
satellite; it does equally show the light pollution
around the UK, and the Isle of Man is certainly there in
all its glory. So, I hope the minister will take that on
board and, with the existing staff that she has and the
jurisdiction that she has, perhaps attend to it a little bit
more keenly in the future. Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Minister.

Mrs Crowe:  Thank you, Mr President.

Mr Delaney: They can see you from satellite as
well.

Mrs Crowe: My plea to the hon. member of
Council was not in his rôle as the Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission as, indeed, the energy
advisor post would be outwith my department, but I
would urge that we do, in fact, get an energy advisor
post, because I think it is most important, and the
likes of light pollution and all those environmental
issues in which we waste energy continuously on the
Isle of Man should be addressed.

__________________

Peel Hill Footpath – Reinstatement –
Question by Mrs Hannan

Question 23. The hon. member for Peel
(Mrs Hannan) to ask the Minister for Home Affairs:

(1) Has your department developed an
environmental package for the reinstatement
of Peel Hill footpath; and

(2) if not, why not?

The President: The hon. member for Peel,
Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: I beg leave to ask the question
standing in my name.

The President: Minister for Home Affairs,
Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood:  Mr President, my department is
fully committed to the reinstatement of the access track
to the new emergency services’ radio site on Peel Hill.
(Mr  Henderson: Hear, hear.) Condition 4 of the
planning approval issued on 27th November 2000 for
the development of the new site and removal of the
existing building and mast states: ‘Any access tracks
created for construction purposes, or ground disturbed
around the construction site during construction, must
be restored to a natural condition within six months of
the completion of the development.’ I would advise
that the work on the existing access track was
necessary to protect it and to enable the construction
works to be carried out with due regard to health and
safety issues surrounding access for construction traffic.



Energy-from-Waste Facility – Additional Expenditure Approved

Item 11. The Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move:

That Tynwald -

(1) approves the Department of Local Government and the Environment incurring
additional expenditure not exceeding £1,610,000 on the development of the energy-
from-waste facility, Richmond Hill, Braddan;

(2) authorises the Treasury to expend out of the capital transactions account during the
financial year ending 31st March 2003 a sum not exceeding £1,610,000; and

(3) approves of and sanctions borrowing not exceeding £1,610,000 being made by
government, such borrowings to be repaid within a period of 30 years.

The President: So, we will move on to item 11. The Minister for Local Government and the
Environment to move.

Mrs Crowe: Mr President, when the contract strategy for the energy-from-waste plant at
Richmond Hill had been agreed and the design, build and operate system was decided upon, it
was recognised that it would be necessary to make provision for cost escalation for the period
from the execution of the contract time up to when construction work would commence, because
the design process would be taking place after the contract had been signed. This is the usual
process.

The figure approved by this hon. Court was 3 per cent of the contract sum. This estimate
has proved to be inadequate for two reasons: firstly, the actual rate of inflation measured in the
industry-specific indices, necessary with a project of this nature, has been ahead of that
expected at the time of tender; and secondly, the period required to achieve a start on site
proved to be three months longer than the year originally anticipated. The actual rate of inflation
measured against the indices was nearer 6 per cent over 15 months than 3 per cent over 12
months as originally anticipated. I am sure hon. members will recognise the difficulties there
are in trying to forecast future financial trends and events. Also, during the design and planning
phases of the contracts, matters have arisen which a traditionally procured contract would have
identified before tender and hence incorporated into the project vote. My department now seeks
to make financial provision for such matters, which have included a design study related to an
animal waste disposal unit, specific costs associated with planning delay and costs in
association with remediation of the site adjacent to the old landfill and pulverisation plant.
Provision is also being made to deal with a claim from the contractor, which my department is
presently resisting. The department also has a duty to make provision, but I believe it will be the
case that the department will be successful in resisting the claim and these funds will not be
called upon.

I trust, hon. members, that I can rely on your support in furthering the progress of this
project, vital to the Island’s future waste management. Mr President, I beg to move.

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

Mr Houghton: I beg to second, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President. Could the minister give us the total costs entirely, sir?

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mrs Cannell.

Mrs Cannell: Thank you, Mr President. I, for one, Mr President, as a member of this hon.
place, would not support (A Member: Hear, hear.) an application for such a huge increase in
expenditure without further explanation and a full breakdown of itemised costs. (A Member:



Hear, hear.) The hon. minister has referred to three or four areas which they would now like to
evaluate et cetera, et cetera and also that they may be able to fend off a claim from a contractor. I
think members in this hon. Court need more explanation on these issues - a full explanation, in
fact, on these issues - before they are asked to consider whether or not to approve this. It is
quite easy - and we have proved it thus far - for ministers to come here and say, ‘Well, we have
spent this and we have overspent that.’ Small amounts are fine, but we are considering millions
here, (Mr Duggan: Hear, hear.) millions of extra expenditure which has not been foreseen. So,
something clearly is wrong in the estimation of these projects. To actually consider a provision
of 3 per cent inflation when, in fact, we are hearing now that, because of the particular industry
involved with this type of plant, we should have been looking at 6 per cent. . . I for one, Mr
President, am not going to swallow this just like that. The minister should explain and I hope
when she sums up she will, in fact, give us a lot more detail than she has so far before asking
us to expend such a huge amount of taxpayers’ money.

A Member: Hear, hear.

The President: Hon. member of Council, Mr Waft.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President. I would just like to point out perhaps, with regard to this
capital expenditure and the inflationary costs, the inflationary cost that will be happening with the
site of the new prison unless somebody gets something done quite quickly.

Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.

Mrs Crowe: Yes, exactly.

Mr Waft: Thank you, Mr President.

The President: Mr Karran, hon. member for Onchan.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, is this not just another example of the fact on which, hopefully, we
are still waiting for a report back from the Treasury: the more they spend, the more they get as
far as any government contract is concerned and as far as the design process is concerned?
That is the real issue that I think we need to be concerned about today: we do need to know
what we are supposed to be voting for as far as this large sum of money is concerned. We
should not allow ourselves just to allow this to be nodded through; we have a parliamentary
r™le to scrutinise this sort of situation. It does seem rather strange to me, Eaghtyrane, when I
am led to believe there is a lull in the incinerator industry, that we are having to face such higher
than normal inflation. I know that I am not a great fan of the incinerator, and we will see whether
this is just another one of the white elephants that will be put into our collection for future
generations or not, but I am concerned that we should know the breakdown of what these are. I
believe that Babock - I am just looking for the papers, Eaghtyrane - which is the company that
provides the burners, has gone bankrupt, which deals with part of the planning submission
order of 1998, subsection 1.13 and 1.14. I would be interested to know whether we are going to
have another rabbit pulled out of the hat and we once again have to then say, ‘Oh, at a later date
there is an extra cost as far as this is concerned.’ I cannot see us getting the sort of breakdown
that the hon. member for East Douglas wants in this parliamentary assembly. I am concerned
that if we cannot find out what sort of commitment this department has given as far as the
running of this plant, is concerned which I am led to believe is a long-term economic
commitment, I cannot see how we are going to get the breakdown that the hon. member for
East Douglas has requested.

The other thing I would like to ask about, Eaghtyrane - and we have seen how it was
brushed over before and that is why I asked for assurances as far as the Archallagan plantation
is concerned - is: as a former member for this constituency, I remember when they made
boreholes in this site and I remember that I had the Middle River that was virtually the Pully
National Glen when I was a child, and the real fairy bridge, and the situation was that for years it



was destroyed and it came back and then we allowed them to drill holes into this site and that
river was destroyed again for a generation. I am concerned with the activity on this site and I do
hope that this will not be allowed to happen once again in this beautiful part of the Island, down
along from Kewaigue. I do hope that it has been taken into account, because I do think that any
activities on that site could well give a repeat of history that we have already seen once, when
activity was done down there.

Eaghtyrane, it does concern me that we are voting this through - ‘It is only £1.6 million’. It
does matter and I do think that we do need to be more cautious about where these costs are,
especially when I see the crazy situation we have seen over the design of the new power station.
It seems to have been a situation where the more they spend, the more they get, and this is just
another example, in my opinion, where we must make sure that this does not happen. People
outside this House are complaining about public works and the lack of control as far as costs
are concerned.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre.

Mr Quine: Thank you, sir. I think there are just three points that I would make in relation to
this, and I am supportive of the motion.

Of course, this incinerator has been procured on the basis that it is going to be designed,
built and operated by the one entity, and there is good reason for that. The tie-in between the
three elements is designed to ensure that we get responsibility properly vested in those who not
only are going to be designing it but those who are going to be building it and those who are
going to be operating it, so the operator cannot turn round, put his hands up and say, ‘This thing
doesn’t work.’ They have been tied in in that way, and that was part of the initial debate: that we
would take this secure route and try to counter, so far as one can possibly counter, any question
of sub-standard operation. So, that is the route that was adopted, as opposed to what is referred
to here as the ‘traditional procurement route’.

Because that method of procurement was adopted, it was quite obvious that we could not
have an arrangement where a sum was built in, or if we did, any contractor would build in such a
substantial sum that the price would be greatly inflated, so, in common with elements of other
contracts, there were indices identified relating to construction, from which a percentage would
be taken. At the time the project came to Tynwald, those indices were running at 3 per cent,
hence 3 per cent is what was built into the figure, but it was made quite clear that they were
indices. Now, of course, and for reasons which I think all of us can understand, having regard to
the heat that is the construction industry here on the Island, that 3 per cent is no longer relevant.
There is nothing unanticipated about that. There is nothing particular to this contract about that.
So, I do not have any problem with that.

The other point that I would make here is, of course, that I am pleased to see that work is
underway, that things are now moving and that we are seeking at last to provide a viable
solution for the treatment of our waste, but what we do not need now, and what will most
certainly impact upon the cost, is continuing procrastination, not least when you have reached
this stage in proceeding with the project. So, there is nothing unforetold here; this is all as
anticipated. The indices were not fixed indices; they were variable indices, so I do not see what
the concern is. If it has been suggested that we should have taken a pig in a poke’s approach to
this and said, ‘Right, we will design an incinerator; you can build the incinerator and you can
operate the incinerator’, the risks attached to that are, I would think, very transparent and very
great, and to avoid that, a particular route was agreed after taking the best of advice, and that is
the route that we have provided for here to produce this incinerator. Part and parcel of that was
that we would carry the risk in relation to an index, an index that is used not just for this project
but for various projects. That is part and parcel of the proposition. So, I am perfectly happy with
the motion and I am pleased to support it.



The President: Minister to reply.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I am most grateful to the hon. member for Ayre for his
support. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) He was instrumental in moving the provision of what I feel
will be one of the most valuable utilities for the Isle of Man. Whilst he was in the department, I
know how much effort he put into that work and I know he knows a great deal about the whole of
this project. And, of course, his workings towards this utility will mean that we will no longer
need putrescible landfill on our Island.

However, I have some other questions to answer, and the hon. member for East Douglas
was probably instrumental in delaying this project as, indeed, with the hospital, (Mrs Cannell:
Hardly.) and the fact is that delays cost money. The cost of the hospital escalated because of the
delays, and delays are always at a cost to the taxpayer. However, I will break down the indices
which she requested, and the sum I am seeking is not millions, by the way; it is £1,600,000 out
of a £40 million project. The indices that require to be addressed on the day of contract signing
are: the DTR index, which means the price adjustment formulae for contracts produced by the
United Kingdom Government and the Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions,
which is published in the stationery office and can be viewed at any time; the DTR labour index,
which means an index comprising an equal proportion following the elements of indices: the
special engineering formula, the mechanical labour formula, the civil engineering formula, the
labour and supervision of civil engineering and also the building formula appendix 1 and the
building labour skilled formula; and the DTR index material indices, which comprise respective
proportions of the following elements of DTR indices: that is the building formula - concrete, the
building formula - steelworks, and the building formula - boilers, pumps and radiators. All of
these indices are what have to be addressed at the time of the contract. In fact, it is very difficult
to foretell these indices in advance, and anyone just has to make an estimate.

