


REPORT OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY 

The Fourteenth Meeting of the First Session of the Fourth 
House of Assembly held in the Assembly Chamber on Tuesday 
the 22nd February, 1983. 

PRESENT: 

Mr Speaker  (In the Chair) . 
(The Hon*.A J Vasquez CBE, MA) 

GOVERNMENT: 

The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan CBE, MVO, Q0, JP - Chief Minister' 
The Hon A J Canepa - Minister for Economic Development and 

Trade 
The Hon M K Featherstone - Minister for Public Works 
The Hon H J Zammitt - Minister for Tourism and Sport 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani ED - Minister for Education 

and Labour and Social Security 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino - Minister for Municipal Services 
The Hon J B Perez - Minister for Health and Housing 
The Hon 'D Hull QC - Attorney-General. 
The Hon R J Wallace CMG, OBE - Financial and Development 

Secretary 
The Hbn I Abecasis 

OPPOSITION 

The Hon P J Isola OBE - Leader of the Opposition 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon W T Scott 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon A J Haynes 

The Hon J Bossano 

IN ATTENDANCE: 

P A Garbarino Esq, MBE, ED - Clerk of the House of Assembly 

PRAYER 

Mr Speaker recited the prayer. 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

The Minutes of the Meeting held on the 8th December, 1982, 
having been previously circulated, were taken as read and 
confirmed. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CHAIR 

MR SPEAKER: 

Hon Members may remember that during the Christmas holidays 
we had a private visit from Mr Speaker Thomas from the 
House of Commons. I have received a personal letter from 
Mr Thomas and he ends the letter by:saying: "It was also a 
great honour and privilege to meet your parliamentary 
colleagues who were good enough to assemble although it was 
a holiday period. I shall be grateful if you will convey 
my deep gratitude to the Assembly for the courtesies that 
were extended to me". I thought I would let you know that 
I had been asked to thank you all for your courtesy to Mr 
Speaker Thomas. 

DOCUMENTS LAID 

The Hon the Chief Minister laid on the table the following 
document: 

Reports of the Charity Commissioners for the years 
1 980 and 1981. 

Ordered to lie. 

The Hon the Minister for Public Works laid on the table the 
following document: 

The Traffic (Removal of Vehicles) Regulations, 1982. 

Ordered to lie. 

The Hon the Minister for Municipal Services laid on the 
table the following documents: 

(1) The City Fire Brigade (Discipline) (Amendment) 
Regulations, 1982. 

(2) The International Trunk Calls Charges (Amendment) 
Regulations, 1982. 

Ordered to lie. 

The Hon the Minister for Health and Housing laid on the 
table the following document: 

The Group Practice Medical Scheme (Amendment)\ 
Regulations, 1982.  

Ordered to lie. 

• The Hon the Financial and Development Secretary laid on 
the table the following documents: 

(1) The Banking Regulations, 1982. 
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The Government Debentures (Exemption from Estate Duty) 
Regulations, 1983. 

Supplementary Agreement dated the 13th January, 1983y 
between the Government of Gibraltar and Lloyds Bank 
International Ltd. 

Supplementary Estimates Consolidated Fund (No 4 of 
1982/83). 

Supplementary Estimates Improvement and Development 
Fund (No.  4 of 1982/83). 

Statement of Consolidated Fund Re-Allocations approved 
by the Financial and Development .Secretary (No 5 of 
1982/83). 

Statement of Consolidated Fund Re-Allocations approved 
by the Financial and Development Secretary (No 6 of 
1982/83). 

Statement of Improvement and Development Fund Re-
Allocations approved by the Financial and Development 
Secretary (No 2 of 1982/83). 

Ordered to lie. 

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 

The House recessed at 1.00 pm. 

The House resumed at 3.20 pm. 

Answers to Questions continued. 

THE ORDER OF THE DAY 

MR SPEAKER: 

The Hon the Minister for Economic Development and Trade and 
the Hon the Minister for Public Works have given notice that 
they wish to make statements. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Mr Speaker, before my colleague gets on to the statement, as 
I have explained to you for urgent inevitable reasons I have 
got to absent myself earlier than other Members today. I 
notice that the Order Paper provides that the first motion 
is my motion on the question of the Naval Base and there is 
another motion by the Hon Financial and Development Secretary 
which could take precedence, if you agree, and we could 
start with the other motion first thing tomorrow morning, if 
you reach that stage. 
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MR SPEAKER: 

I think that will be perfectly in order. I will then call 
on the Minister for Economic Development and Trade to make 
his statement. 

HON A J CANEPA 

Thank you. Sir, Mr Speaker, on the 15th December 1982, it 
was announced that the British Government had agreed to 
contribute a total of £13 million towards the 1981/86 
Development Programme. This sum included the £24 million 
interim aid tranche agreed in December, 1981. It was also 
announced that this welcome and appreciable contribution 
had fallen short of our request for an aid commitment of 
L18 .millidn, and that the Gibraltar Government would there-
fore be urgently examining the implications for .the programme 
as a whole. 

I am now in a position to inform the House of the planned 
priorities for the Development Programme. Before doing 
so I wish to trace some background which is relevant to the 

• direction of our future development spending. I will not 
dwell on the problems and frustrations which have character-
ised the 22-month delay for a final and comprehensive reply 
to the Aid Submission despatched as far back as February, 
1981. I think that the Chief Minister, in reply to question 
number -342 of 1982 by the Honourable Leader of the Opposition, 
on the 8th December 1982, covered all the salient points. 
I must nevertheless emphasise that the delays and the 
constraints, particularly on the £4 million tranche, have 
created a damaging hiatus, seriously affecting the pace of 
development activity in Gibraltar. It has led to 
unemployment, it has disrupted planning and it has lost us 
valuable momentum. All this has distorted the allocation 
of scarce resources at a time when the economy has been 
facing growing uncertainty and contraction following the 
British Government's decision to close the dockyard and the 
aborted openings of the frontier. All this, Mr Speaker, has 
an important bearing on the rate of progress so far achieved 
and on the basis which is likely to govern the nature and 
speed of public sector development. 

I would like, first of all, to remind and up-dete the House 
of the position regarding projects which fell (and I am 
tempted to use the pun) under the £24 million allocation. 
Since the latter allocation in mid-December, 1981, a total 
of twelve project applications have been submitted\to the 
Overseas Development Administration; five in January 1982, 
two in April 1982, one in May 1982,•another in June 1982, 
one in August 1982, and two more in September 1982. Of 
these, five were formally rejected - Rosie Dale housing, 
the extension to Bayside School, pedestrianisation, the 
footbridge in Winston Churchill Avenue, and road and car-
parking works connected with the expected frontier opening. 
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A sixth application, that for the Motor Vehicle Testing 
Centre, will, we understand, shortly be rejected also. 
Five projects have been approved for a total sum of 
22,374,000. These are the Viaduct Causeway, Mains 
Renewals, a sewerage pumping station at Catalan Bay, the 
unstuffing shed and Hesse's pumping station. The remaining 
project application relates to the distiller which is 
pending but with which I will deal later in some detail. 

There can be no doubt that the Government has wasted little 
time and effort in submitting projects to the ODA in order 
to regenerate quickly the level of development activity in 
Gibraltar. I would go further Mr Speaker. There are 
clearly constraints on our own financial resources parti—
cularly on our borrowing capacity and liquidity. These 
constraints have been, and continue to be, exacerbated by 
the precarious and uncertain state of the economy which has 
been thrust into a crisis of confidence following HM 
Government's proposed closure of the Naval Dockyard in 1983. 
Despite these constraints, the Government decided to fund 
the Rosia Dale housing project and Boys' School extension 
scheme from local resources, imposing a contingent liability 
of some £2 million on the Consolidated Fund. It is also our 
intention to borrow up to £10 million as a fUrther local' 
contribution to development projects, of which some £5 
million could be available for new projects. Up to now 
therefore - despite many set-backs - let it not be said 
that this Government has lacked effort on development. 

I would like to move on now to the proposed approach for . 
financing our priority projects in the light of available 
aid funds and the Government's projected resources. A total 
of 210.626 million of aid funds is now available. Earlier 
this month, officials of the ODA visited Gibraltar. 
Extensive and useful discussions were held on the develop-
ment plan, particularly on the likely prospects for favoura-
ble consideration of individual projects. Having regard 
to the ODA's basic criteria to fund essential infrastructure 
and revenue-earning projects, broad agreement was reached 
on an order of priorities for the submission of projects. 
It has.been decided to proceed in the first instance with 
a revised application seeking aid funds for the full cost 
of two distillers at a projected cost of some £6.8 million. 
This application replaces an original request sent a year 
ago seeking funds for one distiller which was subsequently 
held up following the award of a tender at a higher cost 
than estimated. The new application was sent on the 
8th February, 1983, and will have to be considered and 
approved by the ODA Projects. Evaluation Committee; 
fortunately,both the technical and economic advisers in. 
ODA have had sufficient time and material to prepare an • 
early report to this Committee and a reply is expected 
hopefully by the end of next month. Although the project 
is viewed sympathetically, it is not known whether any 
approval will extend to the full cost or the UK element ' 
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which is put at some £2.7 million. This leaves an aid 
balance ranging from around £3.8 million to 27.9 million. 
Three major projects are in line for submission under this 
amount but the priority and the extent of funding will 
obviously depend on the final outcome of the distiller 
application. The three projects concern further elec-
tricity generating plant, the port and pedestrianisation. 
The three schemes represent a total cost of around £8 million, 
but phasing of the port development schemes and pedestria-
nisation can accommodate a lower sum. Formal applications 
for these major project areas will have to fall in line with 
the known commitment on distillers. To avoid unnecessary 
delays, however, all three projects are currently being 
appraised by the ODA following detailed discussions in 
Gibraltar earlier this month. In addition a series of 
projects, including road widening in Sir Herbert Miles Road, 
tourist improvement schemes, car parking provision in the 
Engineer House area and the re-siting of Customs, will be 
held as "fall-back" projects pending the outcome of the 
first four priority areas which I have already outlined. 
I hope to be in a position to inform the House of the final 
allocation among individual projects over the next two to 
three months. I trust that the House will appreciate that 
whilst we are once again prepared to proceed on a series of 
projects, the actual order and size of aid projects depends 
on the ODA's evaluation. 

• • 
In terms of local funding, Mr Speaker, the Government's 
priority will be in channelling substantial funds to 
housing. The ODA have repeated tHat the extent of their 
assistance on housing will be confined to the provision of 
specialist advice in the form of a housing consultancy. 
Consultants are in fact expected to be appointed shortly 
and should be in Gibraltar by the end of this month or the 
beginning of next.month. In addition to on-going housing 
projects, new schemes which will form part of the overall 
Housing Programme include Vineyards Phase I, otherwise 
known as gas works, Tank Ramp Phase II, Castle Ramp/Road 
to the Lines, Rosie Dale Phase III and the conversion of 
the Glacis School voids into bedsitters. A start on fur- 
ther housing schemes will depend on the state of the 
Government's finances. A decision on budgetary contribu-
tions to the Improvement and Development Fund will be 
considered in the context of the 1983 Budget. The Govern-
ment intends to fund projects in other areas of need 
notably housing repairs, rationalisation of schools, and 
the provision of Government office accommodation. Schemes 
which are currently earmarked for ODA funding either as 
priority or contingency might also have to be locally 
funded in whole or in part. The total overall commitment 
for the next programme should therefore be at least some 
£20 million over the next two years, subject to review on 
additional funding next year. 

Mr Speaker, I can assure Honourable Members that the will 
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and the commitment to meet these expenditure targets in the 
Development Programme are there. We have been at pains 
to stress to ODA officials the need for urgent and sympa-
thetic consideration of our project applications. It is 
to be hoped that their co-operation and support will be 
forthcoming in order to enable us to inject these badly-
needed and overdue funds into our economy. 

The House recessed at 5.25 pm. 

The House resumed at 5.55 pm. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I would remind Members that we just had the statement by 
the Hon the Minister for Economic Development and Trade and 
you are free now to ask any questions You may wish. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, in a way the statement of-the Minister is some-
what disappointing in the sense that it appears that here 
we are, some 22 months after the original development 
programme was submitted to London, there has been a hiatus, 
as the Minister has described, for a long period, this has 
caused great damage I feel to the impetus and the momentum 
of development in Gibraltar that has had its repercussions 
on the building industry and development, generally, in 
Gibraltar and on the economy and it seems that we are still 
in 1983, two whole years after the development programme 
was 'submitted, we are still at the stage when only some 
£2.3 million odd have actually been approved and this must 
be a cause for some considerable misgiving and some consi-
derable alarm in the House and I think in Gibraltar. The 
actual schemes that are being put forward although of course 
necessary I suppose to the infrastructure of tourism and so 
forth in Gibraltar, even those do not appear to have been 
approved although sympathetic noises have been made and I 
think, I really do think, that unless some real progress is 
obtained or one gets real progress in obtaining approval 
for expenditure and getting the economy going again, unless 
some real assurances are obtained, there is, I feel, a need 
for the Gibraltar Government to seek high level talks at 
Ministerial level to get these projects going. I realise 
that in terms of our other problems of the Dockyard and even 
the effects of the partial opening of the frontier, develop-
ment does not necessarily take top place but it is never-
theless very important and I think that the approval of 
schemes should not be allowed to be linked with decisions 
with regard to the Dockyard and its future, this should go 
full ahead and the Minister will have the full support of 
the Opposition if progress is not made and he seeks discus- 
sions at ministerial level in London. It is, of course, 
disappointing, Mr Speaker, that the British Government is 
no longer prepared to finance housing projects and non- 
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revenue producing projects but I suspected that this would 
be the case given the criteria currently in use by the 
present British Government. As far as we are concerned 
we support housing projects, we look'to more housing being' 
provided in Gibraltar but it is becoming increasingly clear 
to us that if we are to have development in Gibraltar and we 
are to 'be able to produce our own development project having 
regard to all the other aspects playing on the economy and 
on our position, there will be a great need to become very 
cost effective in development and to get our priorities 
right. I do not think I have anything further to say, Mr 
Speaker, at this stage on the statement made by the Minister 
but I think it is disappointing, very disappointing from our 
point of view and from Gibraltar's point of view that the 
Minister has been able to report really such little progress 
on funds. I agree entirely with what the Minister has said 
that if this is to be effective, if this is to have an effect 
on our economy, it is essential that the time-span in which 
the money is spent is as short as possible. If it stretches 
out more than two years then I take his point and I agree 
entirely, the effects on the economy will be lost, well, 
not completely lost but. it will not be as effective as one 
would want it to be and what the economy really needs today 
is to get development going in a big way and we certainly 
will support the Government in trying to get ODA approvbl 
to their projects. 

MR SPEAKER: 

In order to make clear what we are,doing now, as usual I 
have allowed the Hon and Learned Leader of the Opposition 
to make a general comment on the statement as he represents 
the majority of the Opposition. In the circumstances I will 
allow Mr Bossano to say some words on that score exclusively 
and then any Hon Member who may wish to ask questions either 
for the purpOses of clarifying the statement or in further-
ance of the questions that they gave notice of are free to 
do so. -Mr Bossano, do you want to make a general comment? 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Yes, Mr Spaker, I welcome the opportunity to do so. I think . 
the immediate reaction of my party to this statement is in 
fact that it produces concrete evidence of the way Gibraltar's 
economy is being undermined by the approach adopted by the 
British Government since the end of the 1978/81 development 
programme and the aid allocation and it appears to me, Mr 
Speaker, that the Government can only defend this jery 
restrictive policy being applied by the British GoV.ernment 
by reference to an even more restrictive policy of not 
giving them any money at all which apparently as something 
that was actually being mooted and which has been reflected 
in answers to previous questions in the House where I think 
it was indicated that until the matter was taken up at 
Ministerial level the officials in ODA were saying that 
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Gibraltar was too well off really to merit aid allocation. 
In that context it would appear to me that the attempts to 
get political support which is what has produced this, has 
been exhausted. I certainly think that if the Hon and 
Learned Leader of the Opposition thinks that the Government 
can get a better deal •by seeking political support and if 
that view is shared by the Government then the opportunity 
should not be wasted but it is not a view that I share, I 
think that they will not get a response because I believe 
that the whole attitude is conditioned by a policy and a 
philosophy which can only lead to a downgrading of the 
standard of living of Gibraltar and that such a downgrading 
can only be ' compatible with its eventual integration into 
its hinterland which my party will oppose and I think it is 
only when Gibraltarians insist that the British Government 
cannot retain its power and give up its responsibilities 
that we will see a change in policy. 

HON A J HAYNES: • 

Mr Speaker, can the Hon Minister outline the proposed 
phasing of the Port Development which he had in mind when 
he outlined the possible inclusion of the three projects, 
namely, generating plant, port and pedestrianisation? What 
does he mean by port, can he be more specific? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Sir, quite apart from the causeway project, the Port scheme 
is phased into reclamation, paving and the facilities, 
facilities by way of a terminal for cruise passengers. The 
ODA apparently already have indicated they are not convinced 
of the need for facilities at this stage and we may have to 
consider whether that project should be considered under 
local funding if funds are available after we• have carried 
out other perhaps more urgent priority works. It is 
reclamation, paving and facilities to follow the causeway 
project. 

HON A J HAYNES:. 

Paving what? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Paving generally around the Port which is badly required. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

But surely that is a fairly minor scheme? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Not in the wake of reclamation of the Waterport Basin. 
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HON A J HAYNES: 

Mr Speaker, as I understand it, and in fact it has been 
made abundantly clear by the ODA team to the Hon Minister 
and he has taken pains to point out to the House on a 
number of occasions that the ODA are prepared to fund those 
projects which they consider will be economically viable 
or will be productive for an economy. On. what basis have 
they rejected or are they contemplating the rejection of 
the improved facilities for liners., I would have thought 
that is en obvious example of money which can be spent to 
raise money? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I met the ODA officials who were here three weeks ago on 
two or three occasions but I was not involved myself in 
detailed discussions on individual projects. I think 
what I have said is that they indicated that they were 
not convinced on the need for facilities at this stage. 
There has not been any, shall I say, any outright rejection 
yet because in fact no project application has been sub-
mitted. What was being discussed three weeks ago, what was 
being attempted was to reach broad agreement on the guide-
lines and criteria so that we would then know which would 
be the individual projects which would have a better!chanae 
of acceptance after an early evaluation. by ODA. The ODA 
officials will probably be returning in March and it will 
be after that stage when I think the Gibraltar Government 
will need to assess and take into.  account the point which 
has been made by the Hon the Leader of the Opposition and 
for which I am grateful, I am grateful of the Opposition's 
support on the matter, whether there is a need to follow 
it up at a political.level depending on the progress that 
we make next month and once project applications individually 
are submitted if there are delays in replying or if there 
are further rejections I think that will be the stage when 
we have to consider a political appeal but on this specific 
one we do not have any detailed indications yet, it was 
just an indication that we received. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Mr Speaker, on the housing information given by the Minister, 
I take it that the listed schemes will all be undertaken 
by Government on the money they have borrowed or their own 
money. Is there any timescale for these projects and does 
the Minister have details of general figures as to the 
number of units of housing that we.are talking about, 
roughly? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

In the case of the first phase of Vineyards or Gas Works, 
Mr Speaker, we are talking of 70 units, we are hoping to 
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make'a start in January 1984, and the time-scale for that 
would be, it is a biggish scheme, that would be slightly • 
over two years, nearly 24- years, beginning in January, 1984. 
Tank Ramp Phase II consists of eleven units and there we 
are hoping to make an earlier start in July, 1983. Castle 
Ramp/Road. to the Lines, this is really a second phase, 22 
units and we are hopingto make a start in'June, 1983. Rosia 
Dale which has already started, the second phase of Rosia 
Dale, that involves 32 units and the Glacis voids, the 
conversion of these into bedsitters, involving 13 units, we 
can make a start on that once the extension to the Boys' 
school is completed and the school moves into the extension 
thereby making available these voids. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, in releasing or agreeing to or rejecting any of . 
the projects doe6 the ODA, in fact; take into account an 
existing pedestrianised opening or look forward, perhaps, 
to a full implementation of the Lisbon Agreement or in fact 
does this come into their reckoning at all? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Yes, they do take this into sccount. For instance, in 
discussing the Waterport reclamation, whether there is a 
full opening or only a limited opening has a bearing on 
that particular project, it is a factor that they do take 
into account. 

HON W T SCOTT:• 

In which case I would presume that tourist improvement 
schemes would fall within the infrastructure, am I not 
right in assuming that? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I would like to think so, Mr Speaker, I would agree with 
the Hon Member that I myself would argue and if not to 
infrastructure revenue-earning projects which is the second 
plank of their criteria. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Will the Minister give details on the further electricity 
generating plant? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

This is a third generator, Mr Speaker, probably 7.5 megawatts. 
It is due in 1986 but we may consider bringing it forward 
under the ambit of the development programme. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

At what cost, any idea? 11. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

We wouldn't know until we go out to tender and I wouldn't 
like to put a figure on it. 

MR SPEAYR: 

I will then call on the Minister for Public Works to make his 
statement. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Mr Speaker, I am sure the House will be pleased to learn 
that negotiations with Messrs Robertson's Research concerning 
the Government's and the Sand Quarry's claims against them 
have now been finalised. 

Messrs Robertson's Research sent a team out to Gibraltar in 
early December last year and the Public Works and the Sand 
Quarry Company, with the assistance of Government's Legal 
Department, held discussions with them. 

After two days of very hard bargaining a solution was 
reached which Government and the Sand Quarry Company considered 
to be satisfactory. The solution included the payment to 
the Gibraltar Quarry Company of L50,000 by Messrs Robertson's 
Research and the payment to the Gibraltar Government of 
£148,000 - these payments being made on the agreement that 
they would be full and final settlement of all outstanding 
claims by both the Quarry Company and the Government against 
Messrs Robertson's Research. There were some sums of money 
owing to Messrs Rpbertson's Research by both the Quarry 
Company and the Government, and these were agreed as legiti-
mate amounts owing to Messrs Robertson's Research. It was 
further agreed that these sums would be deducted from the 
totals being paid to the Quarry Company and the Government 
by Messrs Robertson's Research. 

The ODA was kept in the picture 'and they have agreed fully 
to the terms of the agreement between the Government, the 
Quarry Company and Messrs Robertson's Research. I am now 
in a position to inform the House that the net sum of £170,000 
has been received by the Government on behalf of itself and 
the Quarry Company and the sum involved has been placed in 
the I & D Fund. In due course the amount owing to the 
Quarry Company, which is a net figure of £35,000, will come 
to the House for agreement for payment, and the balance of 
£135,000 will remain in the I & D Fund for meeting\the 
cost of a system by which sand can be transferred from the 
upper catchment area to the lower ground level instead of 
the unsuccessful chute. 
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'At the moment investigations are continuing as to the best 
possible replacement method and a further statement on this 
.will be made in due course. It is hoped that the cost of 
such a system will be well within the L135,000 obtained, 
and it has been agreed with ODA that any balance remaining 
will be split between the Gibraltar Government and ODA on 
a pro rata basis, taking into account the amounts that the 
Gibraltar Government has put into the original scheme from 
its own resources and the amount that ODA has put into the 
scheme. 

I am sure the House will agree with me that this is a very 
satisfactory solution to a situation which has been long 
drawn'out, and will also agree that solving the matter by 
negotiation was infinitely better than the process of 
going to arbitration which would have been not only a long 
drawn out procedure but might not have resulted as 
favourably as the'present solution. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, as a result of this settlement is the Minister 
saying that within the money that is actually being paid  

it will be possible to have an alternative method of 
bringing the sand down from where it was originally 
intended it should be brought with no additional costs? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

As I have said, Sir,: "It is hoped that the cost of such a 
system will be well within the £135,000 obtained". 

HON P J ISOLA: . 

I know that the Minister has said it is hoped but is that 
hope based on fact or is that speculative hope? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

It is based on some quotations we have already received 
but of course the final situation will be it will have to 
go out to tender and then we will know the exact figures. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Can the Minister confirm that Robertson's Research are in. 
no way even loosely connected with the final stage of 
bringing the sand down? 

12A. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Absolutely, Sir. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Could the Minister say how the sand is 
the moment? Are the chutes being used 
being dug from underneath what appears 
retaining wall? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

being 
or is 
to me 

obtained at 
it in fact 
to be like a 

The sand that is being produced at the moment is being 
produced from the talus area, conveyed to the quarry area 
and screened there. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Is it now expected that the Sand Quarry Company will desist 
from taking sand from the bottom of the slope? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

It hasn't been taking sand from the bottom of the slope for 
the last year. If you go round there and you see sand 
being moved at the bottom, what is happening is that it is 
being brought from the talus area, dumped ther% and it is 
then put through the screening process. 
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HON A J HAYNES: 

Perhaps the Minister will allow us to visit the sand quarry 
area so that we can see for ourselves? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Whenever you would like to come I will take you with pleasure. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Is the Minister happy that there is no risk of a landslide 
there now? 

MR SPEAKER:.  

No, we are not going to expand on that. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, within the sum of £198,000, were the losses of 
the Sand Quarry Company sustained by it over the years 
that it has been in operation contained within that amount? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

When one goes to these negotiations one asks for everything 
that one can possibly think of but the sum obtained by the 
Sand Quarry Company of £50,000 is a very reasonable figure 
and I think it will if put against the losses for the two 
years practically wipe them out. It might even show a 
profit and therefore there was no need to change the 
directors. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Is that in fact what the Hon Member opposite was telling 
me, I think it was in December of last year, when he was 
saying that we might be surprised because the Sand Quarry 
Company might indeed make a profit? Is it because of the 
injection of £50,000 or is it because it is running on a 
more viable basis now? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

No, Sir, obviously when the accounts are done this £50,000 
will have to be worked out where it should go. Preferably 
it might have been put against the two previous years 
workings but the agreeable surprise is that on its own 
workings this year the Sand Quarry has made a very considerable 
profit. 

14. 
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.HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Mr Speaker, Sir, I beg to move that: "This House resolves 
that the Imports and Exports (Amendment of Schedule) Order, 
1983 reducing the rates of duty on manufactured cigarettes 
to 274 pence per kilo and the additional duty per 1000 
cigarettes to £6.16 be approved". Sir, as Hon Members will 
be aware whilst it is necessary to seek the nrior approval 
of the House to increase customs duties, it is possible to 
reduce them, and come to the House at the next subsequent 
meeting with an Order resolving that that reduction be 
approved. Since mid-December last year there has been a 
series of meetings with representatives of the tobacco trade 
on the economic effects of the partial opening of the frontier. 
There has also been a meeting between the Chamber of Commerce 
and the Minister for Economic Development and Trade and at 
that meeting with the Minister the Chamber of Commerce stated 
that a general reduction in import duties would not be viable 
under present conditions. However, they were unanimous in 
suggesting a reduction of the duty paid on cigarettes since 
the competitive price in this commodity would restore levels . 
of domestic purchase which have dropped dramatically by some 
20% and the trade were of the view that this could go even 
further and the fall could be 30%. During January and early 
February, discussions were held with tobacco importers on 
the level of the proposed reduction in duty on cigarettes 
and in the trade cash margins. In those discussions, whilst 
the trade were prepared to accept a reduction in their cash 
margins, they said that they were unable to match in percentage 
terms the drop in duty which the Government was nroposing. 
A reduction in sales had it reached 30% would have put at 
risk some £300,000 of revenue, basically we get about £900,000 
a year from the duty on tobacco. teducing the duty by 
stimulating demand and making cigarettes attractive could 
stimulate demand and hold reduction in sales to 20% or to 
a lower figure. A loss of sales of the order- of 20% 
together with the reduction which is now before the House in 
import duty, could lead to a loss in revenue of £400,000 in 
a full year. If the sales were held at the level prior to 
the partial lifting of restrictions, that was 60 million 
cigarettes a year, the loss would have been of the order 
of £350,000. So, Sir, in fact, there were no good fiscal 
grounds for reducing the duty on cigarettes. However, the 
Government decided to reduce the duty by the amounts 
suggested by the trade in order to give encouragement 
generally by demonstrating that its policy was not motivated 
solely by revenue considerations, to restore levels of domestic 
purchases and also to test market elasticity to changeS in 
price following the reduction in import duties. I must 
underline, Sir, that cigarettes, like drink, area commodity 
where because the duty is specific and substantiaina reduction 
in that duty can have a marked effect on the price of the 
commodity. This is unlike commodities where the duty is 
ad valorem, say, 1C%, 12%, 15%, on CIF price and where a 
reduction in duty would not necessarily have a marked effect 
on the price. The reduction on this occasion in duty was 
37.86% and it has been possible for the trade to reduce the 
price of a packet of 20 cigarettes from, I think it was going 
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to go up to 63p and it has dropped down to 50p in most cases, 
in some slightly below, in one or two cases of expensive 
brands slightly more and I think that it will be very 
interesting for us to see what the effect on the market is 
of this change in the customs duty. It will take some 
time for the results to work through. The immediate effect 
obviously will be that the persons who are holding back from 
drawing cigarettes from the bonded stores because of the 
anticipated change in the customs tariff have rushed in, 
.bought and I am told.by  the Collector of Customs that over 
the past week there has been quite heavy withdrawals, this 
is to be expected. It does not necessarily mean that the 
increase will be carried through, it is a once for all, but 
we shall monitor very carefully the situation to see what the 
effect is over the next two to three months. Mr Speaker, 
Sir, I commend the motion to the House. 

Mr Speaker then proposed the ouestion in the terms of the 
Hon the Financial and Development Secretary's motion. 

HON P ' ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, there have been a number of questions in the House 
in relation to import duty and I think this motion provides :  
an opportunity for the Opposition to put its views in a more 
coherent manner on the issue of reduction of import dutues. 
Perhaps it is ironical, I suppose, that the only item on which 
the Government is going to reduce import duties is tobacco 
which will make the commodity which another department of Gover-
ment is advising people not to smoke as being hazardous to 
health, that much cheaper for people to buy and will not only 
restore domestic demand but may in fact increase it and 
whether that is desirable or not•I do not know. But certainly 
as far as we are concerned we have advocated as general 
reduction in import duties and we have made statements to this 
effect. There has been some response to that from the 
Government side, I detected in answers to questions to the 
effect that traders must be prepared to cut their margins 
of profit before the Government considers any other reductions. 
That seems to me to be a very narrow view to take of the 
situation Gibraltar is now faced with and we think that 
there is a need for a general reduction of import duties to 
stimulate consumer demand and to prepare Gibraltar for the 
competitiveness that is required if we are going to survive 
once the frontier opens. Mr Sneaker, I believe that the 
trade in Gibraltar has to adapt itself to the changing 
circumstances as they exist in Gibraltar. With the frontier 
closed consumer demand in Gibraltar was limited to the 
number of people here. We have heard these arguments 
already, of course, of high wages, high costs, high municipal 
charges, high this and high that, and .that in itself resulted•  
in high prices and it is silly for people to talk of the 
difference in price between Gibraltar and La Linea because 
you are just not comparing like with like. There there is 
a low standard of living, there are low wages, a lot of 
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'unemployment and so forth, the costs are much lower. But 
I think one has to take a broad view of the situation 
where the private sector is concerned in the new changed 
situation and I believe that the Government must take the 
lead and initiate a policy of competitiveness, initiate 
a policy that will help trade to adapt itself and try and 
increase coneumer demand within Gibraltar. A lot of things 
have been said, Mr Spea:cer, about profits that have been 
made by traders and strangely enough the areas in Which 
these allegations have been made are precisely the areas 
where a system of price control operates. Strangely 
enough an area in which the Consumer Department set up to 
protect the consumer has the largest say and it is in these 
areas that allegations have been made of profiteering and 
so forth. I only say that by way of comment. I don't 
like the approach, although I understand it, of the 
Financiarand Development Secretary of saying there are no 
good fiscal grounds for doing this, that and the other. I 
can understand the Financial Secretary taking that view but 
we feel, Mr Speaker, in the situation that Gibraltar finds 
itself today, which is a dangerous one, and it is dangerous 
whether the frontier stays as it is at the moment or 
whether it opens fully, it is a dangerous one, we feel that 
there must be initiative, somebody has to get things going, 
someone has to take the initiative. Don't reduce import 
duties on tobacco because the tobacco merchants have been 
clever enough to badger the Government and go and seen them 
and then it is reduced, but reduce import duties as a 
matter of policy, a s an act of faith, if you would like 
to call it that, in the competitiveness of trade in Gibraltar. 
Mr Speaker, in this present manner of opening of the 
frontier I can think of a number of items the duty on which, 
I would have thought could usefully be reduced, items that 
you can put in your pocket or put on or whatever. I am 
treading on dangerous 'ground, Mr Speaker, but let us be 
realistic, there are a number of items other than tobacco 
that you can put in your pocket and I think Government should 
take some risk in this matter on its revenues. I think 
the Government should take some lead in encouraging the 
trade to reduce prices by themselves reducing import duties. 
As my Honourable and Gallant Friend Major Peliza said, if 
the import duties are reduced the prices go down by that 
amount plus even a little more without traders cutting 

• their margins of profit, but one would have thought that 
traders would follow a lead in the cut of import duties and 
prepare themselves for the day when they have to be more 
competitive. This is a new ball game we are now playing 
Mr Speaker, it is a new ball game; an open frontier, or a 
partial open frontier, it is a fact, I think it is',there to 
stay, the probability is that the frontier will open fully,. 
it appears from the number of people who go across the 
border, it appears it is a popular situation with a great 
number of people so popular that even the directors of the 
Chamber of Commerce couldn't take the traumatic step forward 
suggested to them by one of their members that they should 
refrain acm goingtoSpain until there is a full opening of the 
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frontier. It is a very popular thing and we have to live 
with that. This may, or may not be good for Gibraltar. 
At the moment it appears to be taking £150,000 of good 
hard earned money in Gibraltar out of. Gibraltar. That.is 
the position, one has one's own personal thoughts about 
that situation but we have to meet it. We have to play 
the new ball game and, Mr Speaker, the economy that has 
been geared to an island economy has now got to cease to 
be that or not has got to, is ceasing to be that and there—
fore I think a lead must come from the Government, there 
must be, Mr Speaker, a reduction of import duties. I have 
already heard people say, I hope it is not true, that for 
example it is cheaper to buy a car in Spain now than in • 
Gib'raltar so Why not buy your car in Spain and leave it 
across the. way. Some cars are paying 45% import duty, 
all geared at a time when you had a captive market within 
Gibraltar. And now the Government has to make the economy 
competitive and that requires action from them, not just 
in the range of import duties but in other areas. Cost 
effectiveness has to be, in our view, the watchword of the 
Government. But on import duties, hir Speaker, we think 
the .Government is going too slow with just a bit on tobacco. 
I know a large amount is involved of revenue, £300,000 
but when you look at the total revenue in the Estimates and 
you look at the Estimated Consolidated Fund Balance of the 
31st of March, 1983, which is expected to stand — I don't 
know whether that is still the position — but which is 
expected to stand at over Ll0m, the Government can afford 
or should afford to use some of that reserve, not all, but 
some of that reserve, to try and create initiative, to try 
and instill the competitive spirit back into the Gibraltar 
economy, back into the Gibraltar trade. I think the 
fairest way of doing it, my own view but others may not 
agree with me, is by a cut in import duties'across the 
board so that trade generally is told: "We are supporting 
you, get more competitive." And if the Government feels 
they cannot do it across the board then do it on a whole 
lot of other items, a lot of them come to my mind which 
are small, a lot of items which can be sold that people 
would buy if they were made more competitive. I know that 
despite that traders, bars, restaurants still have to 
contend with the high municipal charges, and they are high 
municipal charges, Mr Speaker, have no doubt about it, 
they are Very, very high and I would like to know why they 
are but they are very high. They have to contend with 
high municipal charges, it is said high rents, in some 
cases very, very high, in others not so high, high rents 
high municipal charges and parity salaries about which no 
one complains, well not no one complains, I think people 
do but I think that is kept quiet. Those are the facts 
of life and if trade is going to be more competitive then 
I think there has to be reduction in prices end the lead 
has to come from the Government, the Government has to 
make the act of faith. The Government has to tell traders: 
"We are prepared to cut import duties, are you prepared 
to cut prices?" But don't wait until a particular pressure 
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group comes on the Government and asks them to drop them 
on a particular item. Rather like, Mr Speaker, at the frontier 
that now you can only bring one loaf of bread because it .  
affected a particular sector of industry, a particular part 
of Gibraltar, it affected them and they seem to have powerful 
voices in high places, I should say, this particular sector. 
I don't know whether this is due to my Honourable Friend 
Mr Bossano's influence in the area or whether it is due to 
others in that industry now who have the ears .of the right 
people. I don't know why it was but bread was stopped, but 
what about other items Mr Speaker? Restrictions have been 
put on the frontier, in our view too few, but it is disjointed. 
We would like to see a policy from the Government on import 
duties. One of the highest cost factors is the import 
duties. That is within the Government's power to do 
something about and we think that an initiative should come 
from the Government in that respect and as my Friend said 
and I hope the Government is going to consider it, I think 
the Honourable and Gallant Major made a very sensible 
suggestion in the question that he asked and that was that 
import duty should be charged on the FOB 'Price of goods and 
not on the landed cost which is the present position and 
which puts quite a lot on to the price of the goods in • 
question. I think that is a good suggestion and I think 
these are the sort of suggestions that should be applied and 
should be considered at great speed because, Mr Speaker, the 
economy is suffering, the economy is continuing to suffer 
seriously and our own weakness, the weakness in Gibraltar, 
is going to be exposed sooner than is good for us. Therefore 
we urge the Government that they should take the initiative 
and take steps to recreate, to enkindle a greater spirit of 
enterprise and competitiveness in the private sector of 
Gibraltar and not indulge in a slanging match which is really 
what has been happening recently, if I may say so. I know that 

at the recent Chamber of Commerce meeting hard things were 
said and I know a lot of people didn't like it. I have been 
surprised, quite frankly, when I read this morning a response 
from the silent service, the Civil Service, which is meant 
to take everything, ouietly with great aplomb, with great 
patience and should be utterly unmoved. I notice, however, 

• that they were moved into action by what happened in the 
Chamber of Commerce and have attacked rather strongly the 
trade in Gibraltar and the private sector in Gibraltar, Mr 
Speaker, and that is nothing more and nothing less than' 
the warnings that we have been giving from this side of the 
House before the frontier opened when we have been 
seeing statistics, that we are creating in Gibralt& two 
nations, the private sector and the public sector, two 
nations have been created in Gibraltar where the disparity 
in earnings is becoming clearer and clearer. That was a 
digression, Mr Speaker, but there is a need to get the 
private sector going, to help it is not the right word 
because it is the whole of Gibraltar we want to help, we 
want to instil greater competition, we want to get prices 
down, and have no doubt about it, the Government is in a 
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position to do something about that, to do something 
constructive and to take the initiative in it and not 
just wait to be Pushed and pushed and pushed to one item or 
another item. Of course we will support this motion 
because it involves a reduction although possibly a 
reduction in the wrong thing, as I have said. The Minister 
for Health must have fought tooth and nail against the 
reduction of import duties in tobacco, I am sure there was 
nearly a split in the Government as the result of the. 
reduction on tobacco because of the effect it was going to 
have on the health of the population here and elsewhere 
but I think that the Government should take the initiative, 
Mr Speaker, and do something about getting the private 
sector more competitive and I would accordingly ask the 
Financial .& Development Secretary to bring another resolu-
tion like this one; having done it in the meantime between 
now and the next meeting of the House, in which he either 
reduces duties along the line or streamlines them to a more 
simple way than it is at the moment or brings down other 
items that are dutiable goods on which the trade itself might 
well benefit even from the present manner of opening of the 
frontier by a reduction of import duties. Thank you Mr 
Speaker. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

We seem, in fact, Mr Speaker, to be in .the middle of a 
debate on the policy that one should adopt to deal with 
the open frontier on the terms on which it is open, if 
one goes by the contribution of the Honourable and Learned 
Member. 