Now, the hon. member for Onchan did mention that, in fact, there has been a problem with
one of the firms that have been appointed for the boilers. We do not believe that this will have
any effect on the indices at all, because, of course, another firm will be supplying those or it will
be someone in that same firm taking them over.

So, as I say, I am most grateful for the reasoned argument from the hon. member for Ayre,
Mr Quine, and I do hope hon. members can support this motion and agree to progress this
project and not procrastinate.

Mr Duggan: Mr President, I asked for the total cost. She has not answered it.

Mrs Crowe: £40 million.

The President: I think the hon. minister did say £40 million. The motion which I put to you,
hon. members, is that printed at 11 on the order paper: Energy-from-Waste Facility - Additional
Expenditure. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it.

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

In the Keys:

For: Messrs Quine, Rodan, Quayle, Gill, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Houghton, Henderson, Braidwood,
Downie, Shimmin, Bell, Singer, Corkill, Earnshaw, Gelling and the Speaker - 16

Against: Messrs Anderson, Rimington, Cretney, Duggan, Mrs Cannell and Mr Karran - 6

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion standing at item 11 is passed by the House of
Keys, with 16 votes for and 6 votes against.

In the Council:



For: Messrs Lowey, Waft, Dr Mann, Messrs Kniveton, Radcliffe, Mrs Christian, Messrs Delaney
and Crowe - 8

Against: None

The President: With 8 members of the Council voting for, hon. members, the motion
printed at 11 therefore carries.

Department of Transport – Payment of Excess Expenditure – Approved

Item 12. The Minister for Transport to move:

That Tynwald authorises the Treasury to apply from general revenue in respect of the
year ended 31st March 2002 -

(a) surplus receipts totalling £753,108 of the Department of Transport in payment of
excess expenditure; and

(b) the sum of £501,546 in payment of excess expenditure of the Department of
Transport.

The President: We turn, then, to item 12: revenue accounts. Minister for Transport to move,
please.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. With regard to the year ended 31st March 2001, this
motion seeks Tynwald approval for the department to fund the expenditure that exceeded the
vote for the year from general revenue. The excess expenditure is in two parts: firstly, surplus
receipts totalling £753,108, which can be broken down primarily into the works budget, which
had a surplus receipt of £577,000, due in the main part to the buoyancy of the construction
industry, where far greater quantities of stone were sold by the quarry to the private sector; and
secondly, within that heading there was a figure of £273,000 in the Highways Division, which is
primarily due to the increased licences and duty paid.

The second part of the motion refers to the sum of £501,546 in payment of excess
expenditure, which primarily is due to the foot-and-mouth requirements, which incurred from the
department expenditure of £400,000. In addition to the above, the department also incurred
expenditure which is not covered by the approved votes amounting to nearly £168,000 at the
airport to respond to the events of 11th September, and a staggering £778,000 in highways
emergency and storm damage. These were funded by rescheduling other projects and
priorities within the department, but this does give a scale of those projects which we cannot
advance when there is such a call on our budgets, sir. I beg to move.

The President: Mr Kniveton.

Mr Kniveton: I beg to second, sir.

The President: The motion, hon. members, is printed at 12 on the order paper. Those in
favour please say aye; against, no. The ayes have it. The ayes have it.

House Purchase Assistance Scheme 2002 and Related Expenditure – Approved

Item 13. The Minister for Local Government and the Environment to move:

That Tynwald -

(1) approves the House Purchase Assistance Scheme 2002 [GC No. 23/02];

(2) approves the Department of Local Government and the Environment incurring
expenditure not exceeding £3,000,000 as grant and top-up loan support;

(3) authorises the Treasury to spend out of the capital transactions account during the
financial year ending 31st March 2003 a sum not exceeding £3,000,000;
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Douglas Inner Link Road – Construction of Road Island – Expenditure Approved

The President: Now, hon. members, when we adjourned yesterday we had reached and
completed item 13 on the order paper, so we start this morning�s deliberations at item 14.

Item 14. The Minister for Transport to move:

That Tynwald approves of the Department of Transport incurring expenditure not
exceeding the sum of £2,200,000 in respect of the construction of phase 4 (Road Island) of the
Douglas inner link road.

The President: I call on the Minister for Transport to move.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. The proposed scheme follows on from the phase 3
scheme approved by Tynwald in October 2001 to create the new 250-metre section of road and
railway bridge at Kewaigue, which is presently under construction. The phase 4 Road Island
scheme before members today comprises widening the A24 Road Island road between
Kewaigue Hill on the A6 Kewaigue Road and Spring Valley roundabout and increasing the
capacity of Spring Valley roundabout. A new footway will link the Anagh Coar estate with
Kewaigue School and so complete the footway link to the White Hoe and Douglas. Planning
approval has been obtained for the project as the final phase of the Douglas inner link.

The completion of the Douglas inner link road will enable traffic from the Spring Valley
trading estate and Ballacottier Business Park to travel directly to the centre of Douglas, avoiding
Quarterbridge, as well as assisting traffic flows between lower Douglas and Anagh Coar,
Farmhill and Foxdale.

When completed, the scheme will encourage vehicles travelling directly between the south
of the Island and Douglas via Kewaigue to travel by way of the modified Spring Valley
roundabout and the widened Road Island road. The modifications to the Spring Valley
roundabout will increase its capacity to provide for its use by this diverted traffic travelling to and
from the south of the Island. The circulatory lanes approaching and within the Spring Valley
roundabout will be augmented so the traffic arriving from the south and heading towards the



harbour via Kewaigue will not be held up by traffic waiting to proceed down the new Castletown
Road towards Quarterbridge. Also, the additional circulatory capacity will provide slip lanes for
traffic moving between adjacent roads at the junction. This is so that local traffic movement
around Douglas will not normally conflict with traffic travelling between the south and lower
Douglas.

At the junction of Road Island road with Kewaigue Hill priority will be given to the through
traffic which is travelling along the widened Road Island road to or from the modified Spring
Valley roundabout. Here there will be a proper waiting and turning facility for vehicles waiting to
turn onto the road to the energy-from-waste plant. This will comprise a central waiting lane so
that lorries turning right to the plant will not create a tailback of traffic which is proceeding
towards Kewaigue from the Spring Valley roundabout.

For pedestrians the widened road between Spring Valley roundabout and Kewaigue will be
provided with a footway. This will be of considerable benefit to parents and pedestrians walking
children or, as pedestrians, to and from the school area in Kewaigue. The construction works of
the scheme will cost in total £2.2 million. The works will be carried out by the Department of
Transport�s engineering works division, with the construction programme to commence in
August 2002 if Tynwald approves the motion and be completed in September 2003.

Mr President, this scheme has been programmed for a number of years and seems to
have considerable support. However, two issues have arisen which I would like to draw
reference to. The memorandum of explanation to members and, as has been identified in
Question Time previously, it has always been the intention in the last two years that in the
interest of road safety at the bottom of Richmond Hill, particularly arising from the road safety
implications of the proposed siting of the energy-from-waste plant off the A6 near the bottom of
Richmond Hill, it is intended that the A6 will ultimately be closed to through traffic - that is, from
its junction at the bottom of Richmond Hill with the A5 Castletown Road to its junction with the
widened Road Island road at Kewaigue Hill. It will, however, always provide access from
Kewaigue to the energy-from-waste plant site and remain available as a through route for non-
vehicle traffic.

I am aware that this has caused considerable concern and, in the time since the last time
this was debated in the House, I have attempted to confirm the department�s policy; I have been
to the Council of Ministers with the proposals; we have had a meeting with Braddan
Commissioners, Douglas Corporation and the Richmond Hill steering group; and we have
communicated the contentions about this proposed closure to all the southern authorities.
Furthermore, in a presentation to members on the Road Island scheme we did identify the
reasons for this proposal. However, I am conscious that there is still considerable resistance in
some quarters to this closure. It is our intention, as it always has been, to concentrate on safety
and we believe, although not a direct route, this will make a speedier direct access into the
lower Douglas area.

However, in an effort to be clear with our intentions, in the explanatory memorandum item 3
it does refer to this as a proposed closure of that junction. I state here publicly, Mr President, that
before any closure of that junction I will ensure that I will come back to this Court in order to
discuss the reasons on safety grounds, which my department believe will be compelling. There
have been briefings where members have listened, and they are looking at the situation at the
moment rather than the enhancement which this scheme will actually create at the Spring Valley
roundabout junction. Obviously, through the intentions of the department to be working on a
scheme which will last 61 weeks, throughout that time traffic will have to be diverted down this
route as it will be the only means to the south of the Island. We will then have an enhanced
scheme which we believe will satisfy the public�s desire to move speedily into Douglas and
avoid much of the congestion at Quarterbridge. However, I give a commitment that anybody



supporting the motion today reserves the opportunity of expressing their votes on the closure,
proposed by my department in a scheme which we believe merits it.

The second item is the issue regarding Kewaigue School. The recent press coverage has
been unfortunate and at times inaccurate. However, I do express my apologies that there has
been a lack of consultation with the school involved, and that is now being remedied. The
concerns of the parents having to park on the road outside the school has been for some years
a difficulty with the head teacher, the department and, with limited traffic travelling down that
route, it was not a major concern of the Highways because we knew an enhancement was
coming. However, it has always been our intention to increase the volume of traffic moving in
this direction after the scheme was introduced. We have already introduced 20-mile an hour
flashing lights which come on around the school opening and closing times and we encourage
all drivers to make full use of this for the safety of children. The scheme has pedestrian access,
which has been a long-requested expectation of people living throughout that area, and this
scheme will achieve it.

The main issue under contention at the moment is the expansion of the car park proposed
by the head teacher and the Department of Education, and this is an area where the department
is already on record as having supported this principle. However, it is one which now needs
further dialogue between myself and the Minister for Education. It also involves the Douglas
Corporation and I believe that the absence of consultation to this stage with the school can be
best remedied by taking it at a ministerial level between myself, the Minister for Education and,
hopefully, working with Douglas Corporation, we will be able to find some accommodation to
the expectations and needs.

The timescale of this scheme has been put forward in order to make maximum use of
school holidays and also of the better weather for most of the earth works. It is imperative that
my department gets onto the scheme as quickly as possible and indeed, with members�
support today, we would intend to do some drainage works in the school area beginning 22nd
July. The works are a major benefit, and I am saddened that a scheme which has such
universal support in many ways has at the twelfth hour been muddied by two issues which I
hope to try and remedy in the future.

Therefore, Mr President, with the assurances I have tried to give the Court this morning, I
beg to move the motion standing in my name.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Kniveton.

Mr Kniveton: I beg to second, sir, and reserve my remarks.

The President: Hon. member for Middle, Mr Quayle.

Mr Quayle: Thank you, Mr President. I acknowledge the points made by the hon. Minister of
Transport. I fully support the widening of the A24 Road Island road between Kewaigue Hill on
the A6 Kewaigue Road and Spring Valley roundabout and increasing the capacity of Spring
Valley roundabout, sometimes better known as �Fort North� - perhaps a tribute to my
predecessor, the former member for Middle, Mr David North. These particular measures should,
as the minister has explained, be receiving the widespread approval of members of this Court,
but until this morning I thought there was a sting in the tail. Certainly in the presentation that we
received, the statement of case certainly inextricably linked the enhancement of the road and the
enhancement of the roundabout to the closure of the road that the minister has referred to.