MR SPEAKER 

To the extent that the reduction in duty has been motivated 
by that particular factor I think one has to be slightly 
liberal on this. 

HOB J BOSSANO: 

Well, one doesn't know why it has been motivated. If one 
reads between the lines of what the Honourable Financial 
and Development Secretary had to say on the subject, it 
would appear to me to be little more than a gesture 
towards the trading community to demonstrate that the 
Government is not totally unsympathetic to their demands. 
If it is more than that no doubt somebody else will say 
so, but that is all that one could gather from what the 
Financial and Development Secretary says. I can't agree 
with the approach of the Honourable Member because I don't 
think be spells out as a matter of policy, I accept that it 
is not his responsibility, really, because the Leader of 
the Opposition, let us face it, is here more I would say, 
as I am, to react to the policy of the Government that has 
got the responsibility of governing rather than to tell 
them how to govern from this side of the House. But in 
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fact it seems to me that to simply say that the reduction of 
import duty is going to create a competitive element is 
enunciating an economic doctrine that I have never come 
across before unless one goes on to spell how this competi-
tive element is produced by a reduction in duty by demons-
trating that the differential in prices between here and ' 
Spain can be accounted for because of the differences in 
duties that we have and they have. I think when we had the 
motion in the last House dealing with the frontier opening, 
I spelt out at one stage what I saw was the impact affecting 
three different spheres of our society, the consumer, the 
producer and the Government and I said the consumer would 
benefit, the producer will lose because he would lose his 
customers, and the Government may be affected or may not be 
affected depending on whether the duty paid by the consumer 
on the goods he brings from the new source substitute for 
the duties he was paying before. It seems to me that the 
broad analysis is in fact what is happening. The Government• 
is taking the step of reducing the price of cigarettes and they 
are not even sure that the result of that is going to be to 
bring back lost sales, they are not even sure whether it is 
going to•stop the decline in sales. ,I can tell the House 
that the people that I know who are buying their cigarettes 
across the road are paying 25p a packet from what they have 
told me and that therefore a 50p packet of cigarettes is not 
going to deter any of the people who buy 250 packets of 
cigarettes. I don't know whether the total elimination 
of duty would bring the price down to 25p but I think we 
have got to recognise one thing, that the nature of the 
threat that we face from competition is based on the fact 
that Spain today produces a whole range Of goods whereas 
what we are selling in Gibraltar is all imported and it is 
with goods domestically produced that we are in a totally 
different situation and that the full opening of the frontier 
cannot be guaranteed to change that because presumably if 
somebody buys imported goods in Gibraltar which would not be 
Spanish produced goods but Third Country goods, the Spanish 
customscould legitimately defend that in order to protect 
Spanish fiscal policy, goods originating in Japan should 
not be introduced via Gibraltar and avoid paying Spanish 
duty. And if that line is taken I do not see how anybody 
can be competitive in a situation of selling something 
cheaper in Gibraltar which were,bought after having paid 
duty in Gibraltar will then be subject to Spanish duty 
whereas if it is bought in Japan would only pay duty once. 
I think that is the seriousness ofthe problem that we face 
and I think it is a mistake to lead people to think that it 
can be overcome by something as straightforward as\a cut in 
duty. Obviously, although I do not see the sense or the 
logic of the move, I am going to support it because I don't 
see any member of the House doing anything other than 
supporting anything that puts more money in people's pockets 
and that is what we are saying we are going to do, we are 
going to allow the consumer to keep £400,000 of his money 
so that he can decide whether he spends it in Gibraltar or 
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in La Lines. If, in fact, we want to get the Government 
to change policy on this matter, then can I put it to the 
Honourable and Learned Leader of the Opposition that we 
appear to be in a majority on this occasion and we can 
actually defeat the reduction in duty in this motion. 

HON A J CAREPA: 

Mr Speaker, it is not the first time that recently in the 
House one has heard the Phrase of "two nations". I hope 
that it should not be applied to, it does not have to be 
applied to any disparity in payment of income tax or if it 
has to be that it is only to the extent that earnings are 
higher in the public sector than in the private and that is 
why people in the public sector pay more income tax that in 
the private and that there is no other reason for it. 
don't know what really the Honourable the Leader of the 
Opposition expects the Gibraltar Government Clerical Asso-
ciation to do when year after year civil servants have been 
at the receiving end of the annual bleat from the Chamber 
of Commerce. What has happened on thAs occasion is, of 
course, that not only has the Chamber gone too far but their 
loss of credibility, the loss of credibility of the Chamber, 
generally among the public is such that that added to the 
fact that they had gone too far, it was inevitable that 
civil servants should hit back in the way in which they have 
done. The Honourable the Leader of the Opposition very 
glibly asked that he would like to know why municipal charges 
are high. I would imagine that I have heard the reasons spelt 
out in this House ad nauseam. In so far as electricity is 
concerned the price of oil in the last six or seven years 
has gone up enormously, we have a small undertaking which 
therefore makes it more expensive to run, we wish to be 
independent in this basic undertaking and not plug in to the 
Spanish national grid, it is the price that we are paying for 
our independence therefore. Water: What does he expect 
three very dry winters, distillation and the high price, oil 
again, importation thankfully of water from Morocco, a tax 
increase last April which put the price up of the imported 
water by 4o.%, well, how could it be cheap? I think whisky 
is cheaper than water in Gibraltar. Rents: Is he in any 
doubt that private sector rents are high? I would have 
imagined, having regard to the controversy last year at the 
time when the border was due to open and the representations 
which no doubt have been made to the Select Committee, I would 
have thought that there was no room for any doubt as to the 
fact that private sector rents are high and that many, or 
some, perhaps I should say not many, some of the more unscrupu-
lous landlords saw the opportunity to make a killing last April 
and June and that has set the pace for rents in the private 
sector. The Government too has been at the receiving end in 
this respect. I don't know, Mr Speaker, about the Govern-
ent taking the lead, I think the Government can take the 

lead as we have done now and take an Initiative where duty 
is clearly a very large amount and a very large proportion 
of the price structure of the commodity but I cannot see that 
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the same argument applies in the present circumstances of 
a partial opening where duty is only 10% or 15% and profit 
margins in many cases are surely far higher than that. I 
would have far more respect for people who came to the 
Government and sa0.d: "Look, we are prepared to have a cut in 
our profit margins. We are prepared to reduce our profit 
margins by a third if the Government will reduce the duty by 
so much." But no, all that has happened other than in the 
case of cigarettes, is that there have been demands in some 
cuarters, not in the Chamber as a whole, but in some quarters, 
for the Government to take an initiative to lower import 
duties. Why, so that prices could fall as dramatically as 
they have done in the case of fruit and vegetables? Is 
that what is going to happen so that the whole blame could be -
put on the Government? Ah, the Government has lowered the 
duty therefore we are able to lower our prices. Giving the 
impression that what the Government had done was the chief 
element in such a reduction. I am not sure, Mr Speaker, that* 
the.  Government should be a party to that. The Honourable 
the Leader of the Opposition made some reference under price 
control, I think he was referring to fruit and vegetables. 
Yes, they have been the subject of price control but price 
control based on the invoices that were presented to the 
Consumer Protection Officer and I have my doubts about the 
validity of those invoices because I cannot believe that an 
invoice from suppliers in Morocco which shows a certain price 
for fruit and vegetables can be correct, can reflect the true 
picture, when we know that the price of the same fruit and 
vegetables in the Tangier market are half or a third. Some-
body was being taken for a ride, the Government and the 
consumer have been taken for a ride and I don't mind saying 
so publicly. e;  

HON P J ISOLA: 

Can the Minister say what the Consumer Protection Department 
was doing? A department that was surely set up precisely 
to prevent that. 

HON A J CAHEPA: 

The consumer protection was maintaining the price of fruit 
and vegetables at the same time for about five years - why? 
Because we knew that the price on the invoices did not reflect 
the true position. That is what we were doing, resisting any., 
further increases. But what can you do about what goes on 
in the suppliers in another part of the world outside Gibraltar, 
what control do we have? And when one hears that there are 
firms, so-called reputable firms in Western Europe who are 
prepared to put a certain figure on an invoice then what do 
you expect from people in Morocco? That is the truth of 
the matter and I do not mind saying so because I can speak 
under the protection and the privilege which the House affords 
me. I think, Mr Speaker, that in a situation where there is 
a full opening of the frontier and reciprocity then we have 
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another matter altogether, I think the Government there can 
take an initiative and I don't mind telling the House that 
last April or just before last April and June, the Govern-
ment was going to take action'to reduce import duties on.a 
wide range of items, not across the board and Iwill explain 
why in a moment we cannot do that across the board. On a 
very wide range of items we were going to have a very general 
decrease but what we are doing now with cigarettes is to 
test the market. If the fears and misgivings of the 
Financial and Development Secretary are wrong and if the 
wider political aspects which we have taken into consideration 
for making this move prove to be correct, yes, you could 
Perhaps consider similar action on small items, pens, watches, 
lighters that sort of thing, but cars, no one is going to 
buy a car in Gibraltar and take it across. I don't think 
people can take television sets across, or videos, but 
it is an area in which there might be room for movement.in 
the future, I don't know. But a general decrease across 
the board which is what the Honourable the Leader of the 
Opposition has asked for again here, which figures prominently 
in a statement which the Opposition made, I think it was on 
New Year's Day, that simply isn't on and to pretend that the 
Government can draw on reserves is not to understand the full 
position as to what the Government reserves are and I can 
explain that very quickly. We have got about L10m of 
reserves in the Consolidated Fund, L4m are owed to the 
Government so that is not available, L2m are earmarked as 
I said earlier today for the Rosia Dale and the extension of 
the Boys Comprehensive School project so we fall back on 
about -24m and I would submit, Mr Speaker, that in a position 
where the economic outlook at best is bleak, regardless of 
what the Chamber say that I have said, I say today here that 
it is bleak because I have said it publicly elsewhere, when 
we can anticipate further unemployment, higher unemployment 
in Gibraltar so that people once they have exhausted their 
13 weeks of unemployment benefit will have to fall back on 
supplementary benefits which is a charge on recurrent 
expenditure, I hoffestly don't see how the Government can 
take a gamble on a general decrease in import duties under 
present circumstances. You can be adventurous from the 
Opposition benches because ultimately you know that it is 
not the Opposition that is going to have to implement the 
measure, it is the Government that will' have to do so and 
it will be-the Government that will be answerable. It is 
just not within the realm of practical politics and 
therefore the message that has got to get out is that we . 
have got to press the British Government very hard to ensure 
that there is a full opening of the border with full reci-
procity, with full movement of goods, because if that doesn't 
come off then rather more drastic steps may be necessary 
which are going to be extremely unpopular because I agree 
with the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition that people 
going over in their thousands they now have wider areas in 
which to move, the kind of leisure activities which people 
have been deprived of for many years and to deprive people 
of that in any way, not to allow people to bring back a 
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modicum of goods,'is extremely unpopular. Already I think 
the Spanish Government have to take some steps to control 
the export of larger articles from Spain into Gibraltar, 
notably fridges which some people were carting over, settees 
and so forth. That was stopped and I won't say why, that 
was stopped and more drastic steps may have to be contemplated, 
I would hope that it wouldn't come to that and I would hope 
that with all the misgivings that the Honourable Mr Bossano 
may have about a full opening of the frontier in the 
context of the Lisbon Agreement, you know there would be 
an element of reciprocity because our economy may not be 
able to gear itself for 18 months or for two years to take 
advantage of the full opening of the border but the fact 
is that our economy under the present circumstances could 
be very slowly bled and that I think we cannot afford to 
contemplate. But this is as far, I think, the Government 
can reasonably contemplate in the present circumstances. 
If there is an early opening of the border, no doubt in 
the context of the budget and so on the Government will be 
giving very serious consideration to moving over a wider 
field. For the moment there are fears, I have had repre-
sentations from motor traders about the need for Govern-
ment to lower duty on motor cars and spares and so on, 
people are afraid thet cars are going to be bought in Spain. 
At the moment I think that particular field is under control, 
it is. only a handful, a few, that are doing this but 'with 
a full frontier opening that is another matter. People 
would then be able to go, perhaps buy a car'in Spain and 
bring it into Gibraltar and we will have to look at the 
matter again. Let me say one thing Mr Speaker, the 
Government is aware of the problem areas. We are in 
constant touch, we do know what is going on but to pretend 
that corrective action can be taken over a wide range of 
economic activity in Gibraltar is I would suggest, under 
the present circumstances, living in a fool's paradise. 

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA 

Mr Speaker, there were two things that I was very sorry to 
hear the Minister, who is after all responsible for trade, 
say. One was the lack of respect he seems to have for the 
traders for whom he is responsible. Ile is quoting in most 
general terms as if every trader in Gibraltar was you might 
say falsifying the invoices given by their suppliers.. 

Y. • 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I am becoming increasingly loath to get up and speak before 
the Honourable Major Feliza because he then twists my words 
but because the Chief Minister is not here and because I am 
the Minister for Trade, I thought that I should get up 
before him otherwise I was going to allow him to speak 
first. That I should get up before him and make a response 
from the Government side to what the Honourable the Leader 
of the Opposition had said and to what the Honourable Mr 
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Bossano had said otherwise all that we would have had from 
the Government benches would have been a prepared intro-
ductory speech of the Honourable the`Financial and Develop- 
ment Secretary. Reading Hansard the other day I noticed ' 
that on the 8th December he did precisely that, he mis-
construed remarks that I made about the media and he is 
doing precisely the same thing today, I was talking of 
invoices in a particular context, fruit and vegetables. 

MR SPEAKER: 

What the Minister did say was that if reputable firms out-
side Gibraltar were prepared to give higher invoices one 
could not be surprised that it was being dore in Morocco. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, what does it mean "if reputable firma are 
prepared to do this what do you expect from Morocco." 

MR SPEAKER: 

Will you please sit down. You have again misunderstood 
what has been said. What the Honourable Minister has 
referred to are reputable firms outside Gibraltar, and you 
are now interpreting that to mean that he has spoken in a 
derogatory manner about businessmen in Gibraltar. I think 
I have cleared the matter. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA': 

I am glad you have made the point because I am absolutely 
right. Mr Speaker, you have confirmed what I gather from 
what he has said. 

IR SPEAKER: 

With due respect, I have not confirmed what you have said, 
whatever else you may think. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Well let me explain, Mr Speaker, that the only way of 
interpreting that is that there are reputable firms who 
are supplying goods to Gibraltar. You say no, well, it 
means a reputable firm in Western Europe who supply that 
who to? What is he talking about, to Ireland, to Hong Kong, 
we are talking about Gibraltar. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Order, order. With due respect to the Honourable and 
Gallant Major Peliza that, in my opinion and I must express 
it, does not warrant you to say that what the Honourable 
Minister has said is that reputable firms in Gibraltar are 
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lending themselves to do that. What the Minister has said 
is that irrespective of what happens in Gibraltar if repu-
table firms in Western Europe do it, you must not blame 
Gibraltar because they do so. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

So what he was saying is that reputable firms here do not do 
it. Well, it is a very funny way of saying it. 

HON A J CANEFA: 

It is not what I am saying, it is what I said. Now if he 
wants to take that one step further and put whatever inter-
pretation he wants to then that is another matter that the 
Honourable Member has to answer for but I can speak and I 
can repeat what I said and Hansard will prove that, I am 
very careful with my words, Mr Speaker. • 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Anyway, that is the interpretation I got and that is the 
impression he certainly gave me. And everything he said 
about the Chamber of Commerce before that, Mr Speaker, I 
do not think that there is any love lost between the 
Minister and trade in Gibraltar because however.wrong the 
Chamber of Commerce may have been in certain of its state-
ments,.I certainly as Minister for Trade would have been 
certainly in this very serious situation of Gibraltar where 
I think we shall have to depend considerably on the private 
sector in due course particularly if there is two way 
traffic with the frontier, I would have tnought I would not 
have antagonised them. I am not going to give Way, Mr 
Speaker, I am entitled to express a view and that is my 
view. I thought he was antagonising the Chamber of Commerce 
in the way that he spoke about it earlier on. I will not 
give way, I am sorry. You had your say and I listened now 
whether you like or not what I am saying I am afraid that • 
you can either listen or shut your ears but I am entitled 
to say what I am saying. This is my view and this is the 
way that I interpreted the way that he spoke. That is one 
side, Mr Speaker. The other side for which I am also very 
sorry, is the lack of initiative and boldness on the part 
of the Government at this stage where he says that the 
situation is very bleak indeed. I must say that was not 
the impression given in the communique that was issued by 
the Government, I forget the date now, in which it said that 
there was no reason to be alarmed about the situation or 
words to that effect. I haven't got the communiqUe here 
but that is the general impression given by the comMunioue, 
that everything was going fine. Well, that's not, Er 
Speaker, what he is saying here today and in fact that is 
the impression that was given to the Chamber of Commerce 
because that is what they said there at that meeting. I 
don't think that the Chamber of Commerce was in any way 
trying to get at the Minister. 
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MR SPEAKER: 

Let us not digress from the ouestion before the House. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, I am not going to press the paint. Mr Speaker, 
we have it Seems Litm in reserve and we have a drain of 
about £7:5m a year. If £150,000 are going over a week 
that is about £7.5m a year. £7.5m, Mr Speaker, when you 

apply the multiplier to that is a hell of a lot more. 
That is the money, Mr Speaker, some of it is spent in 
buying purchases and some of it is finding its way back to 
Gibraltar, either through the frontier or now that the 
frontier is becoming apparently a little stricter, on the • 
other side of the frontier, the Police Post is becoming a 
little stricter themselves, is coming over by sea but it is 
finding its way here and not only part of that is finding 
its way here in the form of goods, but they are also being 
serviced here, they supply the goods and they service the 
goods here in Gibraltar. I don't know whether the'people ' 
who service it count as employees in Gibraltar, I don't 
think they do, but I suppose there is no way at this stage 
of controlling that. I would suggest to the Government 
that they should look into that very quickly because it is 
not doing any good either to business or to employment in 
Gibraltar. I believe it is very difficult to stop it. 
And therefore that is another important thing. Out of the 
£7.5m that are going out there is no doubt that a lot of 
that money is money that would have been spent in Gibraltar. 
The other might be savings and that perhaps is not so 
seriously affecting our economy as it would have been 
spent in any case outside Gibraltar. But part of it would 
have been spent in Gibraltar and .that undoubtedly will cause 
loss of trade and services in Gibraltar which in turn will 
cause unemployment and before it causes unemployment it 
might even cause a lowering in the salaries and wages of 
the people in the private sector. I think this is what 
my honourable friend here who said about the two nations. 
If, for instance, the civil service will be able to survive 
its present size and income, it is sure for certain, I have 
no doubt in my mind and I think the Minister himself knows 
very well, the private sector will not be able to survive 
in its present size and income. I have no douhts that that 
will be so, and already I understand firms are beginning to 
shed labour. And this will continue very qtickly and very 
seriously for the whole economy because this will have a 
secondary effect on the economy and eventually will effect 
even the Government itself as I think the Minister very 
rightly said, it will affect its funds very quickly. Mr 
Speaker, the situation in my Niew has come to stay. I do 
not see the Spaniards suddenly turning round and saying: 
"Poor Gibraltarians, let us help them, let us see if we can 
ensure that they, too, get some money going back. 
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MR SPEAKER: 

With due respect, we are debating the question of reduction 
of import duties to help the economy. We must not expand 
the debate to the whole economic situation of Gibraltar. 
Insofar as it affects, of course, the reduction of import 
duties, fair enough. 

HON MAJOR R•J PELIZA: 

I was trying to make the case, Mr Speaker, that in my view 
the situation has come to stay and that even if the frontier 
opens fully as they say, it will be part of the policy of the 
Spanish Government to try and continue the situation where 
more money leaves Gibraltar than comes into Gibraltar and 
there are many ways in which they can do it and, Mr Speaker, 
I don't want to exceed the latitude that you have so kindly 
allowed in this debate. So, Mr Speaker, the situation is 
here to stay and I think the Government knows that the 
situation has come here to stay. Isn't it time now to 
really take action, drastic action, as they will have to 
take sooner or later? Isn't it better to take it sooner, 
at least save some of that £Lm reserve because if no action 
is taken it will completely go. I would have thought to 
try - not gamble - the word is not gamble, to try and make 
use of that reserve to see if it is possible to .contain as 
much money as possible within Gibraltar of the £7.5m that go 
away. "If we bring down duty as my Honourable Friend has 
suggested, immediately the prices will come dawn. The 
market force will bring the margins,of the local trader 
willy nilly. He hasn't got to make a promise that he is 
going to do it, he will be forced to do it by the market 
forces themselves but it will help if the duty is brought 
down and it will encourage the locals to spend- the money 
here, to buy things here when he sees that he has more cr less 
got what he considers now to be a bargain rather than go 
across the border and spend money on other items. Perhaps 
if he had the choice between what he can see on the other 
side for a certain price and he can see here for a more 
reasonable price, he would rather go for the local rather 
than to the other side. And therefore, Mr Speaker, this is 
what I think my friend meant by that. Of course, there are 
I think he very rightly said, small items which individual 
visitors coming to Gibraltar will take with them. One that 
comes to mind immediately is jewellery. Mr Speaker, would 
it not be a good idea to bring down the duty on jewellez:y? 
I cannot see any gamble on that at all but I can see many 
people particularly abroad who perhaps want to change 
currency for gold because it is a more stable thing',to have 
these days, really making the best of that and this, in 
my view, could bring a lot of money into Gibraltar. I have 
mentioned that but there are others which I am sure the • 
Government might be in a position to know better than I do. 
I think if we move fast on that we might gain something.. 
The other thing that my.friend referred to about the two 
nations is very important. I can see how readily the 
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Government says you must bring down the margins in the private 
sector but have they thought of they themselves bringing 
down the maraina? This is very important,too, because if 
they bring the margins down they will help the private 
sector to bring the margins down too. And if there is a 
special effort in a crisis as we are going through now, 
employees in every quarter in Gibraltar understand the 
difficulties and will be prepared to make that special 
effort. I think the Government may find that by instilling 
enthusiasm into them, by giving them an objective, it might 
be Possible to increase productivity and therefore in turn 
reduce the cost of some of the Government services and in 
turn that will bring the prices down and, hopefully, it will 
make Gibraltar more competitive all round, Mr Speaker, this 
is what I think my Friend meant. To do that we need a lot 
of leadership from the Government and that leadership has 
not been forthcoming. I think the firstthing the Govern-
ment must do is to tell the people of Gibraltar of the 
conseouences to trade in Gibraltar, Mr Speaker. The other 
one, Mr Speaker, having done that, is to themselves show an 
example.by, as I said before, making a great effort to 
reduce the costs of their services. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, before I start on the general remarks on the debate I 
would like to clear up one point. The Honourable Mr Ganepa, 
since he took over the responsibility for Trade, has been at 
great pains to build up and has built up a very cordial 
relationship with the Chamber of Commerce over the last two 
years or so and it is rather a pity that, firstly, the Presi-
dent of the Chamber of Commerce seemed to wish to disrupt this 
cordial relationship in his remarks just recently. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I must call you to order. We are not going to have anything 
more-on that subject. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Well, it was said on that side and I felt it has to be 
cleared up. The Honourable Major Peliza did not retract 
his remarks so 2 felt it has to be cleared quite properly. 
He didn't give way. Now, Sir, on the whole question of 
the reduction of import duties it is basically not the 
time today to decide to do this. We have had three runs- 
up to the removal of the Lisbon Agreement and three complete 
failures. We are now promised once again removal of the 
Lisbon Agreement in the Spring. Well, the Spring might be 
late March, it might be early June. That is, if it comes 
off. We hope with this new Government in Spain that they 
will keep their word but if it were to be the later Period 
in the Spring, what good would a great reduction in duties 
do today? Supposing we reduce duties by 33j% on the lower 
mark-up of traders, and by the lower mark-up I am putting a 
50% mark-up over duty paid cost and many traders work on a 
higher mark-up than that, it would only mean a L.2% reduction 
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in the actual price to the consumer assuming the trader 
made no change in his mark-up. To make a good impact 
the trader would have to cut down 15% - 20%. Wouldn't 
the firstthing be for the traders to come to the Ministers 
and say: "Look, we feel there is a crisis, we feel that the 
situation can be ameliorated by a reduction of duty3and yet 
one thing must be kept in mind, they themselves have said 
in their memoire of their own, that they recognise that a 
reduction in duties in general would not be viable under 
the present Spanish restrictions so they themselves are 
saying it is not the time at the moment to make this 
reduction across the board. But if they were to come to 
the Minister and say: "On the assumption that we have an 
open Lisbon Agreement, we are willing to make a reduction 
in our profit margins of X if you will reduce your duties 
to so and so", then Government has something to grannie 
with, something to go on. At the moment what would happen 
if Government reduced duties? Well, it would mean, basically, 
that items might be a little cheaper to the people in 
Gibraltar; not to the Spaniard coming in because he finds 
all the goods here expensive anyway. Unless there are 
vast reductions he is still going to be not so interested. 
There are certain items which today come in free of duty, 
food, chocolates, medical supplies. The Spaniard doesn't 
buy them, partly because he cannot take them back and 
partly because he finds that paying 22p for a bar of choco-
late is very expensive. Of course, what happens with all 
the people who are spending the £175,000 a week over in 
Spain? Well, I do remember there was a little period in 
which there was a movement in Gibraltar that they didn't 
want the frontier open, they were going to build a brick wall 
across but when the frontier opened they found bricks were 
cheaper on the other side so they went over there to buy 
them. They are not spending their £175,000 on consumer 
goods to any great extent, that has been shown by the amount 
of duty coming in, we have only collected £11,000 worth of 
duty. If the duty is charged at 15% or 12% that only 
represents £110,000 worth of goods. The money is being 
spent on leisure and you are not going to change that 
pattern come What may. People vrill always, as they used 
to in the past, think of going somewhere else to have a meal, 
partly because there is a little excitment in going some-
where out of your own city, partly because it is also 
relatively cheaper. We have had the story which is always 
thrown across, that municipal charges are high. Well, 
there was an offer made to the Hotel Association I believe 
in which they were asked: "How much would you reduce your 
fees if all municipal charges were reduced?" and they said 
they wouldn't reduce at all, they would just increase their 
profitability. I wonder if that is the attitude that the 
trade might take? But what about these high municipal 
charges? I think my colleague has dealt with electricity 
and water but rates have not been altered, to my knowledge, 
for 10-15 years. Of course rates have gone up because the 
valuation has. gone up. 
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HON P J ISOLA: 

If the Honourable Member will give way. There are two ways 
of putting rates up, one is by putting the poundage up 
which people shout about, and the other one is by getting 
the Valuation Officer to revalue everything up and he does 
that regularly and to a very sharp extent as people find to 
their cost. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

The poundage has not altered to my knowledge for 12 to 15 
years. The valuation has increased because people are 
paying higher rents, so much so, that 5 years ago there 
used to be an indecent struggle if a shop became vacant to 
pay almost any rent to obtain it knowing, even at the high 
and inflated rent they would have to pay, the rates on that 
shop would go up 'very considerably. So if there has been 
a high increase in the municipal charge of rates, put the 
blame on the landlord not on the Government. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Yes, but the Government is the biggest landlord and it 
revalues all its properties just as much as anybody else. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

I don't think the Government is very much of a landlord as 
trading establishments. One other little point that might 
be interesting. The quality of fruit and vegetables which 
are today imported still, I understand, leaves a certain 
amount to be desired compared with fruit and vegetables 
obtainable in Spain. Therefore you are going to obviously 
have the system under which the discerning purchaser is 
going to go to the cheaper market. Now, Sir, as has been 
said, certain of the items introduced from Spain especially 
what was apparently being introduced before, refrigerators 
etc do create a measure of concern to Gove_'•nment not basica—
lly because they are items coming from another area, because 
refrigerators ere imported irrespective of where they come 
from, but where Government has a certain measure of worry is 
do these electrical domestic articles conform with the basic 
EEC standards, do they conform with the necessary provision 
of a 240 volts supply and can they basically create a certain 
measure of danger to the consumer because they are rated at 
a lower voltage, I think they are rated at 220 volts and 
they are being used almost to the limit of their capacity 
and this does give Government a certain measure of worry and 
it may be necessary at some time to make some restrictions 
on their importation. However, Sir, as I have said before 
and as has been said very clearly, now is not the time to 
reduce duties.. The time would be when the Lisbon Agreement 
comes into full operation, Government can move very quickly 
they can reduce duties without coming to this House, they 
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can monitor the situation almost from day to day, they can 
cut duties on those articles which are obviously in demand, 
keen duties on the others. The Consolidated'Fund can, of 
course, bear some losses on this but one thing that is 
obviously an idea that is worthy of comment, should one run 
down one's Consolidated Fund in the hope of protecting one's 
trade or should one run down one's Consolidated Fund by 
providing some of the social measures such as housing that 
are so urgently needed? Let us see how the situation develops 
with the reduction of cigarettes, let us see if it does 
prove to be a loss leader, let us see if the Lisbon Agreement 
comes into proper operation and I am sure the House can take 
it quite definitely that Government will move very rapidly • 
and very effectively when 'the time comes. • 

MR SPEAKER: 

Does the Honourable Financial and Development Secretary wish ' 
to reply? 

HON FINANCIAL & DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY 

Thank you Mr Speaker, I just want to make two points. I am 
quite sure that the Honourable and Learned Leader of the 
Opposition didn't mean to, as it were, knock the tobacco 
trade or the bread trade in saying that it was they who 
came aong and bashed our ears and we therefore gave way. 
This is not the case at all. It was the Chamber of Commerce 
who came and made a very strong case for cigarettes in sub—
sequent discussions that we negotiated what the price change 
would be but the move came from the Chamber of Commerce and 
not solely from the tobacco barons. On the bread side, here 
we are dealing with a staple industry. If it were to run 
down seriously and then supplies were to be cut off, 
Gibraltar could find itself in great difficulties. That is 
the reason why the Government moved on that front. With 
those two points, Sir, I commend the motion to the House. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the motion was accordingly carried. 

The House recessed at 7.30 pm. 

WEDNESDAY THE 23RD FEBRUARY, 198-1 

The House resumed at 10.50 am. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Mr Speaker, I have the honour to move the motion standing 
in my name which reads as follows: "That this House, whilst 
still opposed to the British Government's decision to close 
the Naval Dockyard — (1) considers that it is in the interest 
of the Western Alliance of the free world generally, and of 
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Gibraltar itself, that the British Naval Base at Gibraltar 
should be maintained; (2) endorses the view of the Gibraltar 
Government that in the consideration of the proposals for a ' 
commercially-operated ship-repair yard, full regard should be 
had to the essential requirements of the .Naval Base; and 
(3) trusts that, convertely, the Ministry of Defence and 
indeed the British Government as a whole, will have full 
regard - (a) in the consideration. of such proposals to the 
needs of such a yard should it eventually be agreed by all 
concerned that a commercial operation is feasible and viable, 
and (b) to such other needs as may be put forward to the 
Ministry by the Gibraltar Government in its efforts to 
diversify and strengthen the economy generally in order to 
offset the effects of the Dockyard closure". Mr Speaker, 
this arises out of a journalistic battle, so to speak, between 
the Gibraltar Socialist Labour Party, so ably and exclusively 
represented in this House, and the Government. On the 20th of 
January of this year, the Gibraltar Socialist Labour Party • 
issued a Press Release on some issues relating to the Dockyard 
and the Naval Base. On the following day I issued a statement 
on my own behalf and on behalf of my ministerial colleagues, 
commenting on this issue. On the 24th of January, the GSLP 
issues another Press Release in which, inter alia, they 
challenged me to a television debate with the Party Leader, 
Mr Joe Bossano. On that same day, I replied that the matter 
was too serious and complicated to be properly debated in a 
television interview, the time for which was necessarily 
limited, and that the proper forum for a debate was this House. 
It is in pursuance of that statement and because I feel it is 
necessary that the important issues raised should be properly 
ventilated and discussed and that each party represented in 
this House should clearly state its own position on these 
matters, that I have proposed this motion. In its Press 
Release of the 20th of January the GSLP stated that it 
rejected entirely the basis of compatibility With continuing 
naval needs as the criteria of the worth of any proposals 
being considered for an alternative to the Naval Dockyard and 
that, in my Party's view, the Gibraltar Government should not 
have accepted the inclusion of this factor by the consultants. 
I should explain here, Mr Speaker, as Members know, that the 
whole exercise regarding the defence review was that the ship 
repair part of the yard had become impracticable under the 
new defence arrangements, and I am not asserting these things, 
I am only quoting what the British Government said, but that 
the Naval Base would continue in Gibraltar despite that and, 
of course, since both were all part of one, dividing it 
required some re-arrangement. The release went on to say that 
the decisions that need to be taken to determine how Gibraltar's 
economic future is to be secured, must be taken exclusively 
from the standpoint of what is best for Gibraltar and not what 
is best for a Naval Base which, like the Dockyard, could be 
here today and gone tomorrow. Paragraphs (1) and (2) of my 
motion attempt, as concisely as possible, to reject, categori-
cally and unreservedly, the views expressed by the GSLP. 
Gibraltar has a long and glorious military history of which 
we are all so proud. This may not be to the liking of that 
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pacifist minority which prefers others to defend it or indeed 
which might not believe in defence at all. But I am certain 
that the view is not shared by the great majority of the people 
of Gibraltar who are proud of their city's military traditions 
and of its contribution to the defence of freedom against 
totalitarianism. The most recent example of this was given by 
the workers in the Dockyard in support of the British 
Government's defence of the Falkland Islands and indeed by the 
very high per capita spontaneous financial contribution of the 
people of Gibraltar as a whole. Totalitarianism, in a 
different but no less ruthless form, still threatens the world 
and I think it is my Party's policy, which I believe is 
supported by the great majority of the people here, that 
Gibraltar should continue, as in the past, to play its part in 
the defence of freedom by giving its fullest support to 
Britain's armed forces and to the Western Alliance. Gibraltar's 
great strategic importance to NATO was recently emphasised by 
Admiral William Crowe, Commander-in-Chief of the United States 
Naval Forces in Europe. Perhaps, my Hon Friend will gather 
some comfort from the fact that he said that he wished the 
Naval Dockyard should be kept open. I will not quarrel with 
that part of Admiral Crowe's remarks, I hope they are heard 
in the right quarters. But be that as it may, he did say 
that and we also recognise that importance and we are fully 
committed while we remain in office and insofar as it lies 
within our power, to ensuring that the Gibraltar Government 
should support the continuation of the British Naval Base at 
Gibraltar and should have full regard to the essential 
requireMents of the Base. I do not, Mr Speaker, accuse the 
Hon Member of pacifism. If he has that streak somewhere in-
side him, he has so far shown no evidence of it. What, then, 
is his Party's reason for rejecting, and I quote "the basis 
of compatibility with continuing naval needs"? It cannot I 
think be an ideological, socialist opposition to Western 
defence because the Hon Mr Bossano, like the rest of us, 
opposes the closure of the British Naval Dockyard. I would 
only ask here, in parenthesis, whether he would take a 
different view of a possible commercial Dockyard if we were to 
accept customers from the other'side of the Iron Curtain. 
Unless the Hon Mr Bossano, in his, reply, can give another 
reason for his own and his Party's rejection of "the basis of 
compatibility with continuing naval needs", I shall be forced 
to the conclusion that that rejection derives from a dog-in-
the manger or cut-off-your-nose-to-spite-Your-face attitude 
whidh itself stems from a deep resentment against Britain for 
its decision to close the Gibraltar Dockyard from the know-
ledge that he is unable to prevent that closure and from his 
refusal to consider any alternative on its merits. I say 
that with some reservations because I hope the Hon Member will 
will not think that I am misquoting him if I can attribute to 
him the fact that you cannot reject something until you know 
what it is. Vie do not know what it is that is being 
considered now, or rather we know the way it is going but we 
do not know what it is until the final analysis has been made. 
As I stated earlier, the GSLP Press Release states that, quote: 
"The Naval Base, like the Dockyard, could be here today and 
gone tomorrow". In my statement of the 21st January I asked 
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whether the GSLP was suggesting that because the Naval Base may 
go one day, and certainly there is no indication or suggestion 
whatsoever that this might happen, in fact, the opposite is the 
case because we know that part of the re-adjustment of the 
proposed commercialisation of the Dockyard means putting a 
considerable amount of money in re-adjusting the Naval Base so 
that they could hardly be thinking now of re-adjusting and 
retrenching into areas apart from the Dockyard or the Naval 
Base, if they were thinking of going tomorrow dr the day 
after. It might as well go now and that its current essential 
requirements should not have our full support. I hope that 
when he replies Mr Bossano will confirm or deny that this is 
his Party's view and will also clearly say whether his Party 
shares my own Party policy on the question of supporting 
British and NATO defence requirements in Gibraltar. It is 
important that the electorate should know where the Hon Mr 
Bossano and his Party stand on this issue. Sir, I have dealt, 
so far, with what one might call the philosophy of my Party 
on the defence of the free world of which Gibraltar forms a 
part. That philosophy is in itself enough reason for our 
Position. But there are two additional, more direct and 
Perhaps more immediately material reasons for our policy. I 
stated these on the 21st of January and will repeat them now. 
First, Britain has the responsibility, Quite apart from its 
wider NATO commitments, for the defence of Gibraltar as such. 
That responsibility cannot properly be discharged if people 
in Gibraltar themselves are going to impede it. Secondly, 
the Naval Base provides employment for 1,110 locally entered 
persons in Gibraltar. It has repeatedly been made clear that 
the Naval Base is to remain - the latest occasion being Mr 
Blaker's reply to a parliamentary question on the 21st 
February when he made a reiteration which has been so often 
made in Parliament on the 21st February - and it is surely 
the duty of every responsible political party to do nothing 
which would put any single one of those 1,110 jobs at risk. 
I hope, that in reply, Mr Bossano will also state clearly his 
.own and his Party's policy on Britain's responsibility for 
the defence of Gibraltar and on the desirability of preserving 
the employment of these jobs. Sir, if one examines the cir- • 
cumstances in which the GSLP release was published, one is 
forced to speculate on the possible reason for its publication. 
It will be recalled that the release was triggered off by a 
statement made by the Consultants to the effect that the major 
reason for the rejection of the Blends proposals for an alter-
native to the Naval Dockyard was that the tourist-related 
elements of that alternative were incapable of amendment to 
make them compatible with the essential requirements of the 
Naval Base. The GSLP release stated and I quote: "The Party 
is totally opposed to the closure of the Naval Yard and is 
therefore not giving support to any alternative". Why then 
should the Party care about the reasons for the rejection or 
acceptance of any of the alternatives? One can only conclude 
that the Consultants' statement was seen as an opportunity to 
make the point that the GSLP is not concerned about meeting 
the essential reouirements of the Base and wanted this to be 
known. The only possible other reason might be detected in 
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the last paragraph of the release which states, and I quote: 
"The decision that needs to be taken should determine how 
Gibraltar's economic future is to be secured must be taken 
exclusively from the standpoint of what is best•for Gibraltar 
and not what is best for the Naval Base". In my statement of 
the 21st January I said that the GSLP had not stated what 
Positive decision it would itself take to determine how 
Gibraltar's economic future is to be secured. The only 
response to that is that the statement in the GSLP Press 
Release of the 24th January to the effect, and I quote: "The 
GSLP stand by the statement that what is best for Gibraltar's 
economy cannot be determined by limiting the possibilities to 
what the MOD will allow" - and that is the end of the quota-
tion. This lack of a positive and concrete approach is per-
haps not surprising. The leader of the GSLP has consistently 
accused the Gibraltar Government of having no economic plan 
for Gibraltar. He almost gave way to the fact that we had a 
shapo of economic plan at ono stags recontly, but only oAQ0* 
He has been equally consistent in failing to respond to 
numerous invitations to reveal his own economic plan. We are 
all anxious to see what his economic plan is for Gibraltar. 
He has been invited to produce his magic solution of an 
economy that would solve all our problems but he refuses to 
divulge it and I wonder whether he is doing the right thing 
to posterity if it were to be discovered many years after now 
and I hope that he lives for 100 years at least, that he 
really had a plan that had he revealed it all the problems of 
Gibraltar would have been solved but it was this exclusivity 
of his knowledge to himself that had deprived Gibraltar of 
having a resurgence as a result of the closure of the Dockyard. 
The general principles that he says should determine Gibraltar's 
economic future are all very well but they are of little use if 
they are not demonstrated in practical plans and proposals. It 
is because the GSLP have not identified a specific economic 
reqUirement which is, or would be hampered by a•Naval Base 
that one cannot accept that the reason for the release was an 
economic one. In an interview on BBC Today programme on the 
31st March, MT Bossano was quoted as saying: "What I am 
saying is that there is no way that NATO and the Americans can 
have Gibraltar for free, make use of it, have it as a base 
stocked with computers and electrOnic devices and mass un-
employment. They cannot have the two things". Well, I might 
be prepared to agree to part of that but I do not think that • 
it is consequential to say that one is necessarily exclusive 
of the other and I think his comp'atibility mentality or non-
compatibility mentality, was exercising his mind when he made 
that statement. I cannot guess what he had in mind when he 
said this and I will not speculate further on the reasons for 
the publication of the GSLP Release. But what is important.•  
now, Mr Speaker, is that the House, that the people of 
Gibraltar as a whole and in particular those employed by the 
Ministry of Defence in Gibraltar, generally, is that we 
should know the policy of the Hon Mr Bossano and the GSLP on 
the continuation of the Naval Base and indeed of other 
British defence interests in Gibraltar. It is my hope and 
that of my party and my colleagues that he and his party will 