I am concerned that the measures referred to earlier, which I am able to support, did seem
to be linked to the proposed closure to through traffic on the A6 from its junction at the bottom of
Richmond Hill to its junction with the widened Road Island road at Kewaigue Hill. This is
something that I cannot support at present and am pleased to have received the assurance that
that particular matter will come back before the Court before that will be dealt with in the future.



So, as I understand it, in the information that we have had - and I refer to the motion at item 3 -
that now will not be inextricably linked as it seems to have been so far until this morning; that is
now something that I can be reassured about.

I am also concerned that it does not seem to have had the fullest consultation with
members of the public - for example, perhaps a public meeting or an exhibition. I acknowledge
that the minister mentions that there were meetings with various authorities, but I do not believe
that there has been sufficient time to allow full consultation with all interested parties (Mr
Henderson: Hear, hear.) and feel that this scheme, until this morning - and it seems to have
altered a little - was being rushed through with undue haste. For example, members of Tynwald
were only briefed recently; not many were actually able to be present on that occasion. The
separate briefing for the commissioners - only some were able to be there. It was last week, the
particular briefing, and again, in relation to Braddan Commissioners that the minister
mentioned, some of the commissioners were off the Island and were unable to attend.

I believe that the widening of road Island Road, the increasing of the capacity of the Spring
Valley roundabout is desirable, should receive support, but I had originally thought that further
time should elapse to consider the implications of the effective closure of the road that I have
hitherto mentioned and the impact that this will have upon the Spring Valley roundabout and the
volume of traffic going to Douglas via Quarterbridge and past Kewaigue School to South Quay.

This brings me to a comment upon my acute concerns relating to Kewaigue School and in
particular the safety of its children. The present car park is too small, it accommodates only a
small number of cars, such that a large percentage of cars are obliged to be parked on the
roadside, particularly from 3.30 to 4.00, and needs to be enlarged, as the minister has
acknowledged, as an absolute priority. The enlargement of the car park should, I feel, have been
integrated into this scheme supported by the relevant departments of government, thus
overcoming a major obstacle to the proposed works. There appears to have been little
consideration made in respect of the school, although I accept that we have heard this morning
that consultations have been ongoing over the last few days - for example, the recent unhelpful
suggestion to the headmaster from the Department of Transport, effectively to suggest advising
to parents not to park outside the car park on the road and that this would be enforced by the
police. This was tantamount to closing the eyes to the problems. Parents have no option other
than to park on the roadside outside that school and other cars will be attempting to access and
egress the limited car park - a recipe for disaster. The number of pupils is increasing at
Kewaigue with the resultant increase in vehicles from a large school catchment area.

Whilst the area outside Kewaigue School is not within the proposed capital scheme, it will
have an overwhelming impact upon it, and I am most surprised that no efforts appear to have
been undertaken to date to find a satisfactory solution prior to us having to consider the motion
before us today, but I do acknowledge and appreciate the minister�s helpful comments this
morning that he intends, with his ministerial colleague of Education, to try and remedy the
situation. I believe, as the minister seems to have acknowledged, that Kewaigue School has not
had the deserved attention in the Department of Transport�s consideration and I am sure that
they will now give this the priority that it deserves.

It does appear that the Department of Transport and the Department of Education have not
exactly jelled together to satisfactorily deal with the concerns expressed to me by Kewaigue
School, by its staff, parents and particularly referring to the health and safety of the children.
There is no doubt in my mind that there will be far greater numbers of traffic passing Kewaigue
School and the speed of traffic will be difficult to control. Whilst I acknowledge the special 20
mile-an-hour limit by the school is in force morning and afternoon, this is already being widely
ignored and will be impossible to police effectively on a daily basis. With the widening of the
Road Island road the preferred route for all heavy goods vehicles from the harbour to Spring



Valley will be past Kewaigue School to Spring Valley rather than via Quarterbridge to Spring
Valley. I understand that, following my visit to Kewaigue School this last Monday and the relaying
of my concerns to the Department of Transport and the hon. Minister for Education, the hon.
Minister for Transport has been in contact with the head teacher of Kewaigue and will actually be
visiting the school this Friday to see for himself the problems that the school endures.

We hear a lot, Mr President, about cohesive government, the public quite rightly expects it
and I am more than disappointed that a satisfactory solution to the problems that beset
Kewaigue School which they experience and which will be exacerbated for the future by this
proposed capital scheme have not been addressed before today. Having said that, I had
originally intended to move a motion to adjourn this particular scheme to the October 2002
sitting for a report to be prepared and laid before the Court on the effects of the proposed road
alterations on Kewaigue Primary School, in particular the safety of its children, and on the
desirability of discontinuing access to and egress from the junction at the foot of Richmond Hill,
leading to Kewaigue, following consultation with all interested parties. I express my appreciation
to the Minister for Transport for dealing with the two principal areas of concern to me, such that I
am now able to offer my support to the scheme, and I thank him indeed for his efforts over the
last few days to resolve the concerns that have been addressed today. Thank you, sir.

The President: For clarity, hon. member, I take it that you are not moving the amendment?
Very good. Hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson.

Mr Henderson: Thank you, Mr President. I rise with some concerns about this scheme;
least of all, I do not want to find myself backed into the corner we found ourselves in the other
week where I felt conned into supporting a £0.5 million helipad for a Chinook helicopter, and I
certainly do not intend to go down that road this morning with this particular motion before us.

At the minister�s briefing which I attended, we were assured that this scheme would not
include the road closure of the road from Kewaigue to Richmond Hill. Now, I know the minister
has alluded to this this morning and said he will be bringing something back to Tynwald later on
for us to discuss. What I would like the minister to do though, just for the record, when he is
summing up, is to give a positive assurance that if people are supportive of this scheme this
morning the only thing that they are supporting is the road widening scheme from Fort North
over to the junction just above Kewaigue School, and that is it. Unfortunately, I do not feel as
confident as my hon. friend opposite from Middle, because the explanatory memorandum that
was circulated to all members in our Tynwald packs is inextricably linked to the motion and the
motion, asks for the concurrence of £2.2 million et cetera for the construction of phase 4, but in
the explanatory memorandum the itemised points 1 to 5 fall out of this motion and we can see
quite clearly what the effects are and the fact that at point 3 it says �In the interest of road safety at
the bottom of Richmond Hill and particularly arising from the road safety implications et cetera,
the A6 will have to be closed.� It is quite clear: if we do not get it now we are going to get it in 12
months� time, and all hon. members need to be careful of that point and need to be aware that
the two are inextricably entwined and, once you give your approval this morning or your vote for
this scheme, you are more or less two thirds on the way to getting the road closure that you are
concerned about because there is no other way round it then. The scheme goes on about the
roundabout at Fort North to be widened and all that carry on, which is part of the plan and one of
the reasons for the road to be shut down to Richmond Hill, and if it is shut the roundabout has to
be widened to take account of the closed road, so we are locked into a loop. Now, I would ask
hon. members to bear that in mind, because that is what is going to happen.

I am also concerned that, although I am all in favour of road safety, I think what we have got
here is possibly an over-the-top response to a situation that could be dealt with more delicately
and when we see the nice schemes that the department can do at Blackberry Lane with regard
to safe footways and a concern in my own constituency at Governor�s Hill where we see the



footpath going in behind Government House, what a excellent idea and a nice way to solve a
problem without having to go to what I would call a �double Rolls Royce solution� for something
that only requires a Ford Escort or a Mondeo solution here. The footway could go behind the
hedge in a different format and we could have a different plan presented to us here this
morning. We have seen it work before and there is no reason why it cannot work here.

As I say, Mr President, I firmly believe in safety for the school kids going to Kewaigue
School and I have no problem with that, but there is more ways to solve a problem than just this.

It would also be interesting to know - and we have not had that information - how other
areas in the UK or the Republic of Ireland have solved similar situations. What we are being
presented with is almost a fait accompli where there has been a small option appraisal done
and we can have a roundabout at the bottom of Richmond Hill and we cannot have the road
one-way up, so this is the only thing that we can do. (Interjection) I bet other jurisdictions in other
places have solved these problems with different flare and ingenuity, not just by closing off
public roads at the end of the day.

I would also ask members to take on board what the minister said in his opening remarks
this morning with regard to consultation. The minister has admitted on public record that there
has not been as much consultation as he would like. He said he is going to take it up with the
Minister of Education and that should suffice. Well, I do not think we should be passing anything
here this morning that has not received the benefit of full and proper consultation to determine a
properly worked-out plan that meets the needs of the area which it is going to be superimposed
on, and I think we need to be careful with that and how we go about it.

Further to that, Mr President, I have driven round the area now; although it is not a stranger
to me, I have purposely gone round and looked for myself. The road we are going to close off is
a fine piece of highway, brand new tarmac on it (A Member: Hear, hear.), albeit a couple of years
old, but nonetheless a nice big wide road that has had the benefit of quite a lot of money
expended on it and we are going to say, �Let us just shut it off. The only thing we can do is a
massive great roundabout, double the size of Fort North and let us shut this off.� I think there are
better ways to do this and I really do think we need to go back to the drawing board in some
regard to this and I do not think we should be held to ransom with the fact of the urgent need
case either and the fact that we are being told �Oh, we are freeing a clogging up at Quarterbridge
and so on.� Traffic that go up the road we are proposing to close will not all go down to
Quarterbridge anyway; they will be forced to use the new widening scheme over to Kewaigue
anyhow, so that falls flat.

The other thing I am disappointed with is the criteria that were advanced in the members�
briefing as to the need for this case are similar criteria to those which I and, I am sure, other
hon. colleagues in this Court have used from time to time to flag up problems to the Department
of Transport in our own areas when things need doing on road safety counts, and there were
expounded at the briefing five or six major criteria for road safety, and it struck me that many of
those criteria, certainly for myself, are ones that I have used in my own area from time to time,
not just to point-score but to actually address serious road safety issues, and some of the
concerns I have taken to the department, using the very same criteria that have been put forward
today, have taken me and my colleague for North Douglas, Mr Houghton, maybe 18 months, 24
months and yet we are being hit over the head today with arguments to say �Well, yes, we can do
it now because of these.� I think it is very unfair in the way this has been done and, as I say, Mr
President, I would advise members� caution on this and in fact, if it is within standing orders, I
would propose to move that we do adjourn this debate until the October sitting until we have
time for the proper consultation and so on to take place and the proper meshing of people�s
concerns and that this plan can be tailored better than it is currently, and I hope somebody will
second it, Mr President. I beg to move:



That under Standing Order 2.9 the matter be adjourned.

The President: Hon. member Mr Gelling for Malew and Santon.

Mr Gelling: Yes, thank you, Mr President. Basically what brings me to my feet is first of all I
would like to congratulate the minister on having listened. He said the waters have been
muddied, but I think possibly it was the muddy waters that caused the problem, because
although this outer ring scheme has been on the boards for a very long time, of course it is the
planning condition on the incinerator that is causing the problem of the road

(A Member: Hear, hear.); It was not part of that particular scheme. So, as far as I am concerned,
yes, I think the Island - as people are calling it, North�s Island - has always been a little bit of a
silly situation where you had traffic coming up from Spring Valley, supposed to be going into two
lanes, but there was not sufficient room to get two cars, never mind two vehicles and that does
need attention and the safety going down the other road to Kewaigue School as well - there is
no pavement, it does need attention.

But I think basically the wider issue, Mr President, from where I come from is the traffic
movements, I have to say, from the south. Now, we have seen very clearly that when we have
had all this road works coming in from the South, people very quickly . . . We all know what
drivers do: they want to get there as soon as possible and they do not really want to stop at any
works or traffic lights, it is natural. So they shoot up through St Mark�s, so we have had terrible
problems in St Mark�s with people going that way rather than joining the queue at the top of
Richmond Hill to wait to get round the Island at the top of Spring Valley.