37- 

•e• 



share the views I have expressed on behalf of my own party and 
that he will be able to vote in favour of the motion. In any 
event I hone that he will respond fully to my invitation to 
him to explain his party's policy clearly in this House. If 
at the same time he Proposes to release his magic economic 
plan, then I think we shall be happier even still. If in 
making my own assessment of his policies on the evidence so 
far available to us I have in any way misjudged them or mis-
understood them, I shall readily acknowledge this. Sir, I 
now wish to comment very briefly on paragraph (3) of my motion 
and that is the converse part "trusts that, conversely, the 
Ministry of Defence and indeed the British Government as a 
whole, will have full regard in the consideration of such 
proposals, to the needs of such a yard should it eventually 
be agreed by all concerned that a commercial operation would 
be feasible and viable, and to such other needs as may be put 
forward to the Ministry by the Gibraltar Government in its 
efforts to diversify end strengthen the economy generally in 
order to offset the effects of the Dockyard closure". I 
imagine that the views expressed in that paragraph will not 
prove controversial in this House. They do, however, present 
the other side of the coin of the Gibraltar Government's 
support for the essential requirements of the Naval Bose and 
one which cannot be and is not being overlooked by the 
Gibraltar Government. The need for the British Government as 
a whole to have full regard to the Gibraltar Government's 
efforts to diversify and strengthen the economy in order to 
offset the effects of the Dockyard closure, is constantly in 
our minds as indeed I am sure it is in the minds of all right 
thinking people. I am sure that the British Government is 
equally conscious of that need. We will continue to press it 
in all relevant areas such as the release of land. In the 
more particular area of the consideration of proposals for a 
possible commercially-operated ship-repair yard, I am informed 
that in the consultations which have been and are being held, 
the Ministry of Defence are also conscious of the need to have 
.full regard to the reouirements of such a yard should agree-
ment on it eventually be reached,  by all concerned, and that • 
goodwill exists on the part of the Ministry. I would like to 
pause here a moment and say that in the last few weeks, per-
haps a little more, two or three months, a marked change has 
been noted in the attitude of officials - because I think the 
political will has always been there - a marked change has 
been noted in the attitude of officials dealing with these 
matters, of being helpful. I will net put it any higher, but 
having regard to previous experience in other areas it is, I 
think, worthy of note. Perhaps it is as a result of all the 
letters of the Hon Member has been sending to all the Members 
of Parliament. I do not think he believes that. Indeed, it 
might be said that in the absence of such regard, the flexibi-
lity and the viability of a commercial operation could be put 
at risk. I can release the Hon Member- from having any doubt 
about that and I can say that I know from personal authority, 
and I am not quoting anything improper, that the direction to 
be helpful to Gibraltar comes from the very top of the British 
Government, that is, the Prime Minister herself. In my state-
ment of 21st January, I said and I quote: "that the essential 
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re'ouivements of the Base should be safeguarded and that no un-
reasonable obstacle should be placed in the way". That is the 
end of what I said. I believe that the key lies in the two 
words 'essential' and 'unreasonable' and that this applies 
both to the discussions on a possible ship-repair yard and in 
the more general context of the Gibraltar Government's 
relationship with the Ministry of Defence. Difficulties 
begin when, on the one hand, it cannot be shown beyond 
question that a requirement is essential and, on the other 
hand, when the attitude of one side or the other cannot be 
regarded as reasonable. Mr Sneaker, I have made no allusion 
or comment to the snide insinuations both in the release or 
in the press that supports the party of the Hon Mr Boss'ano to 
whether I act on my own or I act on behalf of the British 
Government. I think that certainly if one is to be guided by 
the record of support of the people of Gibraltar for defence 
of the rights of the people of Gibraltar, I think that is the 
best answer I can give to those unworthy accusations. I beg 
to move. 

Mr Speaker then proposed the question In the terms of the Hon 
the Chief Minister's motion. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Since I can only speak once I want to know whether I am 
answering simply the eight Members of the Government or the 
fourteen Members of the House. It seems to me that the Hon 
Member has to some extent assumed that his analysis in 
bringing the motion and his interpretation of it is shared by 
Members on this side, if it is then I will answer all fourteen 
now. If it isn't then I would like some indication. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

I have said nothing of the kind to indicate'that but I can 
well imagine.having regard to the policy of the DPBG, that 
whilst they may not agree with the words that I have uttered 
I think that in terms of policy anybody who knows the 
political spectrum in Gibraltar would know that that is so, 
but that is a matter for other people. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Let me assure my Hon Friend I am quite happy to speak. As 
the main thrust of the Chief Minister's speech seems to have 
been obviously at the Gibraltar Socialist Labour Party, which 
is a minority party on this side of the House, as you are 
very well aware, Yr Speaker, but as the main thrust seems to 
have been at him this is why I have stayed sitting down 
thinking decidedly that he would be itching to get up and 
reply to the Chief Minister at the main thrust but it appears 
that he also wishes to reply to me. 
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MR SPEAKER: 

Perhaps Mr Bossano is awaiting your contribution to see 
whether your main thrust is levelled at him. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

He may wish to reply but I am sure my Hon Friend who 
assiduously, I think, follows all the Press Releases of the 
DPBG, and reads them through and through, will of course have 
read our own press release on this matter that was issued as 
recently as.the 10th February, 1983, so it will be very fresh 
in his mind. But let me assure him that I have stayed sitting 
down because I thought he might wish on this occasion to have 
the privilege of replying to the Chief Minister first of all. 
But, anyway, I am Quite happy to say what we think on it. Mr 
Speaker, as far as the motion is eoncerned4  what- I em going 
to do is move an amendment to it straightaway and then Speak 
on the whole motion, as emended. 

MR SPEAKER: 

You want a quick vote on the amendment. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

I won't want a quick vote on the amendment, I will speak on 
the substance of the motion having pushed in the amendment 
at the beginning so then I can speak right through on the 
views of the Opposition. 

MR SPEAKER: 

And try to avoid duplication. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

This is what I am trying to do as well. The amendment that I 
am going to move to the motion is a fairly innocuous one, Mr 
Speaker, but rather important, I think, on the issue of the 
Naval Dockyard which is of such fundamental importance not 
only now but for the future of Gibraltar and of such funda-
mental importance, again, not only to the people who work in 
the Naval Dockyard who obviously are in the front line here, 
very much so, but to the whole of Gibraltar. The amendment I 
wish to move, Mr Speaker, is to add a new paragraph (4) to • 
the motion and say: "considers that full consultation should 
take place between all the political parties represented in 
the House of Assembly before a final decision is made on the 
commercialisation of the Dockyard". Mr Speaker, I would like 
to deal with the motion paragraph by paragraph and make my 
comments. The first paragraph; "that it is in the interests 
of the Western Alliance, of the free world generally, and of 
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Gibraltar itself that the British Naval Base at Gibraltar 
should be maintained", I do not think anybody, any reasonable 
person in Gibraltar would quarrel with that first paragraph. 
I think that if anybody does I do not think he has got the 
interests of Gibraltar really at heart because it is in the 
interests of Gibraltar, it is in the interest of British 
Gibraltar, that the British presence in Gibraltar should be 
maintained to as large an extent as is possible and that is 
why, basically, I suppose most of us support the continuation 
of the Naval Dockyard in Gibraltar. But I think it is worth 
making this declaration in a motion of the House. It is worth 
making a declaration in a motion of the House because it is 
worth bringing to mind, Mr Speaker, the broader issues that 
affect Gibraltar, the broader spectrum of Gibraltar, and not 
merely talk of the parochial position of Gibraltar, of the 
internal politics of Gibraltar or anything else. Gibraltar's 
importance, Gibraltar's prosperity surely is dependent very 
greatly on its strategic position in the western world and its 
prosperity is dependent on that too. Why should Gibraltar, 
for example, have a much higher standard of living than La 
Linea or Algeciras, or the Campo Area and I think, basically, 
that is due to its strategic importance as a British Base in • 
the free world and we certainly subscribe fully to those 
principles, we do not subscribe to pettiness or pettyminded-
ness or people in Gibraltar or politicians in Gibraltar 
thinking they are bigger than the interests that command our 
situation here. An elected Member can only go so far. The 
people of Gibraltar are a mere 22,000 and they can only .go so 
far, Mr Speaker, and that is why my party has again issued a 
press release which I do not think came out on Gibraltar 
Broadcasting Corporation last night,,I think that the person 
who took it from this House must have left it in his pocket 
and not delivered it, in which we rejected entirely the 
statement made by the President of the Chamber of Commerce 
that the British Government should give Gibraltar some sort 
of independent status. We rejected it entirely on the grounds 
that it was neither politically or economically viable. Just 
because we command a lot of support inside Gibraltar it does 
not make us tin gods outside Gibraltar, it does not make us 
`big white chiefs outside Gibraltar. People know the size of 
Gibraltar, people know the strength of Gibraltar, people know 
the economic base of Gibraltar. And this is why we rejected 
the seemingly illogical approach of the President of the 
Chamber of Commerce, who in one breath was saying: "Give us 
independent status", and in the next breath was wanting sub-
stantial aid from the British Government to keep the economy 
going, commitment to Gibraltar and so forth. How you can 
reconcile that with independence I do not know. And 
similarly, in the same bated breath, I would refer to my Hon 
Friend's public sayings and I think I am sure uttered in 
moments of illusion or in moments I do not know, posiibly my 
Hon Friend was thinking of other things, talking of 
independence for Gibraltar and that the British must give all 
their land up, hand everything to Gibraltar and get out if 
they do not want the Dockyard, if they are not going to keep 
the Dockyard they had better get out of everything else. I 
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em sure that that was made in moments of passion and emotion 
because equally, Mr Speaker, that is thoroughly impractical 
because we have another.  country next door who would walk in . 
the next day and take over - unless you had a British commit-
ment to Gibraltar. And that is how we interpret paragraph (1) 
of the motion and why we support it fully. In paragraph (2) 
we now get into more different areas of interpretation. 
"Endorses the view of the Gibraltar Government that, in the 
consideration of the proposals for a commercially-operated 
ship-repair yard, full regard should be had to the essential 
requirements of the Naval Base". Well, Mr Speaker, we support 
fully the sentiment in that second paragraph and that is the 
importance of the Naval Base to Gibraltar. I know and every-
body knows that in the changing world that we live in I am' 
afraid there are no absolute guarantees in anything and at the 
end of the day you have to trust the guy you are dealing with. 
And if you don't, Mr Speaker, then I agree that you are in 
deep trouble and you must be worrying every day and you must 
spend a lot of sleepless nights. Basically, you have to 
decide whether the British Government will fulfil its pledge 
in spirit and in fact contained in the preamble to the 
Constitution and what it means. If you feel there is honour 
in British Governments or more honour, put it that way, in 
British Governments than in Spanish Governments or Soviet 
Governments or American Governments or German Governments or 
French Governments, if you feel that, then, Mr Speaker, you ' 
can sleep more restfully. I have a feeling that British 
Governments have consistently honoured their obligations by 
and large over the years and there is this commitment to 
Gibraltar. The Naval Base is, of course, as we know, part of 
a greater organisation. NATO is involved, Western Defence, 
the Free World is involved and, hopefully, as long as British 
Defence White Papers do not start cutting defence more and 
more and as long as British Defence Papers continue to agree 
that the Navy should be maintained and that they should make 
a contribution to NATO, given those circumstances, the Naval 
_Ease in Gibraltar should continue and would continue. But, 
certainly, I would be worried if a Socialist Government of 
the type of Mr Tatchell and the pacifists and anti-CND and all 
that,-I won't say all that crowd, those people of that persua-
sion, got into power it may be that they would abolish the 
armed forces altogether, get rid of the Navy. And in that 
situation I suppose the Naval Base in Gibraltar would close 
and that would be a matter for concern. But I cannot see' how 
we could expect in circumstances like that for the Naval Base 
to stay open, if the British Government of the day had decided 
that it did not need a Navy. That is the sort of imponderables 
we have got but, certainly, Er Speaker, one thing is certain 
and again talking on broader issues. Governments, and it has 
been the story and the history of British interests and 
British policy since decolonisation got into really full swing 
in the 1960's and developed in the 1970's, is that the British 
Government or a British Naval Base, or a British Military Base 
does not stay where it is not wanted. This has been a sort of 
basic principle. It happened in Malta and in Cyprus it stayed 
because the Government there have agreed that it should stay 
and,: therefore, we do in fact have some say, Mr Speaker, we do 
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in fact have some say, I think, as to whether the Naval Base 
stays in Gibraltar or other military installations, we have 
some say. I agree, in the case of Gibraltar because of our 
numbers it is not that big, but it is, I think that if the 
British Government or the British people detected an anti-
British base in Gibraltar, detected a policy coming through 
of "British get out", I think that in time, I don't say they 
would do it straightaway, because of course there are Western 
interests etc, but I don't think we should assume that 
irresponsible statements arm irresponsible policies that we 
may follow because they are popular within Gibraltar, I don't 
think we should assume, necessarily, that those policies would 
not one day, in fact, be carried out to the detriment of the 
real interest of the people of Gibraltar and the economic 
interests of Gibraltar. That is why we say we support the 
Naval Base fully but, Mr Speaker, having said that, I think 
that as a Government and as elected Members we are entitled 
to question and argue as to what the essential requirements 
of the Naval Base are. This is a matter I think that is 
important. And I think I would agree with the Hon Mr Bossano 
there, not fully, we cannot agree with what he said in his 
Press Release, we cannot agree with it fully, but I think that 
we would agree that we would expect the British Government, we 
would expect the Ministry of Defence in a reasonable manner to 
take account of the requirements of Gibraltar, the reasonable 
requirements of Gibraltar, without prejudicing the Naval Base. 
Because it is very easy to say all this is required for the 
Ministry of Defence. And you get buildings that are empty or 
you get.buildings that are not used, and in fairness there are 
also buildings of the Government that are not used and are 
empty but, anyway, the MOD say that they are required for 
defence purposes. I think there is Obviously a need for 
realistic negotiation as to what is essential for the Naval 
Base and what is not essential for the Naval Base. It may be 
very convenient, Mr Speaker, to park a frigate, or a cruiser 
in front of the Flag Officer's office in The Tower, it may be 
very convenient to do that because then the'Flag Officer can 
walk across and go on board and say: "How do you do?", but 
on the other hand if it is possible to nark that vessel some-
where else equally conveniently and not prejudicing the 
efficient functioning of the Naval Base, then it should be 
done if by parking it somewhere else we give an opportunity • 
for a better use to be made of that wharf in an area which is 
now not completely Ministry of Defence. I am not trying to 
do a rallying call, I am trying to be reasonable and I am 
trying to identify the situation. As far as we are concerned 
the Naval Dockyard stays, the whole of the Dockyard is there, 
the whole area is there, no problem. We would agree with it 
and sign for it tomorrow but once we are commercialising the 
Dockyard because the British Government no longer has a use 
for the Dockyard, and once we know, as we do know, that 
giving up the Naval Dockyard is going to make a big hole in 
our economy which has to be refilled, that we are going to 
require a lot more diversification if that same place, then I 
think a very close and sharp look must be made at what is in 
effect essential requirements. And the judge of that should 
not just be, I think, should not just be the Ministry of 
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Defence but there should be some Cabinet Committee in the 
final resort that balances the views of the essential require-
ments of the Ministry of Defence with the essential reouire-
ments as set out by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, of 
the needs of the economy and so forth. So, subject to that 
comment on essential requirements, we do endorse paragraph (2) 
of the motion. When it comes, Mr Speaker, to -paragraph (3) of 
the motion, ana what I said covers that as well: "trusts that, 
conversely, the Ministry of Defence, and indeed the British 
Government as a whole, will have full regard in the considera-
tion of such proposals, to the needs of such a yard should it 
eventually be agreed by all concerned that a commercial 
operation is feasible and viable", we go along with that 
subject to the provisos there, and this is what I would like 
to say: "and to such other needs as may be put forward to the 
Ministry by the Gibraltar Government in its efforts to 
diversify and strengthen the economy generally in order to 
offset the effects of the Dockyard closure". Now, I am going 
to speak now, Mr Speaker, on the basis that the Dockyard will 
close. I will make some general remarks at the end on that 
issue but following the motion, on the basis that the Dockyard 
is going to close, we believe that there is a very serious 
obligation on the part of the British Government, if it" is 
going to take a step that will cause such an impact on our 
economy, will cause job losses of some considerable magnitude 
and will affect the whole base of the economy, which is the 1 
Naval Dockyard, that there is a responsibility, a big 
responsibility on the part of the British Government to ensure. 
that anything that is put in its place, anything that is put 
in its place, will, in fact, be viable and will, in fact, 
sustain the economy as the British Government have undertaken 
that they should do. And therefore we would like to see and 
we have made a Press Release, Mr Speaker, following the 
arguments between the governing party and the party of my Hon 
Friend, Mr Bossano, the GSLP, we did make a Press Release on 
the question of commercialisation of the Dockyard and on the 
auestion of looking at other proposals and trying to work 
Them in with the preferred operator if it is found it should 
be viable. We say this, Mr Speaker, because we have seen 
other proposals, we have not been in, obviously, in the 
consideration of the proposals but what we have seen leads us 
to believe that assuming that after all the process of 
selection, Appledore is in fact the right person to work a 
commercial Dockyard, assuming that is correct, and that is a 
matter for a-Government decision with the British Government, 
assuming that it is correct, we feel that within that there 
is scope for other activity in that Dockyard which we stated 
in our Press Release of the 10th February related to other 
uses that have been suggested by two parties. One has been 
Blends which relates to using the part of the Dockyard for 
touristic purposes and touristic development and we have had 
a presentation, the elected Members on our side on this, and 
we were very taken by these schemes together with a scheme 
for cargo transhipment in Gibraltar which seemed to present 
new alternatives, or other alternatives, or additional alter-
natives to commercialisation. We feel that, again I am 
always talking on the question of viability and I am not 
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saying that the Dockyard should close at all, I am saying in 
that situation because I think we cannot be blind to the fact 
that it can close, that the Government should have as much of 
a diversified operation within the Dockyard as is Possible 
because once you make any commercial use of the Dockyard as 
opposed to Naval requirements or Ministry of Defence use, 
then you are undoubtedly subject to what is happening outside 
Gibraltar, you are subject to market pressures, you are subject 
to competition in other markets, you are subject to recessions, 
depressions and so forth and therefore a commercial Dockyard, 
fullstop, may not be sufficient in those circumstances. We 
think the Government should look at the other uses Put for 
the Dockyard and we have also mentioned in our communique the 
question of a solar breeder factory which we would also like 
to see investigated because again what we have heard and seen 
about that, that provides great employment opportunities. We 
think that all this should be done on a broad basis if the 
Dockyard is to be closed. It will be very difficult to keep 
eggs in one basket. Diversification will have to be the 
order of the day. In this, Mr Speaker, and that is why I come 
back to paragraph (3) of the motion, we say "that the Ministry 
of Defence and indeed the British Government as a whole will 
have full regard", because, no ouestion about it, without the 
assistance of the Ministry of Defence and the British Govern-
ment it will just not be possible to do these things and I 
think there is a need for a full hard look to be taken on the 
diversification issue, it is most important if the Dockyard is 
going to close. Finally, Mr Speaker, the last paragraph, in 
our amendment we say we consider that full consultation should 
take place between all the political parties represented in 
the House of Assembly before a final decision is made on the 
commercialisation of the Dockyard. New, Yr. Speaker, that 
paragraph we consider to be vital. Gibraltar will go through 
a traumatic change if that Dockyard is closed. The whole 
future of Gibraltar is really put in the melting• pot and it is 
our view that in such a situation it is wrong for a single 
political party in Gibraltar, for a single group of elected 
politicians, even though they represent the majority of the 
people of Gibraltar, to commit Gibraltar to a future without 
first having taken or having fully informed other parties 
representative of opinions in Gibraltar, of having informed 
them of the considerations that lead them to this decision, 
of the facts about commercialisation, of the risks that are 
involved in commercialisation, and I think we have to be very, 
very fully informed and should be fully informed on final 
decisions. We accept, and I think we have to accept the 
argument that has been put by the Financial and Development 
Secretary in the course of answering questions yesterday that 
there is a limit to the information that can be given out at 
any particular stage in time because of the confidentiality 
of the matter, of the sensitive areas involved. We accept all 
that' but I am afraid there must come a time when we must be 
let into confidence and see everything that is necessary to 
come to an informed view on the situation. I hope, Mr 
Speaker, that at the end of the day it will be possible to get 
full agreement of all elected parties, full agreement of all 
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elected representatives to what happens at the end of the day 
because I think that on matters that are roily fundamental to 
Gibraltar there must be, Mr Speaker, a way of coming to an 
agreed consensus on a situation. It may not be what one party 
wants or what the other party wants but there must be, surely, 
a way of finding a consensus on the matter. We are sorry that 
the Governor's Committee'became defunct after my Hon Friend, 
Yr Bossano, decided to leave it as he felt he could not 
contribute usefully any further to it. I think .it is a pity 
because I think if we walk out of situations too soon, we tend 
to shut doors and shut avenues of information and, also, we 
tend to stop the process of talking and trying to come to some 
consensus. My ,party's view is, we have put it out in Press 
Releases, Mr Speaker, is that we feel that the British 
Government should consider serioasly and should continue the 
Neval Dockyard in Gibraltar. We have said this, we have made 
representations to this effect, we have-talked to Members of 
Parliament, my Hon and Gallant Friend, Major Peliza, has been 
rather active in this regard in recent months but we also 
accept that at the end of the day it is a decision that- has to 