Now, what I would say to the hon. minister is this: when you are considering that particular
road in its wider issue, also consider that the old Castletown Road has been shut for over 12
months, (Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.) So there is no traffic going in on the old Castletown Road at
all; they are all going in on Richmond Hill and St Mark�s. Now, what I would suggest is, we have
now got - well, it is not a road, it is a track out on the old Castletown Road; it is going to be
finished, I am told, in a beautiful, new tarmacadam overlay. Now, I would suggest again that I
know where the traffic is going to go and it is going to be at the Blackboards. You will find a row
of traffic waiting to turn right to speed along the old Castletown Road because that is how they
are going to go into Douglas; they are not going to go down Richmond Hill, go up to the Island,
turn round and go back.

Mr Houghton: They have never thought about that.

Mr Gelling: It is natural that that is what they are going to do. So what I would say to the hon.
minister: please, in the consideration of all this, fine, the consultation wants to be with those in
the immediate area; I accept that 100 per cent, but I think also they want to just go back a little
and see where that traffic is going to go.

One or two other points: I would say that if you close that at the bottom of Richmond, drivers
from the island coming from Douglas are going to put such a speed on and they are going to
forget that the Isle of Man Farmers Club entrance is just on that junction as well with heavy
wagons with grain and fertilizer, and I would suggest we will have more accidents there than we
have ever had at the bottom of the hill. So I think there are areas that do need consideration
before the ultimate closure, because to me and, I am sure, to all hon. members, closing a right
of way or a road is an extremely important thing, because once it is closed that is it; we have
stopped the right of people to go, whether it be in a car or as pedestrians.

Also, with regard to the school, I can well recall the difficulties that Education had getting
the car park they have got there now, with the corporation, I am sorry, (Mr Houghton: Hear,
hear.). It was a great difficulty. (Mr Houghton: Absolutely.) Now, I would suggest again that,
perhaps if a little bit of more thought had gone in here, it would have been an ideal situation if
we had had to help even the corporation, sir, to alter the layout of the golf course and take that



golf hole there that is alongside the school into another direction - because I notice they have
been able to do a wonderful big excavation up in the middle of the hill - that could have been a
new green and I am sure we could have got more parking space. So I think there is quite a little
bit to be done before actually that ultimate decision is made.

So, all I am saying, Mr President, is congratulations to the minister, because I do believe
there are problems and, once the decision had been made, I think those problems would have
then manifested themselves and become a real, big problem.

One more thing which I must get off my chest, Mr President, is that I know the way the
highways are working; we have got design teams who are moving on from one job to the next
and we keep them going - that is great, that is fine, but I wish they would also think about putting
little lay-bys, (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) little easements. We have got the law about mobile
phones - you are not allowed to use them; now, if you notice, all our roads are like railway tracks.

Mr Houghton: That is right.

Mr Gelling: There are no easements for people with a child wanting to go to the toilet, being
sick, using phones, but I notice the new bridge; we have got two wonderful paths each side.
That is great! But, my word, the road in the middle is definitely no wider than the road that is
under the existing bridge, and I think to myself �Well, what are we achieving here?� So really I
have got it off my chest now, Mr President, thank you very much. (Laughter)

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Duggan.

Mr Duggan: Thank you, Mr President, sir. I will second Mr Henderson�s amendment. We
did not know much, hon. members, about this scheme until a month or so back when the
minister, Mr Shimmin, mentioned about the closure of the road. I know when we were talking
about the incinerator they always said there would not be much traffic, hon. members, but now
there is going to be so much traffic down there they want to close the road.

The problem is the school; as Mr Gelling has pointed out too - it is the cart before the horse
- they should have made sure with the corporation that they got that car park extended, because
there is a concern from parents and people in the school, the headmaster and parents, and it is
a worry. I was always in favour of the improvements from Fort North down to Kewaigue School
on the grounds of safety for the children, but I am very concerned about extra traffic possibly
going to be down Kewaigue Hill and also through Spring Valley, and I think really there needs to
be an adjournment, hon. members, because we need to have more time to think about this. I
think the whole thing has been rushed through and I have told the minister I will not be
supporting it this morning on road safety grounds and I think hon. members should definitely go
for an adjournment until the back end at least.

The President: Now, hon. members, I want to make it plain that I take it that Mr Henderson
was moving the adjournment of this motion until October, seconded now by Mr Duggan, which
puts us into an adjournment debate, hon. members. The five-minute rule will apply. Hon.
member Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you, Eaghtyrane. I do not really feel that there is a need for an
adjournment of this particular issue. It is not a new issue, it has been part of the road traffic
scheme around Douglas to try to take traffic away from Douglas, and I would have thought that
Douglas members would have supported that, albeit that it does impinge on other areas, but it
is not just Kewaigue School that has problems with heavy traffic; most schools have problems.
My own schools have problems with heavy traffic going past, but nobody is out there trying to
relieve the pressure there or to create car parks and the like.

Now, we do know that the car park was started at Kewaigue because of the building of the
breakwater and it was going to be a temporary thing and it was confirmed permanent in my time



in the department, and there was an exchange of land with Douglas Corporation. I would hope
that Douglas Corporation can support a change. Now, if we are going to make the road safer,
then it should be that children should be able to walk to school and it should be that there will be
need for less traffic. So all of these issues have to be then fed in, and I would have thought that
to keep children healthy and fit, they do need to walk more instead of cars being there. I also
believe that the road closure which is mentioned is only being open and above board. I would
like the minister to confirm that any road closure has to come forward with an order to this Court.
No road, no footway, no highway can be closed without an order.

The President: Absolutely.

Mrs Hannan: It is my understanding.

The President: Yes, you are right.

Mrs Hannan: I would like the minister to confirm that.

Following on from the comments made by the member for Santon, he said people take
other routes. I take other routes.

The President: Hon. member, I do not wish to spoil your flow, but can I just bring you back
to the point that we are in an adjournment debate, speaking to the adjournment. I am sure we
do not want to rehearse all the arguments.

Mrs Hannan: No, excuse me, Eaghtyrane, I am trying to rehearse the reasons why not to go
into an adjournment, because I believe these issues are a red herring. I believe that the minister
has made it quite clear that the work would take place at a particular time to fit in with the school
year, and therefore to put it off until October is not going to be necessarily helpful, to the school
or to anyone. People will make alternative arrangements for travel. If people with heavy vehicles
or with other vehicles want to go through Pulrose they will go through Pulrose. If they want to go
through the Quarterbridge they will go through the Quarterbridge. When the old Castletown
Road is open I am sure the late Chief Minister will go through the old Castletown Road.
(Laughter and interjections)

The other point that I would like to make: people seem to think that they have ownership of
road outside their property, but they do not. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Roads are in public
ownership and I think we should remember that. I think it would be detrimental to this scheme
and the people in the area if we did adjourn it until October, and therefore I would hope the Court
will support it so that it proceeds in this way. In actual fact I will be sad to see the road from the
school up to Spring Valley roundabout closed, because I think it is a wonderful road and it must
be quite one of the oldest roads in the Isle of Man.

The President: Hon. members, can I make it quite plain, please, that what I am trying to
achieve is that we deal with the adjournment matter as a separate issue. So if you can speak to
the adjournment, those who wish to speak to it, I will certainly allow you to come back later with
your principal points on the motion, if that is the way it goes. Now, Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Thank you, Mr President. I stand to oppose the adjournment quite simply
because what will it achieve? Members have to separate this scheme into two components: one
is that Road Island road through to what people call Fort North and I am not a great favourite of
Fort North, so I am glad it is not my name that is on it. (Interjection by Mr Delaney) Can I say that
that road needs to be widened anyway. Whatever you do that has to be widened, and the reason
it has to be widened is because it is dangerous. There is so much traffic now travelling on the
Old Castletown Road past the Nunnery, up Kewaigue Hill and across there that that in itself is
too narrow and is causing a problem, and there are problems with that. So that is the first issue.

The second issue then, which is the point that has been raised by the hon. member for
Middle and others, is in relation to Kewaigue School. Now, I would make the point that that is a



separate issue, as is the bottom of Richmond Hill, because whatever you do, the only issue you
are being asked to do today is to approve a scheme to allow what is a scheme that has been in
the public arena for at least eight years, maybe 10 ten, to widen between Road Island and Fort
North and make it safer. The issue at the bottom of Richmond is a separate issue. It is a matter
that at this stage certainly is not before the Court except that it is being debated as part of the
package, but it is not part of the package as such; it is a matter for the department to consider,
and the minister has given quite clear undertakings here today, as to how he will take it forward.

I would urge members not to support the adjournment, because all it will do is increase
costs on the scheme and maybe the minister can tell us, if any cost is there, what that increase
is likely to be, and it will delay a road safety improvement on an area that in principle this Court
has approved because it actually progressed millions of pounds of investment along past the
Nunnery, along Cooil Road, the roundabout itself and this is another component of that. So
adjourning it will do nothing except cause problems, and therefore I hope members reject it.

The President: Minister for Transport, Mr Shimmin.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. Just trying to move things on a little bit here to try
and make people aware of the implications of this potential adjournment. I attempted in my
opening remarks to give assurances which I am delighted the member for Middle, Mr Quayle,
has taken on board as being genuine. (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.) I have done that in an attempt
to impress upon the Court how important it is to get this work started in a timely fashion in order
to cause the least disruption.

All hon. members are aware that my department causes disruption throughout the Island;
everybody moans about it, but they also moan that we do not get work done. This is a critical part
of the scheme to try and alleviate some of the problems which the constituents complain about
all the time. Quarterbridge and the movement into the south of the Island have been long
overdue getting resolved, and I commend my predecessors for actually getting us to this stage.
A 61-week work scheme, if begun in a timely fashion during the summer holidays, means that
there will almost be no disruption to the school year for the following calendar year. We cannot
avoid major disruption throughout a period of the next 12 months because there is some major
work being done. If we were to defer it until October all that would happen is the consultation
which I have already promised this Court that I would do. If there are ways to resolve it we will
have achieved it; if there are not, then four months is not going to achieve any improvement in
that situation anyway and we would then be increasing sizeably the cost, both from the delay, but
also from the loss of work during the winter months, and everybody has seen this year how
much time can be lost through inclement weather that the Island enjoys in the winter months.
We would have scheduled this to begin the major earth works at a time when we can be almost
guaranteed light evenings, drier weather and we can get the substantive work done through the
summer and the autumn. If we defer it to October the only thing you achieve is a prolonged
period of disruption.

I would urge hon. members - I will come back to answer some of the specifics raised by
members in my summing up - please do not bother discussing this adjournment any more,
throw it out and let us get on to the substantive motion.

The President: Mr Cretney.

Mr Cretney: Yes, briefly, Mr President, I rise to oppose the adjournment on the basis that
we have had in Tynwald Court this morning a minister who has stood and said that the specific
major concern, I believe, of members in relation to the road which goes from the Road Island
road down to the bottom of Richmond Hill - he will come back before anything happens with
that. Now, either you trust the minister or you do not, and I believe we should trust the minister in
that.



I mean I have also visited Kewaigue School; my concerns are those in relation to the
department�s objectives for years, which have been to speed traffic into Douglas and that is fine,
but we need to make sure that there are adequate pedestrian facilities to go alongside that, and
I believe that this scheme which we are talking about today in terms of its element from the
roundabout - I do not like it getting talked about as Fort North either - down to Kewaigue School -
for years there have not been adequate pedestrian facilities. Now, whilst speaking to the head
teacher the other day, he made it quite clear that unfortunately the vast majority of pupils do not
walk to school; they come from much further afield, they come from Mount Murray, they come
from Douglas Head and unfortunately they are not going to walk to school. The problem is with
vehicular traffic, and I hope and I trust, and I think it is pretty important, really, that measures are
taken to extend that car park because it is a real problem and it is not going to be resolved, as
the hon. member for Middle indicated, by people saying to persons who bring their children to
school that you are going to get prosecuted or you are going to get moved on by the police for
parking outside when the car park is clearly inadequate for the purpose for which it is designed.
We need to have more provision there; we need to have pedestrian facilities to go alongside all
these smashing new roads.

The President: Hon. member for Garff.

Mr Rodan: Yes, I will confine my remarks to the adjournment motion; I had intended to
speak anyway just to say a few words. Mr President, likewise I do not believe it is necessary to
have an adjournment in order to facilitate the resolution of a problem outside Kewaigue School.
The Department of Education is well aware that there is a problem outside that school. There
has been a problem and no doubt there will continue to be problems, regardless of whether this
road is upgraded or not.

Kewaigue School, as the hon. member for Peel has said, is not unique in that at many of
our schools we have traffic management and car parking problems. The Department of
Education is pursuing a strategy of traffic management at a number of schools currently and, as
far as Kewaigue School is concerned, it is an A priority for traffic management in future, and I
can state that to this hon. Court.

There is a particular problem with the car park there that we are aware of. A scheme has
been designed which, if there is a proper conclusion to the land issue, can be implemented and
can be done so with appropriate priority within the Department of Education�s other traffic
management priorities, and I am confident that that process is going on anyway. An
adjournment will not make that process take place any faster, but it is very clear, I think, to us all
that there will need to be more joined-up co-operation between departments, and the minister
has acknowledged that, whereas on this scheme the level of consultation is not what it should
have been, I would not like the impression to be given to this Court that there is not co-operation,
because currently there is considerable co-operation over a number of traffic management
schemes between the two departments in various parts of the Island, including in Peel, I should
say, actually too.

So there is ongoing work. Delaying today�s decision will not make the need for that work
any more identifiable; it is already acknowledged and will proceed anyway. Thank you, Mr
President.

The President: I think, hon. members, we are almost reaching the stage where we could
make the decision on the adjournment and I call the hon. member for Onchan, Mr Karran.

Mr Karran: Eaghtyrane, the issue I would like to raise is that I would support the
adjournment not because of the issue of the road closure, because I thought it was wrong of the
minister, who should quote the law as far as the issue is concerned - he has got to come back
here for a road closing order anyway; it is not in the grace and favour of the executive as we have



not given it to the executive yet, which the hon. member for Peel has said - but if there is going to
be an adjournment, what I would like a review of is, in view of the fact that we have full
employment at the present time, and the wider we make our roads the faster the traffic goes,
and I do not think any of us in this hon. Court are not concerned about children getting safely to
school; but the issue has to be asked: if there is an adjournment and it is successful, which I
very much doubt, will the minister maybe review the priorities of all these grand schemes, and
yet we have situations where I was down visiting some relations the other week there and some
of these country roads are like something that you would expect from a state that has not the
money to be able to repair them. So I have to be honest with you, I feel that it is wrong, this
approach that we have got to get in there, get this scheme done or we will lose money. The
question has to be asked if there was an adjournment of whether this is a priority and whether
we should be looking at more basic things that need to be done, like basic repairs on our roads,
because it is a fixation with government at the moment to have grand schemes without sorting
out the basic maintenance of our roads at the present time. If there is an adjournment I would
hope that that would be the priority. We have full employment at the moment and these sorts of
things should be coming along when we have not got full employment. It is one of the biggest
criticisms I have, and that is why I will support it. It just puts a shot over the bows of the
Department of Transport so they can reassess the issue of doing the other issues.

The President: Hon. members, can I make it plain that we are staying, if we can, to the
adjournment and I would just reiterate the point that prior to the adjournment debate I have four
members, Mrs Hannan, Mr Singer, Mr Cretney and Mr Earnshaw, who had indicated they wished
to continue on the principal debate. Let try to hold it firmly to the agenda. Hon. member, Mrs
Crowe.

Mrs Crowe: Thank you, Mr President. I rise to oppose the adjournment of the motion before
us today. I really cannot see that procrastination will achieve anything. We have heard from the
Minister for Education that they have concerns about car parking, that it is a priority to address
the way traffic is managed around the Kewaigue School, but I think one thing that we have all
lost sight of in the Court at the present time - and I know it was referred to obliquely by the
member for Malew and Santon - is that of the five members of this Court from the South that I
personally see travelling down the old Castletown Road each time, we are now using, all of us,
the Kewaigue Road. That traffic will be relieved the moment the old Castletown road is
reopened and it is not necessarily for speed, Mr Gelling, that people use that road, but it is
perhaps because scenically it is a delightful drive home after a day�s work, but the traffic
passing Kewaigue School. . . I do not know the percentages, but certainly I know that just in this
Court alone there is only one, perhaps two, southern members that do not use the Old
Castletown Road on a regular basis and certainly that includes myself travelling in at least twice
a day. So I would suggest that it is preferable to get ahead with this scheme, get the Old
Castletown Road open and relieve the pressure that is coming from the closure of that road
down past Kewaigue School twice a day as it is doing at present.

The President: Hon. member for Ayre, Mr Quine.

Mr Quine: Yes, just really one point that I want to address, sir. It has been suggested that
there is some substance in seeking an adjournment, or a case could be made for adjournment,
on the basis that the department needs to get its priorities right vis-�-vis second-line work such
as maintenance and minor improvements vis-�-vis what is before us today. I am sure most of us
here will recollect over the years the rather heated and heavy debates that we have had in this
chamber, led by members from Douglas, saying that you have got to get these distributor
routes, and in fact we have had three consultants� reports I can think of, fired by propositions
from members of Douglas saying that we have got to get a proper system of distributor routes
put in place around Douglas to draw traffic away from what would be ordinarily seen as



residential-type areas with roads built to residential standards, and that is the remit we have
had and that is the remit which we are doing.

That system of what I would call primary distributor routes cannot be done in one straight
sweep. There is a plan in being of which members have been briefed - certainly members in the
past House have been briefed - and it shows a phased build-up of those routes and we have
made a major effort in expediting it over the last three years, not least the work coming right back
from the Sea Terminal over the bridge and right out through - and we are talking now about the
traffic getting some relief coming in from the south and avoiding the more built-up areas; even
when this is finished we are still not going to have a complete link through to the South because
we are still in the process at this moment of negotiating for two further sections to complete that.
So the problem - it need only be short-term - that may be created, whether it be outside
Kewaigue School or elsewhere, while this is going on, I am afraid, is almost inevitable, and the
same applies, and the same problems will be applied, to those sections which are designed
as being part of the main distributor route which we have not yet been able to complete, and
people are going to have to live with these problems there (A Member: Hear, hear.). Therefore it
is a key consideration that we get ahead with the completion, so far as one will ever complete
distributor routes, as quickly as possible, and adjournments, whether it be on the basis that has
been mooted by some members or on the basis that has been suggested, �Oh, it is a good
thing to fire a shot over the head of the Transport Department� - it will be a very expensive shot.
(Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.) It will be very expensive for those who have to live for a longer period
within these built-up areas, and it will be expensive in terms of the taxpayers� money.

This scheme is clearly defined as to what it involves. It is not suggested it is a complete
scheme, it cannot be a complete scheme, but there is no advantage whatsoever in delaying it. It
is not an advantage to the taxpayer and it is not going to do one iota to ease traffic. Delay is not
the answer; it is getting ahead and getting it done that is the answer.

The President: Now, hon. members, the motion I wish to put to the Court is that proposed
by the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Henderson, seconded by Mr Duggan, that item 14 be
adjourned until October. Those in favour please say aye; against, no. The noes have it.

A division was called for and voting resulted as follows:

In the Keys -

For: Messrs Henderson, Duggan, Karran and Earnshaw - 4

Against: Messrs Anderson, Quine, Rodan, Quayle, Rimington, Gill, Mrs Crowe, Messrs Houghton,
Cretney, Braidwood, Mrs Cannell, Messrs Downie, Shimmin, Mrs Hannan, Messrs Bell,
Singer, Corkill, Gelling and the Speaker - 19

The Speaker: Mr President, the motion for adjournment fails in the House of Keys with 4
votes for and 19 votes against.

In the Council -

For: Dr Mann - 1

Against: the Lord Bishop, Messrs Lowey, Waft, Kniveton, Mrs Christian, Messrs Delaney and
Crowe - 7

The President: With 7 against and 1 for in the Council, hon. members, the motion for
adjournment therefore fails. We will continue now with the main debate and I call on the hon.
member for Peel, Mrs Hannan.

Mrs Hannan: Thank you Eaghtyrane. Most of the points I made in the adjournment, but I
have been concerned about all schools and the access and the car parking for some
considerable time. The Minister for Education has said that he will be progressing a change of



car parking in this particular area and I hope that Douglas Corporation, who do own land round
about, will support further car parking in this area. If parents have to use cars to take their
children to school if there is not public transport and they are coming from various areas, then I
suggest that they do have to park, but not necessarily for as long as outside some of the
schools. The car parking does take place on the school side, so there should not be any
necessity for children to walk out into the road. Parents should see to that, they have a
responsibility the same as the community at large.

Those are my main points, Eaghtyrane, but the pressure on this road will be relieved once
the old Castletown Road has opened up, and this is why this particular piece of the road is not
being progressed and that is why the bridge was able to be progressed because it was off the
highway. So there are reasons for doing this and doing it at a particular time, and to do it at this
particular time when the school is not in operation for the big amount of work that needs to be
done and the changes that will take place there - I just hope the minister can confirm that while
this work is going on, on the Road Island part of it, there will be proper road safety provisions
made at the bottom of Richmond Hill because there will be vehicles turning there, there will be
vehicles accessing and egressing from there and therefore I do think that more action should
be taken by the department in this area, even if it means lights, to try to control some of the
speeds in this area to make this particular area safer.

So, there are a number of issues there, Eaghtyrane, but I really feel that this particular
project should be supported by members in Douglas because it will relieve the pressure on
some of the other roads. Thank you, Eaghtyrane.

The President: Hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer.

Mr Singer: Thank you, Mr President. I would like to express my support of all that has been
said of importance of work going on as soon as possible on Road Island road. I think that has a
case in itself for widening because of road safety; it is a very dangerous road as it is now.

But I think in all this discussion that we are having today, the minister has included a
definite link with what is going to happen at the bottom of Richmond Hill.

When I was in the department and the first discussions were going on about the
incinerator, the intention then and the recommendation of the officers at that time and the
officer�s engineers was to put a roundabout at the bottom of Richmond Hill. I was quite
surprised when that scheme seemed to be pushed to the side, because I believe that a
roundabout at the bottom of Richmond Hill could well aid other developments that are going to
go on and may well go on in that area, and it would also help in reducing the speed of traffic
coming down out of Douglas or going into Douglas at that particular point, because I think the
speed there is particularly dangerous and a roundabout would be the right answer. Can I say
that to me it somewhat it seems it is change for change�s sake. I am not convinced as to why
this change has been made.