'be made by two parties, the Gibraltar Government on Gibraltar 
interests and there is also the British interests and the 
British Government's decision. Unfortunately, Mr Speaker, as 
we are not integrated with the United Kingdom, we have not got 
a vote in Parliament and at the end bf the day it is the 
British Governnwnt elected by the British people that will ' 
decide this issue. This is a fact of life and that is why we 
go and see Members of Parliament. The other day I was in 
London talking to the Chairman of the British/Gibraltar Group 
and I had the opportunity of telling one of the Noble Lords in 
the House of Commons who Mr Bossano was, he had asked: "Can I 
talk to Mr Bossano?" and I saw my Friend down the road there 
and I said: "He is over there", and this is why we go and 
sneak in the House of Commons because we recognise that the 
final decision is with London and I think that that is a 
fact of life. And if London is determined to close the Dock—
yard and London has a majority of Parliament that will support 
them in this, then it will close whatever we do, whatever we 
say. We may get bitter about it, we may decide to start an 
independence movement, we may decide to shove up this new flag 
we have just got up there and say "Gibraltar for ever, out 
British, out Spanish", and live three months afterwards or we 
may decide to say: "Well, look here, this is the problem, we 
accept the closure of the Naval Dockyard, we nave no choice 
but you shoW me that the alternative that you give is a viable 
alternative and give us a viable alternative either with the 
diversified use of the Dockyard, the commercial use of the 
Dockyard with economic aid to put the economy on a proper 
footing and you show.us because you are finally responsible 
for our economic stability, you the British Government, you 
show us that it will work". I know that it is a very, very 
difficult problem, Mr Speaker. I know we are going to have 
some very, very difficult times ahead because the day of 
decision is approaching, the day of decision is approaching 
and that is why I have out in this last paragraph urging that 
there should be full consultation between all political 
parties before a final decision is made. Mr Speaker, subject 
to the remarks I have made on the motion and the amendment I 
Propose, we will support the motion, with my amendment. 
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Mr Speaker proposed the question in the terms of the Hon P J 
Isola's amendment. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

The amendment nuts me in a slightly difficult situation, Mr 
Speaker, because I do not object to the amendment, I object to 
the motion, and therefore I feel I cannot vote against the 
amendment which is simply asking for full consultation to take 
place and, in fact, I think it must be obvious from the 
auestions I was asking earlier on in the House that I think 
that the Government is not giving out enough information. The 
Hon Member said that he accepted what the Financial Secretary 
had to say about the limit to the information that could be 
available because of the confidentiality. But when we are 
still being told on the one hand that PrIDA is now out of the. 
picture and that what they think about the prospects for 
success are'no longer relevant because the present consultants 
do not share that view, although they have not been asked and 
yet, on the other hand, we are told that their original report 
produced in August/September, 1981, is still not available, 
still confidential, then it seems to me that the analysis is 
one that it is not a question of confidentiality, it is a 
question that we are being pushed along a particular road, the 
decision has already been taken, and the process of consulta—
tion is only worth having if it is predetermined to produce 
the answer that is being looked for. As far as this amendment 
is concerned, I cannot disagree with its wording and therefore 
I am going to vote in favour of the amendment and then I think 
I can talk on the main motion, answer the points made by the 
Chief Minister, because it is quite clear, I think, from the 
presentation of the motion that the motion is more about the 
position of the GSLP than about the commercialisation of the 
Dockyard. The Hon Member said that this was the alternative 
to discussing the GSM,  policypolicy with me on television. This is 
what it is about. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

On the question of the compatibility of the Naval Base. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Right, on the compatibility of the Naval Base and in fact on 
the whole question of the attitude of the Gibraltarians to a 
continued military presence in Gibraltar which is what I am 
going to deal with later on and I am not dealing with here. 
Let me just therefore only make one point in relation to the 
things that have been raised which are different, by the Hon 
and.Learned Leader of the Opposition.in the amendment to the 
motion. And that is (1) I am grateful that he recognises 
that there is some validity in saying that the MOD cannot be 
the arbiters of what is necessary for the MOD because I think 
it is the starting point of departure of the analysis of the 
GSLP, although we go much further along that road than Mr Isola 
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is Prepared to do. I think the other thing is on the question 
of my leaving the now defunct Consultative Committee. I would 
like to give him an answer on that. I left the Committee 
because we were there, as I saw it, looking at the implica-
tions of the closure and the possible alternatives, in a 
spirit of realising the problem that would be created but 
still totally committed, as we were in the House, to say we 
did not.accept the closure and, in fact, the meeting that I 
left was the meeting where the timetable for implementation of 
commercialisation was being debated and I thought it was 
totally incompatible to be saying I am opposing something and 
at the same time discussing its implementation. It seemed to 
me that the two things could not carry on together and I 
thought it was impossible to be honestly maintaining the line 
I was maintaining outside that Committee and doing something 
different in the Committee. I did not feel I closed any doors, 
in fact, I felt I was being dragged down a particular path' 
that I was not prepared to follow and 1.am still not prepared 
to follow today. That is the reason for my leaving the 
Committee, Mr Sneaker. I will be voting in favour of the 
amendment and then I will speak on the motion. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

I think I can deal with the amendment when I reply generally. 
I have no particular reference other than the fact that the 
terms are wide enough to cover any possibility of the matter 
being considered if consulted confidentially even amongst the 
Members of the party and therefore I have nothing to say on 
that until I reply generally. I am certainly not going to 
oppose it. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Does the Hon Mr Isola wish to reply? 

HON P J ISOLA: 

No, Sir. 

Mr Speaker then put the question in the terms of the Hon P J 
Isola's amendment which was resolved in the affirmative and 
the amendment was accordingly carried. 

Debate continued on the Hon the Chief Minister's motion, as 
amended. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, I welcome an opportunity that the Hon and Learned 
Chief Minister is giving my party, in spite of its limited 
representation in the House, to explain its policy on this 
matter and indeed hopefully to persuade other Members that 
that is the correct policy to follow. I shall be dealing, 
first of all, with the analysis of the Chief Minister of what 

our policy is and bringing him back to the correct path where 
he has strayed away from it in his analysis and then, Mr Speaker, 
I shall be moving an amendment to the motion myself because in 
fact the amendment that I propose to move is one which effec-
tively states the- GSLP position and therefore, eliminates the 
position before the House at the moment. The amendment I will 
move after I have given an explanation in reply to the Chief 
Minister because in moving the amendment I want to concentrate 
on what the policy of the party is and the amendment effectively 
will be eliminating all the words after the words "This House" 
in the usual tradition of this House, Mr Speaker. Let me say 
that in giving a time-table of the controversy, an accurate time-
table of the controversy, the Honourable and Learned Chief 
Minister had not gone into sufficient detail. We have, Mr -
Speaker, to go back to the presentation made by the teams of 
consultants consisting of Coopers a L; brands, A R Belch Associate-5' 
and PEIDA, PEIDA being the neople who produced the original study, 
the study that originally analysed the consequences of the Doek- 
yard closure and the possible alternatives. PEIDA has been 
involved in the Port Study, which is also confidential, and in a 
number of other studies about other possible alternatives which 
are also all confidential. It is very difficult that we are 
expected on the one hand to give leadership to the people of 
Gibraltar, and where we have this difference of opinion we can 
only do that by leaking information Which they are not supposed 
to know, they are not supposed to know on what basis. If we 
differ in an analysis of a situation, We cannot defend different 
analyses because we are not supposed to reveal the source. 
Therefore, we have a situation where in that presentation we are 
given, MeMbers of the House, Trade Unions, Chamber of Commerce, 
and so on, invited to that presentation, are given a synopsis of 
the selection criteria used by these three firms. In that synop-
sis Mr Speaker, it says: "Selection of preferred operator. The 
proposals were evaluated against the following criteria: 
1) utilisation of resources (2) capital programme and cost 
3) naval support programme (4) extent of subsidy reouired 
5) commercial viability (6) management proposals (7) employment 
creation (8) potential contribution to income and employment for 
the Gibraltar economy".  - and one would have thought one would 
turn the page over and find (9) compatibility with Naval Base, 
but it is not there. In fact, the consultants themselves did not 
say at that stage that that was the criteria. What they did say 
was that in rejecting the Blends proposals, one of the things that 
they had noticed was that the tourist element in it was in fact 
impinging on the Naval Base, but it was not listed as one of thee-
eight sets of conditions that had been laid down. Blends then 
came out with a public advertisement rejecting the selection of 
Appledore, that is, defending its position as somebody that had 
put in a bid and been rejected, which they are perfectly entitled 
to do, and it is in that context, obviously, that the GSLP posi-
tion has to be understood. The GSLP was not saying in its 
release that it was supporting Elands or anybody else. What the 
GSLP was saying was that it did not think the Gibraltar Govern-
ment should have accepted the argument of the consultants which 
certainly was not put clearly across in the press release No. 129 
of 1982 produced by Government Secretariat. Blends, themselves, 
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say: "We fully accent and recognise that the military base 
element of employment provides for Gibraltar a high output 
economic benefit and should not be prejudiced. At a meeting ' 
with the Gibraltar Government Consultants in London on the 5th 
July we were informed that the Blends scheme raised certain 
difficulties with the area required to be retained by the Naval 
Base. Blonds subsequently offered to alter their proposals so 
as to allow Naval Base possession of the General Manager's Block, 
thus leaving the Naval Base direct access to the waterfront. 
One does not know the detailed negotiations that have taken 
place or anything like that, one goes on the basis of what had 
been published, first of all, by the Government and then by 
Blends. And then, surprisingly, because it is not a very common 
thing for consultants to put advertisements in papers, the con-
sultants come out with an advert which represents, presumably, 
the view of those who put and paid for the advert and not of the 
Gibraltar Government, and there they highlight the question of 
the incompatibility between Blends and the Naval Base. In the 
three paragraph advertisement it is the part that clearly stands 
out. They also made some references to employment and so on but 
that was on a controversial issue. We then came out with a Press 
Release which cuoted the advertisement of the consultants which 
said the tourist related elements were incapable of amendment to 
make them compatible with the essential requirements of the Naval 
Base. And we said that in our view the Gibraltar Government' 
should not have accepted the inclusion of this factor by the 
consultants. That is the essence of all that we said dbout the 
Gibraltar Government. What we were saying was that if we had 
been the Government it would not have been the consultants who 
would have decided whether Blends was incompatible or not incom-
patible with the Naval Base. The GovernmerawouldhEue taken a decision 
on what the Naval Base could have or could not have, if the 
Government has got the responsibility of looking after Gibraltar. 
That produced a three-page reaction from the Chief Minister, 
totally out of all proportion to the two lines in which we had 
mentioned them, Mr Speaker. It was not the consultants who 
defended themselves, it was the Chief Minister on his own behalf 
and on behalf of his ministerial colleagues, who then went on to 
say a-lot of things and, effectively, to challenge GSLP and 
accuse it of not having an alternative because we had said we 
rejected or we were not given support to any of the 8 alterna-
tives the consultants had been discussing. Well, that is a lot. 
of nonsense, Mr Speaker. The GSLP was the narty that brought 
the motion to the House in July, 1931. The GSLP was the party 
that at that time was prepared to take the most moderate line 
and to work together with the British Government. But already 
that approach has been tanned down by the British Government and 
it will get us nowhere if we keep on following that approach. 
So what does the Chief Minister then tell us in his advertisement? 
He tells us a lot of things. He tells us much more than anybody 
else has said before, He said: "It must be accepted as a fact 
of life that the British Government had decided to close the 
Naval Dockyard°. Then I ask the Chief Minister and the House of 
Assembly. Is it going to vote to say that we are opposed to a 
fact of life? Does not the first sentence in the motion before 
the House say we are still opposed to the closure. To the clo-
sure described on the 21st January by the same Chief Minister 
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that brings this motion to this House as something that must be 
accepted as a fact of life, then what are.we doing °Dousing it 
if it is a fact of life? What has the Govern ment done to oppose 
it so far? As far as I am concerned, Mr Speaker, the only Member 
of the House of Assembly who has paid more than lip service to 
the cuestion of opposition has been the Honourable and Gallant 
Major Peliza, whose coenitment to opposing the closure can be in 
absolutely no doubt because he is untiring in his efforts to per-
suade people in the United Kingdom that the closure should not 
be proceeded with. That is what I call opposing something, not 
simply three lines in a motion and then we all go home and go to 
sleep. And we know the process is there, we know what is taking 
place, Mr Speaker. Otherwise we have no business to be in this 
House of Assembly if we are not aware that there is no question 
of decisions waiting to be taken or analyses waiting to be done .  
or studies being done. What is happening is that there is oppo-
sition in Gibraltar and the Dockyard is not closed already, or 
in the process of closure already, because there has been opposi-
tion in Gibraltar, for no other reason. And Appledore knows and 
the British Government knows that it cannot be delivered without 
the consent 'of the people who have to do the job. We can pass 
100 motions in this House of Assembly but if nobody wants to week 
for Appledore, Appledore cannot open shop unless we are saying 
that we are going to have all the Gibraltarians out of work and 
import 500 Spaniards for the Gibraltar Dockyard which I am sure 
even those who might support commercialisation_ would consider to 
be total nonsense as an alternative. So then we replied to tae 
Chief Minister and we invited him to come on television since he 
is so interested in analysing our policy. Obviously, given the 
amount of verbiage in his coresunieue to our two-line mention of 
our view, he must, really, and I think he has shown me today in 
his introduction of the motion, Yr Speakere he almost analysed 
every fullstop and comta in the GSLP Press Release, as if it was 
chock-a-block with pearls of wisdom. I am really impressed with 
the attention the Honourable and Learned Member pays to the 
statements of the GSLP, with just one member, when we have all 
14 I don't know what is going to happen, MT Speaker. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Why aspire only to 14 when you could have 15? 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Because if I make it 15 he would Hot be able to comment at all, 
Mr Speaker, even he would be out. Having arrived at the point 
of the motion before the House which as I say is unacceptable to 
our party, I have to ask myself what is the Purpose of the motion. 
If we take it purely at face value then it may be no,more than 
having said in nublic that the proper forum for the matter to be 
debated was the House of Assembly, the Chief Minister felt it 
had to be followed up by a concrete offer to debate it by the 
introduction of the motion. If you want to nut a machiavellian 
interpretation on it, and we tend to do that in Gibraltar, per-
haps the House will forgive me if I do, then this can be seen as 
a statement of the preferred policy of the British Government as 
far as the position of the Gibraltarians is concerned. 

51. 



HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Mr Speaker, I resent that remwk because it attributes to me 
not a sincere intention in the motion but an ulterior one, as 
if I was bringing the motion at the behest of anybody else, other 
than my party, and I resent that and I hope the Honourable 
Member will realise that he has offended me by saying that and 
if it is not his intention I would ask him not to pursue that 
line. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Let me re-phrase it, Mr Speaker, so that I give less offence to 
the Honourable Member although I may not be able to avoid giving 
him any•offence at all. Let me re-phrase it. Perhaps the Hon-
ourable Member who has told this House many times that he knows 
what the British Government thinks, knows that this is how the 
British Government thinks and not that he has been told to put 
the motion in the House by anybody else. After all, he has told 
the House before, I think it was when the Honourable and Learned 
Leader of the Opposition failed to persuade him on the Friday 
about the closure of the Frontier, that without having consulted 
the Foreign Office he knew what the Foreign Office reaction • 
would be and in fact he was proved right on the Tuesday when 
they told him he could not do what he had decided to do on the 
Sunday which he had told us on the Friday could not be done, I 
am not saying that he has been ordered by Whitehall to do it, I 
am saying that this line is certainly the line, as far as I am 
concerned, that the British Government has come to expect from 
Gibraltar and as far as I am concerned, Mr Speaker, it is a line 
that the British Government will continue to find in Gibraltar 
for as long as they treat the Gibraltarians as they have treated 
them up to now. But they are not doing it any more and they 
have not been doing it since 1981. That was ouite clear from 
the statement of the Honourable Minister for Economic Development 
about their tribulations with regard to aid. The rules of the 
game are being changed, Mr Speaker, and as long as we carry on 
playing by the old rules we will lose the game. There nay be 
risks in accepting the new rules, I an not denying that, and 
therefore it is a matter of political judgement and it is a 
matter of political leadership. But the mood in Gibraltar is 
changing, let this House not be mistaken, and therefore I am sure 
that in a debate of this nature which has I think clearly been 
pointed in the direction of saying what is the way the Gibralta-
rians react to Britain's defence presence in Gibraltar, I am 
sure that this will be reported back to Whitehall, after all, 
they have their Assistant to the Deputy Governor whose mission 
in Gibraltar, as I have said on many occasions, is to report back 
to UK, although we pay his salary, one more. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

No, we do not. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

I believe his mission to be to report back to Whitehall, Mr 
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Speaker, or to the Foreign Office, 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

He is an adviser to the Denuty Governor or the link on foreign 
affairs because of the diversity of the work of the Deputy 
Governor, provided by the Foreign Office. He is not on our pay 
roll. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Oh, well, that at least is an encouraging thing. I trust that 
those who pay him insist that he sends back an accurate report 
of these proceedings. In December, Mr Sneaker, my party used 
its one political broadcast a year to tell the people of 
Gibraltar where we stood on this issue, So, in fact, what I am 
going to say in the House today which may not get es widely 
reported as I hope the audience we had for that day, will catch 
nobody by surprise. We are not attempting to water down our 
stand and this is why, in a way, I feel that there is no way that 
I can attempt to achieve a compromise or a concensus on the 
motion before the House because I think it is essential that the 
British Government should understand the degree of commitment 
that there is in our party to the stand that we have taken and 
that it is an uncompromising one, we are not prepared to water 
it down. We said in the broadcast that we had taken a stand on 
the.  question of the Dockyard from the day it was first announced 
in July, calling a public meeting and explaining to those who 
had come to that meeting which was, in fact, not very well atten-
ded, what the CSLP position was. We put those views to the 
British Government in a memorandum in,July, 1981, even before 
the PEIDA Dockyard Study had been conducted, Mr Speaker, We 
said that our views had been simply ignored by the British 
Government. They just acknowledged the fact that they had them 
and there was no response to them. And then we went on to say 
that we are not prepared to accept that we, the Gibraltarians, 
have to try and make the economy of Gibraltar work with those 
assets that the Ministry of Defence can find no better use for 
from time to time, Not only is it unacceptable in principle, 
but it is not a practical or possible way to run the economy 
efficiently. We are saying not just that we do not agree with 
it because at the end of the day if we do not agree with it and 
the Honourable Member and his party does and the Honourable and 
Learned Leader of the Opposition and his party does, what we 
are saying is that they are going to fail. We are saying 
commercialisation is going to fail, Mr Speaker, not because we 
are going to stop it but because it cannot be made to work by 
anybody. That is what we are saying. And we are saying if it 
is possible to find an alternative economic strategy-for 
Gibraltar which gives us long-term stability and economic viabi-
lity'there is only one way that it can be done and it is an 
extremely difficult thing to do, but there is only one way that 
it can be done, and that is by looking at the whole of Gibraltar, 
from Four Corners to the Lighthouse, and see what use is being 
made of every inch of ground, It is the only asset we have, 
And then we have to look at it from the perspective of saying, 
are we maximising the return that we are getting. And we have 
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to say to the MOD: "Look, there are two ways of approaching 
this, Either the British Government is responsible for Gibral-
tar's economy and then you have what you have had until now, 
that you decide what is used for what and when, and we just pick 
up the crumbs off the table". That is the way it has been going 
on all the time, 6,e are not going to change it because if we 
were trying to change it we would not be pressing for the Dock-
yard to stay open, The Chief Minister himself recognised that. 
So what we arc saying is that either the British Government has 
got the power to overrrule us and the responsibility for our 
standard of living, or we have it. We cannot have a situation 
where we are told here we cannot do anything about attracting 
ships to Gibraltar because that is a non-defined domestic matter. 
OK. We cannot do anything about that because that is not within 
our prerogative. We .are trying to borrow £10 million but we have 
not yet been given approval to borrow. We have now, Mr Speaker, 
yes, but what I am saying is that we should not find ourselves 
in a situation we were a year ago. Suppose we had not been given 
permission to borrow, then what? What do we do? We are not 
given money, we are not allowed to borrow, what do we do then? 
Well, that requires an analysis of what we arc and where we 
stand. I have no doubt where I am and where I stand and I am 
prepared to defend it all the way and let the People decide. I 
will not water it down, Mr Speaker, and I will not be put aa. 
this issue on the defensive because I think Gibraltar has got 
one chance and one chance only of survival and that is the road 
that I am urging this House to pursue. Where does the House 
stand on its opposition? This House is now going to vote for 
the motion because I imagine that however ably and eloquently 
the Honourable and Learned Chief Minister says I defend the 
position of my party in this House, and. I am grateful to him TOT 
those remarks, I may be doing it very ably and eloquently but I 
freouently fail to move anybody when the time comes to vote. I 
have not got any high hopes that my eloquence will produce a 
different result today, But let me just analyse what we 
saying in the motion. "Whilst still opposed to the British 
Government's decision to close the Naval Dockyard". Are we 
still opposed? I asked the Honourable Member a year ago, in 
March 1932, when we had come back after taking the memorandum 
to the United Kingdom, and I am quite clear what that memorandum 
was about. That memorandum was about asking the British Govern-
ment not to close in 1983. We said in that memorandum: "We are 
not telling you how long the deferment should be for but we are 
asking for a-deferment". And a deferment asked for in February, 
after a meeting with the Trade Union Movement and Mr Blakar in 
January, where Mr Blaker said in that meeting that the closure 
of the Dockyard would start in 1983 and the Chief of Fleet 
Support sitting next to him said: "Minister, start and be com-
pleted in 1933", Where the timetable that Appledore is working 
to is that redundancy notices will be issued in June because 
under the UK redundancy procedure, and there have been no nego-
tiations with the Unions on redundancy, Mr Speaker, because like 
everything else, like consultation and everything elset  the 
interpretation being given to words is something that aefies what 
one would find in a dictionary. One would have thought and I 
have always understood negotiations to mean that people start 
with different position initially and they gradually find common  

ground in the middle and shift from their initial position. 
What the Ministry of Defence understand by negotiations is that 
we sit down with them, they tell us "You can have the same as we 
gave Chatham" and we say "Yes". That is not negotiation. At 
the moment there is no agreed redundacy procedure and no agreed 
redundancy compensation with the Ministry of Defence in Gibraltar 
and at the moment the MOD is working on the assumotion that when 
the crunch comes, with or without the approval of the Unions, 
they will implement what they implemented in UK. No honest trade 
union leader or negotiator will go back to his members and say, 
"Look, this is what I have negotiated for you", when in fact all 
that has happened is that he has been told "This is what you can 
have, take it or leave it". That can be done straight with a 
member,. And that is the situation. We have a situation then 
where the Chief Minister told me last year that he did not agree 
with me, in March, that we had been told "No" when we had asked 
for a deferment. In page 334, Mr Speaker, of the Hansard of 
March, 1932. the 17th of March, he said: "No, I do not think we 
have had a no. We have had a perhaps, we have not had a no, we 
have not had a yes, we have not had a no, that is the difficulty. 
I do not think Mrs Thatcher actually is like that, The Chief 
Minister may be like that but I do not think that Mrs Thatcher 
has got any problems in saying no. She says it all the time. 
That is why we have towait and of course thewaiting cannot be 
indefinitely. The time limit is coming near. In March, the time 
limit is coming near when we have to go back for an answer, 
Well, we are now coming round the anniversary and I certainly 
did not think it would have to be beyond the anniversarT:of the 
statement he was making then .when he was talking about the time 
being near. But, in fact, a month after he said that, Mr 
Speaker, Mrs Thatcher wrote ta the Deputy General Secretary of 
the Transport and. General Workers Union on the 16th of April and 
said that to suggest that Her Majesty's Government's decision to 
close the Dockyard can be reversed or deferred would be both 
wrong and liable to discourage interested firms. Now, if that 
is not a no, well then fine, if it is not a no I am glad to hear 
it is not a no. But I think that if we have not had a no, we 
need to go back and establish whether we are getting a no or we 
are not getting a no. Because, after all that was what the 
memorandum was all about and everybody agreed that it was impor-
tant to have unity and that we should all go on the same basis 
and it meant that people like myself and the Trades Council who 
had taken a harder line agreed that we should fall into line • with the people who felt that a more moderate line had to be 
taken because it was important to have a united front. So we go 
with this united front, we come back with different versions of 
the response that the united front has produced and a yeaV later 
I do not know whether we are all now agreed that the end of the 
road has been reached on that or whether we are still at odds 
about the interpretation. Given that, Mr Speaker, I have to may 
that-my own analysis of the whole saga of commercialisation is 
that even before anybody had heard of Appledore in Gibraltar, 
Appledore had been selected. That is my analysis, Mr Speaker. 
My analysis is that PEIDA knew what they had to recommend even 
before they had arrived in Gibraltar, Mr Speaker. 
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HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

If the Honourable Member will give way. It is a matter, of 
course, for you, Mr Speaker, but the motionis about the Base, 
not about the closure of the Dockyard. If the closure of the 
Dockyard is going to be discussed here, it should be discussed 
in a sUbstantive motion. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I think it deals on the methods and effects of the closure of 
the Dockyard, other than the Naval Base. 

HON. CHIEF MINISTER: 

Yes, but the motion itself is positive on the basis of the con-
tinuation of a Naval Base and whether you have a Naval Base with 
or without the Doc yard. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Conversely, you say that the Ministry of Defence and indeed the 
British Government as a whole will have full regard in the con-
sideration of such proposals to the needs of such a yard should 
it eventually be agreed that a commercial operation_ would be 
feasible and viable, and to such other needs as may be put for-
ward to the Ministry by the Gibraltar Government in its efforts 
to diversify. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

It is not on an analysis or a post mortem on what is happening 
on the Dockyard. I don't mind, of course he can go on like that 
but, as far as I am concerned at this stage in this debate I am 
dealing mainly with the question that whether the Dockyard 
closes or does not close, we feel that the Naval Base, which he 
has made it incompatible with a commercial dockyard, his party, 
that is why the thing if brought here. We could be talking 
about PEIDA and about-everybody for months and it does not go to 
the root of the substance of the motion which is vthether without 
the Dockyard, Gibraltar or the elected Members want compatabili-
ty which is What has brought about this question, that is, 
whether we should have a Naval Base or not. The point is that 
I am not going to answer the whole question of the closure of 
the Dockyard. As far as I am concerned I will answer some of 
the personal references, of course, to try and explain what he 
was quoting, of course I will do that. But I am not going to 
answer or go into a matter when we have been answering questions 
yesterday, about the fact that the whole matter is still the 
subject of discussions and neither the British Government or the 
Gibraltar Government are committed to it. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, perhaps I would just remind the Honourable Member 
that it is this same PEIDA that I am talking about that is res-
ponsible for the advertisement that produced the controversy. 
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So I think it is very relevant if we are analysing whether 
Blonds proposals were incompatible with the Naval Base, the 
people who said that they were incompatible were these same firm 
PEIDA that I am talking about, Yr 'Sneaker. And I. have just said 
that as far as I am concerned, PEIDA knew what they had to say 
before they came to Gibraltar. And as far as I am concerned 
what PEIDA is telling the Chief Minister is What the British 
Government wants the Chief Minister told by PEIDA, that is what 
I am saying. And I think that it is very relevant to this 
motion. Yes, what the British Government wants. That is what 
I am saying. I am saying that PEIDA is at the service of the 
neople who pay them in UK, that is what I am saying, Er-Speaker, 
and so does everybody else. I have not seen the report that 
PEIDA produced. I have only seen the part of the report that 
PEIDA chose to present publicly. I am not entitled to see the 
report, Mr Speaker, as a Member of this House of Assembly. 
However, many people vote for me, I cannot see the report that 
the Chief Minister has got which decided that Appledore was not 
incompatible, but Blends was incompatible and to what extent 
they were incompatible and what loss of jobs there would be. 
The Chief Minister has said, in his defence of the consultants, 
that the GSLP position would put 1100 jobs at risk. That was 
the headline in the Post, 1100 at risk. So what are we saying, 
that if the alternative had been Blonds, the Naval Base in its 
entirety would have closed down and sacked 1100 people, or 
would it just have been the Admiral's driver. I don't know, 
because I have not seen the remort, Mr Speaker, and I am not 
entitled to see the report and I have been asked to endorse 
something; and so has every other Member of the House, which is 
based on advice which is based on a report which.we don't know. 
Perhaps, given the difficulties in which the House is.being put 
by the Honourable and Learned the Chief Minister, it might be 
an appropriate moment if I moved my alternative, Mr Speaker, and 
I move the amendment which places no such constraints on Members 
and use that as an appropriate point in which to persuade Members 
to support what I am saying. I move, Mr Speaker, that the motion 
be amended by the deletion of all the words after the word "House" 
in the first line, and the substitution of the words "is totally 
opposed to the closure of the Naval Dockyard, considers this 
policy to be against the best interests of the United Kingdom as 
well as Gibraltar, as evidenced during the recent Falklands 
crisis, and appeals to Her Majesty's Government to reconsider 
its decision. If further considers that Gibraltar's economy 
cannot be made viable through a diversification programme on the 
basis that the resources made available are determined by the 
military establishment and that, in view of the alleged value of',' 
Gibraltar to the Western Alliance, the opportunity cost of the 
military base should be identified and adequately compensated 
for". That is the philosophy of the party. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Could I have a copy of your amendment? 

HON'J BOSSANO: 

Certainly. Is that a philosophy of "British go home"? .I do not 
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think it is, Mr Speaker, No, it means stay here but not subsi—
dised by me, that iswhat it means. Because as far as I am 
concerned, if there is, as there is, Mr Speaker, at the entrance 
of Eastern Beach a military establishment which contains very 
valuable ecuipment flown in from the United States, which was 
put there, trenches dug, and the eouinment put out into the sea—
bed, and the only economic result of that particular operation 
was the three Moroccans digging the trench, we have got a piece 
of land there which I do not want to know what it is used for 
but I want to know one thing, what Gibraltar is getting out of 
it?' As long as we do not have economic problems that is fine, 
we do not change anything, but if we have economic problems and 
if we are being told we cannot depend on Britain to give us hand—
outs because, after all, the economy there is very bad and unem—
ployment there is very high and we are living in a very difficult 
world and we have to stand on our own feet, well, we might need 
that piece of land to stand on our own feet. So we should go 
along and say: "Right, this is what we would be able to do with 
that". This economic plan that the Government seems to think 
carry in my briefcase and I have very many times very patiently 
tried to explain, Mr Speaker, that I am talking about economic 
planning, which is an approach, a philosophy, to the role of 
Government. And if that Government looks at all its resources 
and decides which resources it develops as Government, which 
resources are developed by the private sector, which resources 
are used for defence purposes, and what each costs Gibraltar. 
And we do that because in fact we have no choice. We have been. 
told we have to manage on cur own and there is no way we can 
manage on our own on the present setup, Mr Sneaker. We can only 
manage on our own either by taking the responsibility and having 
the power to discharge that responsibility, or else we have to 
say to Britain.: Look, it is not on. You have to do what a lot 
of people wanted in Gibraltar a very long time ago and which 
amstill prepared to support today if somebody comes and tells me 
that the British Government has changed its mind, and that is to 
get intergration. But the position is that the British Govern—
Ment has said no to intergration and as I see it I cannot force 
them because they have towant to - intergrate with me as well as 
me wanting to intergrate with them. i cannot force them. but what 
I can tell them is that they cannot have their cake and eat it 
and that is what they are trying to do with us in Gibraltar, Mr 
Speaker, and We will not play ball with that, the GSLP will not 
play ball with that. And at the end of the day when the results 
of the present study come out and I predict what the result will 
be just like we predicted some time ago that Appledore would be 
selected, because Appledore, the individuals in Appledore, Mr 
Sneaker, were involved in the rundown in the naval base in 
Singapore, in the rundown of the Naval Dockyard in Malta, in the 
changes in Cyprus, they are experienced people that have been 
previously used to do the same job by the British Government in 
other places. That is what they are there for, because Appledore, 
Mr Snealcer, has been engaged by the British Government before they 
came to Gibraltar in a cost cutting exercise in British ship—
builders which has not been very successful, in fact, because the 
losses have been much bigger since theywent into cut costs than 
before they went in. I can tell the House that the last report 
of British shipbuilders show that on the ship repair side, British 
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ship builders since its incorporation in 1977 ... 