The minister used the word at the very beginning of his speech in saying that by enlarging
the Spring Valley roundabout this was going to encourage traffic to use that roundabout. Now,
he used the word �encourage,� but if it is the intention of the department to shut the bottom of
Richmond Hill, they have actually got Hobson�s choice. They will not have a choice, you will not
have to encourage them to use that, they will be forced to use that roundabout. (A Member:
Hear, hear.) So I do not think that was a particularly strong argument on the part of the minister.
Rather than close the bottom of Richmond Hill, I would have thought it was better to split the
traffic, give the motorists a choice. Separate the traffic, do not push them all onto one side. I am
not sure that the majority, however, would choose to use the Spring Valley roundabout and
therefore perhaps the department policy would be out of line with the public desire and the
public need and I always remember the previous minister saying, �You do not introduce a speed



limit if people are not going to comply with it,� and surely this is a similar case. You do not push
them into an area when they would wish to use another area if it is possible to adapt or the
roads they wish to use, and I think that is the case as far as this whole scheme is concerned on
Richmond Hill.

If I may refer briefly to the minister�s comments on the 20 mile-an-hour speed limit outside
Kewaigue School, I am delighted to see that that has been introduced; it was an idea that I
promoted and pressed for within the department and it came from seeing how this sort of idea
worked in the United States, where they have a 15 mile-an-hour limit outside schools. This
scheme we have got is refined over that, in that in the United States it is 15 miles an hour at all
times; here we have 20 miles an hour when the schools are open - I think that is important - and
the rest of the time it is the 30 mile-an-hour limit. But if I could point out to the minister, I
happened to go past the school on a day when the school was closed and yet the 20 mile-an-
hour signs were on, and I think this, minister, will engender annoyance amongst the public and
amongst drivers, and I think we should take much greater care to ensure that these lights are
only on when the school is open. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Then perhaps we will get the
compliance and I also think we need joined-up government here and you to speak to the hon.
minister sitting in front of you to ensure that the police are there on a regular basis, certainly at
the beginning of the time that these lights are used for the first time outside schools, for the
police to have a presence and maybe to catch some people who are speeding in that area. That
will obviously send a message to motorists throughout the whole of the Island that that 20 mile-
an-hour is very important to comply with.

So my views, Mr President, are that, yes, I will certainly support this scheme, but I certainly
have doubts on the Richmond Hill proposal.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas South, Mr Cretney.

Mr Cretney: Yes, very briefly, Mr President. The Richmond Hill proposals are required to
come back before Tynwald. I think that is essential, it is something which the law dictates and I
think is recognised by most of us in here, if those things are going to go anywhere. My only one-
liner about the bottom of Richmond Hill is, the traffic from the south, turning right and going up
that road to me constitutes a danger. (A Member: Hear, hear.) I do not think anybody who looks
at that situation can see otherwise and that constitutes a danger, the traffic trying to turn right into
there. There may be other arguments about traffic from the Douglas area coming out and I
guess those are things which will be examined in the time until the minister comes back, but it
does not make any sense in my opinion for traffic to turn across the main traffic and to turn right
into Richmond Hill.

All I would say is, also in relation to enforcement outside Kewaigue School, which I think is
one of the key issues here, you have got the 20 mile-an-hour flashing things; those are
disregarded, according to the head teacher there, and unfortunately we cannot always get police
officers there, so it might be, in my opinion, a prime example somewhere to put speed cameras
now we have got the legislation for them. As long as people who choose, despite the fact there
is a school there and children are bound to be there, still to ignore the warnings or what the
requirements of the law are, then we need to take action against those people, pretty much the
same as we need to against litter louts.

Finally, Mr President, one of the things when new schools are built, is that there is a
requirement by the Department of Transport for traffic management plans, and in reverse here I
hope over the coming months that there will be a correct emphasis on that because as far as I
am concerned that, together with the pedestrian facilities, is very important. I remember
yesterday or perhaps earlier, the hon. members for North Douglas were saying about how long
they had campaigned for things in North Douglas - up to 24 months or 36 months. I have been
trying for 10 years to try and get pedestrian facilities down Vicarage Road and on Saddle Road



and, in this particular instance, on the Road Island road because it is madness at the moment.
Unfortunately traffic does travel too quickly and we need to just continue, please, to have an
emphasis on those people who choose to walk.

The President: Hon. member for Onchan, Mr Earnshaw.

Mr Earnshaw: Thank you, Mr President. I think there is a little bit of confusion here because
I was wanting to speak originally about supporting the adjournment, but that opportunity has
now passed. The only comment I would make for the hon. Minister for Transport regarding the
scheme at the moment, which I will now support in the way that he is putting it, is that on the A6
road, which is the Kewaigue Road that joins the bottom of Richmond Hill to Kewaigue School
area, at the bottom of Richmond Hill I would like the department, please, to reconsider the
opportunity of putting a roundabout in there. I think that would be a suitable development. Thank
you, Mr President.

The President: Hon. member, Douglas North, Mr Houghton.

Mr Houghton: Thank you, Mr President. I have listened to the debate quite intently this
morning. I was of a mind to support my hon. colleague who moved for the adjournment debate
initially, simply because, I take note that the hon. member, Mr Quine, had mentioned that this
scheme of course, stage by stage, had been running for some eight years, but how long, hon.
members, have you been informed of the intention for closing this road, a piece of road? (A
Member: Recently.) Only recently. The whole issue has been shrouded in secrecy because of
sheer DoT arrogance, which I do not lay at the door of the hon. minister, Mr Shimmin, but I do lay
it at the door of those previous members in the DoT who have allowed this culture of arrogance
to go ahead year on year, and this arrogance has to stop. I would like to just illustrate that
somewhat. This is what goes wrong, of course, when the same person is in the same
department for, say two terms, but I was in the Department of Local Government and the
Environment in the last term. It is very interesting now, because at the time when we were
discussing the road traffic management plans for the incinerator at Richmond Hill, the DoT
refused to have anything to do with the traffic management. Can you believe that - Corporate
government? So much so that the Department of Local Government and the Environment had to
get consultants from outside to design an island, and that is why hon. members have made
allusions today about putting in an island, what we are going to do at a junction. It has always
been a matter of contention, and I agree with that and I am not a qualified person to speak on
that, but we had to bring in these consultants. The DoT would have nothing to do with it. I went
ballistic at the time. I wanted the DoT to be brought to account, to come, because of the
supposed corporate government we are meant to have and I have never seen much evidence
of, and do the design works outside the gate. The Department of Local Government should have
had responsibilities within the gateway for the incinerator, but outside on the traffic, the traffic
management should have been undertaken by the Department of Transport and that was not
the case. Now I know why. (A Member: Why?) Because they intended to close the road
(Interjection) in the first place, and they were not ready for telling anybody outside that
department. That is the reason why, hon. members, and that was the reason why it was
shrouded in secrecy. They would not tell another government department of its overall intentions
until they were ready to do it.

Then, of course, the timing is, we know this next extremely important link has to happen,
we all understand all that and I am supportive of that too, of course we are, but it was all left as a
wonderful piece of planning to impose it at the eleventh hour so that we have got to go for it
because we cannot stop the scheme, and I am not one of those who wishes to stop and that is
why I did not support the adjournment. Of course it all has to go ahead, but why weren�t we all
informed a very long time ago? (A Member: Hear, hear.) It is back down to points made long
before myself on the fact that there was no consultation. Why don�t we just start telling people



and asking the public �What do you think?� Let us have a proper consultation. It may be three or
four years off. This could be the year 1998, (Interjection) we are talking about doing this that and
the other, �What do you think?� then �DoLGE, do not bother about your traffic management
system, we are the DoT we will deal with traffic outside the gate,� et cetera, �Do not spend long
thousands of pounds on it, and if we need to find out how much this waste of money is. When
we are talking about wasting money, how much the Department of Local Government and the
Environment had planned in their traffic management outside on the road leading to the
incinerator site - well, I am sure that can be found out, so do not try and pull the wool over our
eyes that this has not been a waste of money already. It has.

Now then, another waste of money - Fort North roundabout. How long has that roundabout
been in? I would be delighted if the hon. minister, if he cannot find out right now, of course, while
he is on the spot, could let us know how much Fort North, because the reason (Interjection) why
it was called Fort North was because it was looked upon at the time to be a sheer waste of
money at that time.

The Speaker: Eight years ago.

Mr Houghton: Now then, how much eight years ago and how much, because how is it now
we have got to alter that roundabout? (Interjection by Mrs Hannan) That roundabout was put in
for the traffic management of the future. Now we are talking about altering a roundabout; no, we
should be altering the link road down, which is what the motion is for, but what are we doing
altering a roundabout that has only just been put in? I would like to know the costs of altering
that roundabout, supportive as I am, but who is responsible for putting in an inefficient
roundabout in the first place?

Mr Cretney: He is not here any more! (Interjections)

Mr Houghton: Send it to Colonel North; the roundabout is named after him. Send him the
bill!

Now then, that is another point. The hon. member for Malew and Santon, Mr Gelling, made
an extremely valuable point (A Member: Hear, hear.) that I have made to the hon. minister, as I
say, in the short time that he has been here, about, yes, they have widened the roadway and
narrowed the road. The road going right through is a narrow road with wide areas that should be
lay-bys or rooms for vehicles to pass if they break down and this, that and the other. Again, I am
not qualified in traffic management, but it appears that we have got a better idea than those who
designed the roads on how to design it, and so I would ask the hon. minister if he would give an
undertaking now to take out all that ridiculous green land by the Nunnery and the White Hoe
area and, if his highway department do not know where we are talking about, I will gladly go out
with the minister and show him, but can he give us, in his consideration of what the other
members for the constituencies have already asked, that Kewaigue School be taken into proper
consideration and bring it back to this hon. Court if it is going to cost more, when it should not
have happened in the first place, for lay-bys to be put in where those kerbs are now there in the
area of the Nunnery and the White Hoe? There should be a lot of stopping points, people to stop
to have their lunch, answering phones, just like the hon. member says. Can the hon. minister
please, please, give us consideration that he will have all that altered? It should not have
needed to be altered; it should have been there in the first place.

Another point to pick up is the one that the hon. member for Malew and Santon has made:
from the Blackboards through to on the old Castletown Road, of course, it has been shut for
such a period of time and people will use that from the south as a rat-run, which points to my
last suggestion -

A Member: The long-tail run!



Mr Houghton: The long-tail run, yes! I would ask that the wider picture be scrutinised by the
Department of Transport. No doubt they will say that they have done. I am sure that they have
done, but can they assure us that they have scrutinised that, because, as I say, people will find
the easiest way to get away from all of this nonsense that is currently going on, of course. So I
thank you, Mr President, for your indulgence, sir.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey.

Mr Lowey: Thank you, Mr President. Can I too thank the minister for his openness, but I
come back to the very opening remarks of the minister when he started the debate by saying it
has always been the intention of the department - well, for the last two years, anyway, to close . .
. I am sorry I started with this because we are dealing with the link road. Let me be quite clear for
the minister: he knows my position, I will be supporting the link road, but I do come back
because of the way in which he has worded his order by actually referring to it in the
memorandum. I know the memorandum is only a guide, but (A Member: Hear, hear.) it will be
used to beat us with eventually.

But, coming back to my opening remarks, the minister said it has always been - well, for
the last two years, it has been. Now I have to say to the Court that until I put a question down
here in February it was not known by members of the Court, (Members: Hear, hear.) I doubt very
much whether it was known by the Council of Ministers. (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) I may be
wrong on that, but I doubt it. So now, in six months, we have got the money to finish this
particular bit and the plans et cetera. We used the safety element. Well, I am sure as I have said
at the briefing meeting, there are many other areas on the Island that are worse black spots on
the main road than there is here (A Member: Absolutely.) and I know we were given the figures,
but I have asked for an analysis of those figures. Is it speed going south or is it where they are,
as my hon. friend from South Douglas said, turning right to go up to Kewaigue Road? But again,
within 50 metres of that turning right is the Isle of Man Farmers Club and nobody is suggesting -
or are they? - that they will be shutting that establishment, because if it is a dangerous spot to
cross right, across the traffic, it would be dangerous to cross right to get into the Isle of Man
Farmers Club. (A Member: Hear, hear.) and if we do not have some way of slowing the speed
down, as the hon. member for Ramsey said, with a roundabout or an alternative, then the speed
going down south on the new enhanced figure will actually increase the speed. My belief, as I
said to the minister, is that it is speed that is causing the accidents at that particular spot, but I
will wait to be proved otherwise.

But back to the problem of the link road, it is right that we should, in my view, ring the capital
and try and relieve the arterial movement of traffic but, hon. members, this is only another part of
it. We have an even more difficult spot further up, I think, Vicarage Road, for example, which is
going to have to be resolved. Again there will be difficult decisions there, no matter which way it
goes, but you cannot have a nice wide road and then come to the one part of the bottleneck
which spoils the whole effect of getting the ring road round.

I have no doubt at all that the roundabout up at Spring Valley will ease the flow of traffic into
Douglas and ease it at Spring Valley and the Quarterbridge. I have no doubt at all about that, but
as we are talking of safety and as we are talking to the Board of Education - a little bit late in the
day, but at least we are going to talk now to the Board of Education - can I say that we talk to the
Department of Transport as well, because right on the roundabout, within - what? - five metres
of the roundabout, is a public bus stop, and how do the people get across the two lanes of traffic
now? All the houses, if you are going south, are on the opposite side and the only way to get
across is by shank�s pony. Now, if you are widening it, I would suggest you are going to make
that difficult position become more impossible. I am not here today to throw marbles under the
feet of the department, but it is a fact, and if we are going to widen it we should be conscious of



that fact and I hope that will - I am sure it will - have been taken into account, and the minister, I
hope, will be able to tell me it has and how they are going to resolve it.

Can I say that I am very suspicious of the department. I do not wish to be cruel to officers
who cannot answer back in public, but I do believe - and I hope the minister will reassure me
anyway - that we are not going to be told, because you have voted for this ring road, that where
the Kewaigue Road joins the ring road it will be impossible for technical reasons to join up,
because they will have to go across the line of traffic. Now, if it is a danger when it is at the
bottom of the Richmond Hill, it will be a danger when you cross the traffic to go at the bottom of
Kewaigue, just as it will be a danger for the kids coming from Douglas Head to this school; the
parents will have to go up the road, past the school to the roundabout at Spring Valley and turn
round, adding to the congestion, to come back down. It is a fact -

Mr Houghton: It is a fact.

Mr Lowey: - it will have to happen, because you will not have them crossing the line of
traffic, the main arterial road going into Douglas. Again, these are facts that have got to be borne
in mind.

So I would suggest there are lots of areas, and that was why I was tempted to vote for the
amendment to adjourn this debate. I have decided against it because of the arguments that
were put forward that it would actually slow that particular one and I do not want to do that. But
these are things that I think need to be improved on and again opening up, and the record of the
department gives me this scepticism because until I asked the question we were not told about
it, and forgive me, that is still there in the back of my mind: what else aren�t they telling us? I think
their motto must be �Let�s compromise, we will do it our way,� and that is not the attitude, (A
Member: Hear, hear.) because again I remember one of the questions I asked at that particular
time and it has not been satisfactorily resolved: �Will you consult with the road users?� Now, it is
difficult because there is not an organised body as such of road users, but have they talked with
the hauliers? I do not believe there is a dialogue going on, but then it does not go on with the
users of the harbour either. So again I think we are in difficulty.

Now, Mr President, as I have said, I was amazed when I posed the question of the Isle of
Man Farmers - I am back to this - because of the turning of the traffic and I believe that they have
not considered that. Well, it is only 40 yards from the junction and it is a major consideration, as
the member for Malew and Santon said. They are slow-moving traffic bringing in corn at various
times, springtime very busy, and that is the busiest commercial enterprise for Isle of Man
Farmers on the Isle of Man - a turnover of millions of pounds. Is it going to be relocated? It does
seem silly to me that, if we are turning it down because it is dangerous 50 yards down, 40 yards
further we are allowing it to continue. So, while agreeing with the hon. minister for his road link
span this morning, I do take note of what the order says and I take his reassurance because I
know he is a man of honour (Mr Houghton: Hear, hear.) and I know full well he would not say it if
it was not thus, but, as it is there, I am not going to be lectured later on that I am inhibited and I
want that clearly understood.

The President: Chief Minister, hon. member, Mr Corkill, for Onchan.

Mr Corkill: Thank you, Mr President. I will be brief. I am quite pleased, in fact, that when the
minister presented this he quite specifically separated the issues and made the vote that we
are expected to take one way or the other far more palatable and easier because it is quite clear
that we are progressing a number of schemes which are all linked and they are known as that
ring road. If we think back two or three years to what the road was like along Leigh Terrace
coming out of Douglas, all the reconstruction that has gone on there, associated with other
major infrastructure works such as IRIS, the new bridge, which I think looks fine - the way the
stonework is done under the railway, I think, is a credit to the tradespeople who have worked at



that - we are working our way along this ring road and it is obvious to me that this pinch point at
the top of the golf course there, over to the big roundabout, has to be dealt with.

So the minister quite straightforwardly said, the issue to do with the other road from the
bottom of Richmond Hill, across to Kewaigue would have to be addressed; the minister
obligated himself straightaway and the Council of Ministers to come back to this Court with that
issue, and I am pleased that he has done that, and I am sure he will explain this in his winding
up, because, unlike road closures where highways are extinguished, as we did for the building
of Marks & Spencers� store where Drumgold Street is now where the ladies� lingerie is, I think,
that was a complete extinguishing of the highway and that obviously had to come before this
hon. Court. My understanding of the proposals that are concerning people is that this stretch of
highway is not going to be extinguished as a highway (The Speaker: Absolutely.) but the
proposal is restricted use, and I point this out because I would not wish hon. members to go
round the roundabout a couple of times and mislead ourselves, because there is a subtle
difference there, I think. But, notwithstanding that, the minister has obligated himself to coming
back with that particular issue, because obviously, as government, we wish to have the majority
support for whatever is resolved on that situation and we have heard a number of angles on
how this issue might be addressed. We have come across the problems of the farmers, the
navy are round about, there is the other end and all these issues are now very, very open, to be
decided upon, and the minister is going to come back and, I am sure, will present to members
in a way that the department thinks is the best way forward. I am sure in that interim period the
department will be re-examining, particularly from the road safety aspects, which is the main
driver in all of this from where I stand - there may be a bit of inconvenience with the end result,
but road safety is paramount in my mind and, I am sure, in most members� minds, and it will be
a road safety solution that comes along afterwards - but the purposes of today�s debate I do
believe we can actually make a decision on the first part of what is a situation which obviously
has a knock-on effect elsewhere.

The President: Hon. member for Council, Mrs Christian.

Mrs Christian: Thank you, Mr President. I do support the resolution before us today and
recognise that there has been long-term planning in terms of link road requirement around
Douglas, we have, as is acknowledged, considerably increased levels of traffic today and many
of our roads were never built for that sort of traffic movement. However, we are carrying out
considerable numbers of major works to very high standards, and I would perhaps make a plea
to the department that in the future they would give some consideration - and I know they are on
limited budgets - to the timing and the balance between major road works and routine
maintenance (The Speaker: Good.) because I would have to endorse some of the comments of
our hon. colleague, Mr Karran, in the sense that some rural roads now are in themselves
presenting road safety issues in that people are driven by the potholes alongside to drive down
the middle, reducing narrow roads to effectively one-way roads with traffic going in two
directions, even to the stage where we have potholes with flags marking them now in rural
areas, and I do think that perhaps we are focusing very much on the major road works to the
detriment of road safety in rural areas.

I know the hon. minister has budgetary controls and has major problems to deal with in all
these areas, but I would make a plea perhaps that a review be carried out in relation to the
timetabling of some maintenance on our other roads.

The President: Hon. member for Glenfaba, Mr Anderson.

Mr Anderson: Thank you, Mr President. I will be brief - the definition of the word �brief� I
must look up when I go home; it seems to be different than what I think. I just wondered, could
the minister in winding up confirm that this road-widening scheme has no detrimental effect on
the environment and that any future road-widening scheme by his department takes into



account the impact it has on the environment? I was present at his department�s presentation,
but there were two or three questioners that were quite animated and I gave them the benefit of
having the floor that day. But when winding up would you just confirm that in this scheme and
future schemes that his department might have to be thinking of, you will take into consideration
the environmental issues? Thank you.

The President: Hon. member for Douglas East, Mr Braidwood.

Mr Braidwood: Thank you, Mr President. Yesterday the hon. member for Rushen, Mrs
Crowe, mentioned that the consumption of kippers was a replacement for iodine tablets.

A Member: Too big!

Mr Braidwood: Today we have got the herrings. As the hon. member for Peel said, the red
ones.

The Speaker: Absolutely.

Mr Braidwood: I thought the presentation by the Minister for Transport was quite
straightforward and people have interpreted that completely differently. He said he would be
coming back for a road closure order. He said he is in talks with the Minister for Education. We
are talking about the road widening of Road Island from the roundabout down past to Kewaigue.

The hon. member for North Douglas, Mr Houghton: �the roundabout is going to be altered.�
The roundabout is going to be the same.

Mr Houghton: Is it?

Mr Braidwood: The size of the roundabout will be the same.

Mr Houghton: That will be interesting.

A Member: You could put a bungalow on there.

Mr Braidwood: It was made that size, as the hon. member for Ayre mentioned and other
members have; it is the whole link road. All we are modifying at the roundabout is to ameliorate
the traffic flows so the traffic flows will move a lot easier, so that there will not be a back-up of
traffic down to the nurseries; there will be a flow of traffic down to Kewaigue and a flow of traffic
off to Spring Valley and a flow of traffic down to Quarterbridge. So, as far as I can see, I cannot
see any problem. I will be supporting the motion that is in front of us, Mr President, and as far as
I go the presentation was quite straightforward.

The President: Mr Speaker.

The Speaker: Thank you, Mr President. I am really on my feet to respond to the comments
of the hon. member for Douglas North, Mr Houghton, who clearly has made comment without
knowing facts and those comments, of course, are pointing the finger at what he sees as
arrogance, wrongdoing, nasty lads and so on.

Mr Houghton: No, just arrogance.

The Speaker: Well, maybe the hon. member should consider that carefully. What I think, Mr
President -

Mrs Hannan: It is arrogance.

The Speaker: - is quite clearly that the record needs to be put straight. The hon. member
said that the Department of Transport would not assist with the works in relation to the
incinerator -

Mr Houghton: And I stand by that.



The Speaker: - but what the hon. member did not say is why they would not assist, and it is
quite a straightforward issue. The Department of Transport, which was progressing, and still is,
more capital schemes than any other department, did not have the design resource within the
department to actually provide a dedicated officer for that work, and what the department said -
and did - was that it would assist where it could, and certainly the Director of Highways was
involved in providing advice to the consultants on a regular basis and I can say quite clearly as
the past minister that it was always more desirable, if at all possible, for the department to
actually design the scheme itself than have consultants, but the point is that it cannot do
everything, and it did not have the resource within what is a relatively small Design Department
and therefore it was not that it did not want to; it just did not have the capability due to staffing.

Now, the hon. member also went on about the situation along the nunnery road, the new
road that has been constructed there, and while I understand the points being made now,
because they are relatively new points being made (Interjection by Mr Houghton) because
people are witnessing problems in terms of people suddenly stopping to talk on the phone, and
what is a relatively new law in the Isle of Man - and people are therefore pulling in to talk - it has
been raised recently, and when I say �recently�, within the last 12 months, I think, is the most it
was, that people said, �Wouldn�t it be an idea to provide some areas to the side of the road
where people could pull in?� and as far as I know - and I think it was raised with the highway
side - it is an issue they are going to have to come to terms with and where there are
possibilities to do that, they may well do that.

But what I would warn against, which the hon. member indicated, is going back to what I
call the bad old days - the bad old days of thinking that the answer to highways is concrete and
tarmac. That is not the way forward, and certainly in my time at the department I made absolutely
sure that we invested in stonework, in block paving where necessary, in landscaping to
enhance the countryside where we were putting roads in, and that has been done in many
areas. I would hate us to go back to a scheme where we build concrete walls, build brick walls
and so on. So I just make that point, because you could interpret part of what the member said
as being a way forward.

I would say, Mr President, as far as the issue of the bottom of Richmond Hill is concerned, I
was involved in that as minister so I think it is right for me to respond to that. My department had
an approach from the DLGE who had potentially serious implications for the operation of the
incinerator, in that a planning condition was that there had to be an improvement to the traffic
flows from the incinerator, and that included strimming back the hedge to make visibility splays
available coming out of the incinerator, which meant widening that road there quite a bit; it also
meant the provision of major improvements at the bottom of Richmond Hill, and that was
suggested to be a roundabout. Now, we can build a roundabout there, but I have to say to hon.
members, my understanding. . . and I do not know if the minister has an update and I do not
really want to steal too much from him, but I was there at the time, so I need to, I think respond to
the point that was made as to why we got to where we got. The provision of a roundabout at the
bottom of Richmond Hill is likely to cost something between £1/2 million and £1 million. There
would be a requirement to buy land; there would be a requirement to pull down a substantial
amount of trees on the left-hand side as you come down Richmond Hill; there would be a
requirement to pull down trees on the right-hand side at the junction, and the department
discussed this in detail with the DLGE because of the concerns of the implications of that
roundabout and that by progressing with the roundabout at some stage, time was a problem for
the operation of the incinerator. So we looked at logical ways forward on that and, as the
minister has said, no final decision has been made, except that one idea that was suggested,
the favoured idea because of the implications, is to restrict traffic through at the bottom of that
junction.



Now, the hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey, said, �Why isn�t there a problem with the Isle
of Man Farmers? Why is there not a problem there if there is a problem at Richmond? There is
another difference at the bottom of Richmond and that is the traffic coming off the junction going
up Richmond Hill (Mrs Crowe: Absolutely.) and that is the major problem because of the traffic
speeding down, coming out of Douglas and the amount of near misses and accidents that are
caused by that.

So it is not just one issue; there are a number of issues. But Mr President, let me make it
clear: we can build a roundabout at the bottom of Richmond Hill, but you are likely to spend £1
million. That is fine, Tynwald can make that decision. It is one of the factors to be considered.

I come from the south. I do not think it is wonderful that we may restrict access at the
bottom of Richmond Hill, because I am a lazy driver, I love the short cut.

Mr Henderson: Everyone does.

The Speaker: But, to be honest, when you have got the responsibility you have to consider
all the options available to you, and that is really something that I just wanted to clear.

The decision and discussions in relation to what to do at the bottom of Richmond were
held, and I have it in my diary here, it was an approach by the Minister from DLGE and there
were two meetings, I think, with myself and him and officers and it was held in either September
or October of last year, and we tried to find a way forward to ensure that the incinerator that
Tynwald had determined should be built could open on time when the incinerator itself was
being progressed.

Now, that is a separate issue, because whatever you do on the Road Island road is
separate, because the Road Island road needs improvement. The Road Island road is
dangerous. There is no pedestrian footpath. You do have people walk on that road. At peak
times you have cars passing each other, again at speed. I have to say, Mr President, we are all
guilty of it, we all speed. I bet there is not one of us who does not go over 30 miles an hour in a
30 mile-an-hour speed limit, unless you are walking. Everybody tends to go over the limit. Now,
it is a habit that people have and it is something we try to avoid doing, but there are other people
who speed at speeds that are way over speed limits and cause dangers, and the views of the
hon. member for Ramsey, Mr Singer, about these new signs and the point of bringing
enforcement there earlier on, I think, is extremely valid, because that is an important issue. I
think they will be a valuable asset to help and assist road safety near schools if enforcement is
undertaken effectively there.

So the point is, Mr President, the scheme for Road Island needs to go ahead. The scheme
for all of this has been in the public arena 10 years anyway, as far as I know. Road Island was
part of the red route that was going round the back of it. The residents of Douglas and the
members of Douglas in this hon. Court over the years have said, �Reduce the impact of traffic on
our town,� and this is the way you can reduce the impact. The sad thing is you have to phase the
work financially so that you can get it done. It has been through the planning process. The
scheme is a good one. It will assist. There is more to come, and I believe that safety will be
enhanced near the Kewaigue School because, by improving the whole infrastructure and the
precautions that are being brought in, that will help, but the hon. member for Peel was quite right
- there is also a responsibility on parents, and the parents do pull up at the schools and some
would, all over the Island, stay there a lot longer than maybe is necessary, because what they
find is that it is actually a place where they can meet people and they have a talk and they
socialise. So there is another problem there.

Anyway, Mr President, I hope members will support the scheme.

Mr Houghton: A point of order, Mr President.



The President: Yes, sir.

Mr Houghton: The hon. member, Mr Braidwood, made a mention about me throwing in red
herrings in particular regard to the roundabout at Fort North. May I read out this point in the
circular that everybody has, �Item 3, discussion, second paragraph down, the road closure
option and the use of the amended Spring Valley roundabout and widened road meet all the
safety and capacity requirements.�

The President: I take the point you make, sir.

Mr Houghton: It did not mention the roundabout, sir. Thank you.

The President: The minister to reply to the debate.

Mr Shimmin: Thank you, Mr President. I would like to thank all members. I realised we
were going to have a number of conversations on this matter and I am grateful for not having the
adjournment.

I would like firstly to thank Mr Quayle, member for Middle, for his support and, I think, the
very sensible approach he has taken with this (Mr Cretney: Hear, hear.) and the confidence he
gives in the comments that I have made. The two are not inexplicably linked. We are voting for
Road Island today. I do confirm that any vote today is not guaranteeing the closure of Kewaigue.
The issue is one where the department is attempting now to make everybody aware that this is
our preferred option and we will have to come back and justify it. However, the Chief Minister did
allude to it. I do not need to, and I think I mentioned this once in answer to the question. It is not
an extinguishment. There is no legal requirement upon me to come back here and ask whether
we have the closure at the bottom of Richmond Hill. I would resign the following day, but if there
is no legal requirement, it is not an extinguishment, therefore it is within the power of the
minister to actually have a closure at that point provided there is still access. So we are doing
that because we genuinely need and want the support, not just of this Court, but of the public.

Throughout the time that this work is being done, traffic will have to go down through that
junction and, as the member for Peel, Mrs Hannan, pointed out, there will be a requirement for
safety issues at that point. We, as a department, are saying it is a dangerous junction; we are
therefore obligated and it makes sense to actually make sure that there is preparatory work put
in place for the duration of this contract. It is quite conceivable that when the public see the
enhancement of the roundabout they will actually view that that is their preferred route in and, in
clarifying that point for the member for North Douglas, yes, the amended roundabout area, but it
is the junction, not the physical roundabout in the centre. In order to achieve the extra lanes that
would be required for better movements in all four directions, there will be land taken, and that
has all been approved and land has been purchased or gifted; that means that we will be able
to get junction improvements so the roads will be able to filter more easily to where they wish to
go. It is not the physical shape of the roundabout in the centre which is going to be amended.

Mr Quayle went on to talk about public meetings and consultation. All hon. members are
aware that consultation is an imprecise science. Those people who do not want the change will
oppose it and those who do will not turn up and therefore consultation often becomes a fairly
negative scheme. We are attempting to improve communication with commissioners. At the
meeting that we had there were, I believe, over 20 people there representing the local
authorities in the area; I was surprised there was so many able to attend on that occasion.
There are issues about the road users that Mr Lowey mentions and there are issues raised by
Mr Waft formally at another place that we would talk about, whether there would be a transport
users group of somebody. It is very difficult. You tend to have very strong-minded people with a
single-minded view point and the department ultimately has the responsibility for all the public
of the Island and the consultation that can take place at times - we have to say, �I am sorry, but



this is in the greater good.� On this issue I have clearly said, and I think there is general support,
that Road Island is in the general good.

The issue about Mr Quayle�s involvement with this is fine. Any involvement he had has not
changed anything which I have done. The arrangements to see Mr Stephens, the headmaster,
are of my own volition rather than being pushed into it. That is something which I have taken on
my own efforts.

Regarding Mr Henderson, I must express disappointment. He has used terms such as
�over the top,� �double Rolls-Royce scheme�, �better ways to do this�, �held to ransom�, �hit over
the head,� �unfair�, �tailored better� and - (Laughter)

Mr Henderson: I am used to dealing with you! (Laughter)

Mr Shimmin: Well, I hope he is beginning to get used to dealing with me. I will attempt to
say - and be held to what I say: neither he nor I are experts in this field, and historically people
have criticised schemes which have then worked or they felt the scheme was good and it did not
work. We will always make mistakes. The expert view on this is one which we believe will
benefit the people of the Isle of Man, otherwise I would not be standing here so strongly
supporting it.

Referring to the member for Malew and Santon, Mr Gelling, a number of issues he has
raised with me before and many of them we do either already acknowledge or will continue to
consider. The speed down to Richmond Hill, the junction, if there is no right turn, is an issue.
Speeding is an issue everywhere. Bad driving is an issue everywhere on the Isle of Man. There
are black spots around and we are trying to deal with them, but it is not easy when people
choose to drive in a reckless manner. But the same issue then applies to the roundabout
referred to by Mr Speaker, that it is bad road safety advice and practice to have a roundabout at
the bottom of hills approaching from two directions or one direction, because that is where you
get a number of shunt accidents as vehicles approach too quickly, but certainly the speed on old
Castletown Road and going down to the bottom of the Kewaigue Hill we are aware of, alive to,
and we will have to do measures which we hope will reduce risks.

Mr Duggan, member for South Douglas, talked about rushing things through. I think the
only issue that is rushed on this was the question from the hon. member for Council, Mr Lowey,
which brought to light the issue of Kewaigue, and I think I have dealt with that.

I am grateful to other contributors, especially my colleague in the Council, Mr Rodan, for
Garff, regarding consultation. It is one which we acknowledge, causes concern and we will
attempt to resolve it. May I make it clear before you do vote today, I cannot guarantee that we will
find a resolution which will satisfy everybody. All I can guarantee is the two departments will
work as closely as we can with Douglas Corporation to find a satisfactory resolution.

The issue regarding the member for Onchan, Mr Karran, regarding the closure - I think I
covered that we do not need to come back to Tynwald, but it would be foolish not to do so. I
should point out to those getting jumpy over my previous comments, I cannot guarantee it, but
we will move every effort to ensure that we do find a resolution.

Main issues then, I think, were regarding the comments from Mr Singer, for Ramsey. I
appreciate his comments. Certainly the roundabout has been touched on a number of times. I
think the Speaker made it quite clear that the purchase of land and the planning implications of
a roundabout at the junction at the bottom of Kewaigue Hill would be possibly unlikely ever to be
deliverable. You would be totally devastating in environmental terms that whole area, which
refers to the comments from Mr Anderson. We will take our issues environmentally seriously
and, Mr Speaker - and I can confirm from his time and mine - we would consider and possibly
welcome a roundabout at that junction if engineering-wise we could get it safe, but the
environmental impact in that area would be considerable. I think, regarding Mr Singer�s
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