MR SPEAKER: 

Let us not go into the Report, 

HON J BOSSANO: 

No, I am only going to quote the figures, Mr Speaker, because 
think it is relevant. They have lost EL4.5 million as a trading 
loss, and something like £110 million at the pre—tax level. 
Given that, we are going to get the people who know this because 
they have been doing it over there, telling us that in Gibraltar 
it is different, they can make it work. Alright, well we can 
discuss it all we like here but at the end of the day, of course, 
irrespective of whether it can work or it cannot work, the people 
whose jobs are at stake are going to have to be consulted and 
this is where the Chief Minister quoted me about what I said to 
him when I saw him after Appledore had been selected. I said 
"Look, as far as I am concerned, the people in the Dockyard can—
not accept or reject something before they know what they are 
accepting or rejecting. It will have to be put in front of 
them". And my advice to the Trade Union Movement has been, and 
I have said so publicly, and I have said to the Membership, and 
I have said so to the Head Offices, I am not the policy maker 
but the advice that I am giving and the advice that I will give 
is that this is too serious a matter for anybody to take a deci—
sion for anybody else. I think the people involved have. to 
decide. 'But irrespective of what they decide, the GSLP will 
make its own political judgement and come out with its political. 
position and on the basis cn all the information that we have 
available and we probably we have as much unofficially as other 
people have officially, on that basis we are predicting that 
this is a con, that this is a failure. Even if the people accent 
it in the Dockyard, it will still fail, Mr Speaker. And if we 
thought it could succeed, we would come out Politically and say: 
"This should be agreed to, this should be supported because this 
is the answer to Gibraltar's economic problems and this can save 
our economy", even if the people did not want -to accept it, they 
are two separate issues. 'One is the issue of the man who is 
going to work somewhere on a set of conditions to do a certain 
job and it is his prerogative to decide whether he „'or-:s or he 
doesntt. You cannot direct labour in a democracy, you cannot 
say to people: "You have to work .for Appledore because the 
Government of Gibraltar wants to have a commercial dockyard or 
the British Government wants to have a commercial dockyard". 
You cannot do it, so the people there will decide whether they 
work for them or not and I have a suspicion they will vote with 
their feet. I have already told Anpledore what I think, I have 
told them already that my own judgement is that people in the 
situation that would develop if they went ahead and if their 
proposals were accepted, people would then have a situation 
where there would be first, the dole, second, Appledore, and 
then everybody else, And they would only chose Appledore if they 
have to chose between the dole and Appledore and they would only 
stay in Appledore until they find somewhere else. That is how 
the commercial dockyard would work or would not work, as the 
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case may be, Is the policy that I am putting forward to the . 
House in my amendment such a radical policy, is it an anti- 
British Policy? Does it put at risk the Western Alliance? I do 
not think itdoes. I do not think that I am in a position to- • • 
judge how good or how important Gibraltar is to the Western. 
.Alliance. Obviously, Appledore is because they chose to come 
out telling Admiral Crowe that he was completely among in his 
analysis about the• need for a Naval Dockyard, their dockyard can 
provide the 'Western Alliance with everything they need, never 
mind the Naval Dockyard. Of course,.Appledcre have got a vested -• 
interest in persuading people what a gbodddea it is. It'is a 
good idea for them, Mr Speaker, they stand to make a lot of • 
moneyoUt of it'. It is a good idea for them, 'for nobody else. • 
Now, in Our own position on this matter, what we are saying is 
what I said about the example of the installations in Eastern.  
Beach. I think the British Government has got to come clean 
With uso 'think we have to accept in this House of Assembly 
thatGibraltar is not going to stay as a oalany far evermore  aha 
it is not going to stay as it is fer evermore, that the direction 
in which we have been edged to go has been 'there all the time. • , 
In 1972, Mr Speaker, I came back to Gibraltar to stand for elec-
tion because the idea of a lease was being floated and .Gibraltar . 
was in danger and.  I am absolutely convinced in my own mind that 
that was .really true'and that it was the right decision to come 
back and I stand today in 1983 to deferid'the principles that I • • 
cans back in 1972 to defend. That, I think, in the circumstances 
of today, has got to be reflected in a stand with the British • 
Government which says: "Look, youtannot just carry-on the way 
you are going. You cannot simply abuse the.support, the loyalty, 
the Britishness and so on ofGibraltar to get away with 'murder 
in Gibraltar. which you would not get away with anywhere else". 
I do not think we can go along with a situation,where we come 
out thanking them for their £9 million aid when vie still do not 
know what we are going to be allowed to spend it on. It is not 
on. I'do not think that that million is something wahaVe 
•got to be grateful for.. On the.contrary, 'I think they have got 
a responsibility for Gibraltar which they are failing to dis-
charge, Mr Speaker. And I think that is a message that is re:-
quired to come out in this House of Assembly and it is a message 
that the Chamber, of Commerce is looking for, and it is the . 
message that the Trade Union Movement is looking for, and if 
this House fails to respond to what is the real. feeling of the . • 
people of Gibraltar outside the House, then the House of Assembly 
will be effectively unrepresentative. in the sentiments it • 
expresses to the British Government. I therefore urge the House 
to support my-amendment. 

Mr Speaker then proposed the question i n the terms of the Hon 
J. Bossano s amendment. 

rt 

The House recessed at 12.45 p.m. 

The House resumed at 3.25 p.m. 

6o.. 

MR SPEAKER: 
• . 

Well, gentlemen, I think the terms of .the amendment to the notion 
as moved by the.Honourable Mr Joe Bossano has been circulated. I 

" have proposed the, amendment to the main question and I therefore 
s now invite any contributor who wishes to•speak on it. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Mr Speaker, haVing initiated the motion before the House, I think 
I. ought to be the first ,one to speak on the amendment. ' Whilst it 
is true that on many occasions we have deleted all the words 
after "House" and put something else, it has always been of the 
nature of the business which wad before' the House. In a busy 
lunch hour I have not had time, and I am sure that if you have -
allowed it it•is perfectly alright, but I have not had time to 
look et Erskine May to see whether an amendment tethe motion • 
ears ao diverge and dbooluteaq 41Troveht trom the oub eet. 
matter of .the motion before the MoUse. 

MR SPEAKER: 

May I say that it is most certainly in order. It is the parlia-
mentary practice to allow amendments which will give a completely 
different result to whatever the main motion was and, as a matter 
of fact,.it is the parliamentary practice which is used for the 

• purposes of defeating what was first proposed to:be carried. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

I was not saying that I would 'have fdund anything. different but 
I.have not even been able to look at it." I know that you can ask 
what the Prime Minister is doing one afternoon and then'try and 
find out the rest of a number of questions which'. are not relevant. 

• MR SPEAKER: . . 

If I may quote from Erskine May at page 377, "Amendment: The ' 
'general practice with regard to amendments is explained on 

.'pages 386-92vhere such amendments only will be mentioned as are 
intended to evade an. expression of opinion upon the main question 
by entirely altering its meaning and object". 

HON CHIEF MINISTE,R: 

Well, that is one. such amendment which no doubt Erskine May . 
allows but I have still got to put it in its proper context and 
that is that the purpose of my amendment was to deal with a 
matter which had been the subject of public controversy and I 
said that this was the' forum for it, and of which I have given 
notice and on which people can prepare, whereas this amendment 
which is no dotbt one worthy of debate, long debate, on. which no 
doubt there are many views, is sprung on one, not even with a 
.copy of it, before lunchtime, which traverses completely the 
purpose of the motion. If it was going to'be a question.of the 
Dockyard then the Honourable Member would have been fully justi-
fied in bringing an amendment' so for that reason alone of course 
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we will vote against the amendment apart from the merits of it. 
Mr Brocklebank-Fowler who was here recently, said something on 
television which I think is very true. He found a considerable 
amount of agreement in sUbstance on many matters but different 
approaches to it. I think this is a typical one. The point is 
that we are completely impotent in this respect, in dealing with 
motions of this nature, because they do not take us anywhere. 
The other one may be an assertion, whether you agree with it or 
not, that it is in the interest of the Western Alliance, it is 
in our interest to have a Naval Base, but this one aims at doing 
things that would never be possible. Because, in one way or 
another, and perhaps not as crudely as put in the terms of the 
amendment, one is doing all the time. Insofar as land is con-
cerned there is no disagreement about that. Members know that 
we report occasionally what progress or what lack of progress 
is being made, it is an ongoing problem. And let it not be said 
that because Gibraltar is a colonial territory AS there grg many 
others, either under the old British Empire or in other states, 
that the people have got perhaps as it is intended here, more 
rights than the people of the metropolitan territory because it 
would be very difficult for a Member of Parliament to try and 
defend in the national context or the national interest in the 
House of Commons, to value, for example, the contribution made 
by Chatham to the defence in the past and so on and to seek 
assurances arising out of that because Chatham is going to be 
closed, and the contribution made by Chatham to defence over the 
years which has I think a slightly longer histroy than our own 
dockyard has to be measured against the general interests of the 
community. That a Member of Parliament in England would not 
stand a chance to try and get evaluated as it is attempted to be 
done here in order that we put a price on it because it is not, 
unfortunately or fortunately, however you may look at it, it is 
not entirely ours. What is ours are basic human rights included 
in the Constitution, the preamble of the Constitution, the good-
will 'of the British Government to stand by the'people of Gibral-
tar, these are all positive factors and facts of life without 
which we would not be able to be the free community that we are. 
But to go into the merits of determining the opportunity cost to 
the Western Alliance of the Military Base, "in view of the 
alleged value of Gibraltar to the Western Alliande, the oppor-
tunity cost of the military base should be identified and ade-
quately compensated for". If that does not mean that we should 
Put a price to the value we have as a base, I do not know what 
it means, if 'words mean anything. If it means something else, 
I would be delighted if the Honourable Member would clarify that 
to me. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

I thought I had already done so, but if I haven't I will do so. 
I said in introducing the motion, Mr Speaker, that there was a 
piece in Eastern Beach which provided Gibraltar exclusively with 
work for 3 Moroccans digging a trench and it is providing 
Gibraltar with nothing else at all. It has an opportunity cost,' 
opportunity cost in economics means what you are foregoing. 
That is what opportunity costs means. It means that if you have 
got today The Mount, The Mount has an opportunity cost which is 
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not the value to the Western Alliance which may be nil, but the 
cost to Gibraltar of not having something in its place. That 
is the opportunity Gibraltar is foregoing. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

I appreciate the small lecture from the economist'on that, but 
in practical terms, it is exactly the same because that little 
access to the sea for whatever device, four people dug a trench, 
that may be of no interest to put in an umbrella and a deck 
chair whereas something much more important than' that elsewhere 
which is not being so vitally used could be terribly helpful for 
the economy of Gibraltar so the whole thing is very relative. I 
am afraid that for that reason I shall deal in the substantive 
motion with some of the very interesting matters said by the 
Honourable Member. Let me say that I commend him for the case 
that he has mode froM hi„ viewpoint and I oan sympathise a let 
With the difficulties that he has to contend with es we all have 
to contend with in different spheres of our public activities, • 
but I think it departs from the main purpose and that is that 
this House should pronounce publicly on whether, having regard 
to the basis that if there is a commercial dockyard, if it is 
decided at the end of the study that there should be a commer-
cial dockyard, that that is not compatible with the holding of 
a Naval Base in Gibraltar which is the purpose of the motion 
which was to say, yes, and I think the Leader of the Opposition 
made a point much more clearly than I have made it in my own 
contribution originally because I thought, it is one of 'those 
things that one takes for granted, it is well worth repeating. 
In fact, the motion says so but not only, in fact, for the de- . 
fence of Gibraltar in the sense that,the Base is required to 
defend Gibraltar apart from defending the Western Alliance, but 
it is of the fact of the presence of a Naval Base which means 
that any attempt against that Naval Base is not an attempt 
against Gibraltar itself but against the nation that has the 
base here with is the mother nation, which is Britain. And that 
is why we feel that it is so important that a continuing naval 
presence in Gibraltar, by means of a base, that a naval presence 
has no other kind of presence but a base. If they have. a dock-
yard, ancilliary to it and so on, but the presence of the navy 
is the base in land, is the base that serves the navy, and the 
base will continue to serve the navy and the NATO countries and 
the allies of the British Government. It is the symbolism of 
that, the fact that an attack on that is an attack not on 
Gibraltar only but on the Western Alliance, that it is very 
important that the base should be there. That is what came out 
of the exchanges that I wanted to make clear and which I was 
asked, challenged if you want to call it, to go to television 
where we would have had ten minutes and then we would have Dallas 
or something else after that and the House is not only the right 
foruk to debate this matter but it is one in which is is impor-
tant that we should exchange views on matters of vital interest 
to us and even though we may differ, that is of course the pur-
pose of a legislature, the purpose of the House that represents 
the various sections of the community, to express their views on 
this matter. For that reason, and that reason alone, apart from 
the many other matters, I will not go, and I say so with res- 

63. 



pect, except as it is required for the purpose of the motion, I 
will not go into the question whether Appledore is better, 
whether Appledore was appointed previously, or that they had it 
all in their minds, it was all a big conspiracy beforehand. The 
Government haven't committed themselves yet, there is so much 
money to be put into it. However much we want that they might 
look at it again and so On, but having regard to the stage of the 
nation in the United Kingdom, having regard to the attitude that 
the British Government takes when it takes a decision and the 
extent to which they are prepared to make the people to whom they 
will be going for votes again in the not too distant future, how 
they make them suffer be it through the deprivation of National 
Health Services.by maintaining their attitude in respect of wages, 
be it by holding out on the question of the water workers who 
never had any industrial problems before and 7 or 8 milltion 
people in the United Kingdom are now told to

. 
 boil their water 

before they can drink it and others are deprived of water and 
have got to go, as.we used to do in the old days, to the fountain 
to got water and yet there is very little movement on the part of 
the Government to change its mind. I think everybody knows that 
in the United Kingdom, whether you like 'it ar not, you have a 
Government that when they make up their minds they very, very 

rarely have U-turns as they were alleged to have been doing. 
Anybody who deals with the United Kingdom would know that. I am 
hopeful, as one can always be, about a possible change, it could 
be a change of strategy or what have you. Certainly in terms of . 
a decision having been taken, to take an attitude, or rather and 
I think in that respect I think the Honourable Member did concede 
the point that I had made that it is very difficult to refuse 
something without knowing what you are refusing. Even though he 
in his knowledge and prediction tells us that it is going to 
fail, a priori, I mean there are people spending time and money 
and visits, train journeys, flying to England and coming back, 
the Financial Secretary, of other people getting together and 
looking at things, but it is all useless, if they had only asked 
Mr Bossano he would have told them that it would fail. But, 
unfortunately, things are not as simple as that because the people 
who have got to take the decisions are the people who have got to 
have the material before them and not either the hunch or the pre-
diction or perhaps the vision that the Honourable Member and Mover 
of the amendment has. So for that matter I will not deal with the 
question of the closing of the Dockyard as such because that was 
not certainly my intention in the motion but only to make clear 
the need of continuing presence and at the same time thus antici-
pating the question of the extent to which we also are.entitled 
to help, there is the conversely part of the motion where I say 
that we expect not only the Ministry of Defence but the British 
Government itself to have full regard to the matters which are 
the matters to which the Honourable Member refers but put in a 
way that is more likely to succeed in Whitehall than the terms 
of the amendment against which, of course, we will vote. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, we shall vote against the amendment. Let me say, 
straight away, that the Honourable Mr Bossano has put his case 
very powerfully there is no question about it, but it boils down 
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to the issues that I have spoken 'about when I addressed the 
House. It boils' down to is our relationship with the British 
Government to be one of bargaining, literally bargaining, how 
much is this worth to you. We think that this piece which you 
use for communications you should pay for, we think this and 
that. If the relationship is going to be how much is something 
worth to you or this must be worth to you so much, then I think 
that we have to accept the converse. If the relationship is 
based purely and simply on business lines, the British Government 
could legitimately turn round and say, right, let us do it 
businesswise. Today it is worth this tome, I'll pay you but, • 
equally, tomorrow, if it is not worth to me anything, I have no 
further responsibility in the matter, you look to somebody else 
to get you out. And we all know who that somebody else is. I 
believe that the relationship, and we belive on this side of the 
House however attractive and however emotionally appealing it 
might be to people in Gibraltar subject to the influences and 
the harangues and the speeches of the very eloquent Honourable 
Member, we believe at the end of the day the relationship be-
tween ritaIn and Gibraltar has to be one of obligations and res-
ponsibilities and we have to have them on a higher plane and 
what this motion really seeks to do, Mr Speaker, the main thrust 
of the motion is really to say, "Well, look here Britain, you 
are closing the Naval Dockyard, from now on you pay for every-
thing you have got here and we decide how much you pay and so 
forth", but it ignores the fact that we just don't have the 
muscle to uphold what we think they should pay and what we think 
they should do. It is just not there. The Honourable Mr Bossano, 
who is such an intelligent man, is just in the moon, he is living 
in the moon, unless he has some sort of deal going with somebody 
else who is going to underwrite in the event of something going 
wrong. Where is the muscle of Gibraltar? What, 20,000 people 
go out in the street and burn down The Convent and that will make 
the British Government reverse its decision, that will make the 
British Government pay for the Base and pay for this and pay for 
that? The path that the.Honourable Mr Bossano is following and 
the path that this amendment indicates is a very 'dangerous path'. 
for Gibraltar. We are not prepared to embark on that path until 
we really believe that everything was lost but we do not believe 
that is the situation, we believe that there is obligation and 
responsibility around and that is why we come straight out and 
say: "Right, he says this is the philosophy of my party, our 
short answer to that is that we reject that philosophy and that 
path". Mr Speaker, however, let me say one thing. As far as we 
are concerned, as far as we understand, the Government and cer-
tainly it is the position of my party, and as the Honourable' 
Member pointed out we have one member of our party who actively 
campaigns for this, it is the position of our party 'that the 
first preference is that the Naval Dockyard should mat close down 
and, therefore, whilst voting against this amendment, 'we our-
selves will put for the consideration'of the House, an amendment 
appealing to Her Majesty's Government to reconsider its decision. 
That we are quite happy to do and we are quite happy to put in 
because we do not want the Honourable Mr Bossano to leave this 
Chamber and tell people: "There you are, I am the only guy who 
wanted to keep the Dockyard open. I am theolay guy and every-' 
body else are really out to close this and so forth". That is 
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not the position and I think on a thing as important as the Naval 
Dockyard, although the opening sentence of the motion of the 
Government says: "Whilst still opposed to the British Government's 
decision to close the Naval Dockyard", and all that, should indi-
cate how we all feel in this House, nevertheless, I think it would 
be advisable and I certainly have no objection to putting in an 
appeal since the House is discussing it, for Her Majesty's 
Government to reconsider its decision: Having said that, I would 
like to add that if the British Government rejects our appeal, 
one must not then say as unfortunately some people will say, 
"There you are, they have let you down again". The British 
Government has put down its reasons for closing the Naval Dock-
yard, it has put it down in the context of the British Government 
Defence Review, we have a lot of things to quarrel about but it 
has put it down, it has given its reasons, we may accept them, we 
may not accept them. We can have our view but they can also have 
their view of the matter and although we are appealing 'or it end 
we hope the British Government will consider it seriously again, 
as far as we are concerned we do not take the line that the whole 
thing is pre-determined and it is all part of one big plot to be-
tray the people of Gibraltar. We do not take that view and as I 
said when I opened for the Opposition on this, if we believe 
that sincerely then I think that we would be looking elsewhere, 
and that is the harsh reality. If you believe that you are going. 
to be betrayed and you are about to be betrayed, sold, anything 
you like, then my advice is you had better make a deal with the 
only other guy in the market. That is the reality of the situa-. 
tion as we see it and we do not believe that that is the position 
and, accordingly, we cannot accept a course of action that 
commits the people of Gibraltar to a confrontation because that 
is what it really is, a confrontation with the British Govern-
ment which, if taken to its conclusion, we will not win and can-
not win. 

MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

Mr Speaker, I am only speaking once and I don't care whether I 
speak to the amendment to the amendment or the original motion, 
What I think has been coming across very clearly in Gibraltar, 
and I ao not think it has come across in this House, is that it 
appears to me that the British Government is doing us a favour 
in leaving the Naval Base here. Let me make it quite clear that 
it is not a favour, that it is not for our benefit that they are 
leaving a Naval Base. They are leaving it for themselves because 
they want it. 'Let me make it quite clear to the people of 
Gibraltar it suits us that it is going to keep 1100 jobs, it 
suits us fine but they are doing us no favour by leaving the 
Naval Base. They are doing it because they want it, because it 
suits them. If it didn't suit them they would close the Naval 
Base and they would not care two hoots for us. Which brings me .  
to the question of defence which has been mentioned in this House. 
I have heard it said from UK, from the House of Commons, from 
everybody, that we have nothing to fear from Spain because Spain 
has said that they will never take up arms, that Gibraltar is 
not worth a confrontation, so we have nothing to fear from Spain. 
We must not bother about Spain, Spain will do nothing to um. So, 
therefore, the only thing we have to worry about is the defence 
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of Gibraltar because Gibraltar has a Naval Base. I think there 
is some logic there. We only have to worry about the defence of 
Gibraltar because there is a Naval Base there, we do not have to 
worry about the Spaniards because they have said,, and they keep 
their word, they kept their word in April, 1980, they kept it 
the second time and the third time, they always keep their word, 
so we have got to accept their word, the British Government has 
already accepted their word that they will never use force of 
arms to recapture Gibraltar. So therefore we are concerned then 
with the defence of the Base which it so happens the British 
Government wants to keep here and it suits us because it is 
going to keep going 1100 jobs. Otherwise we would low that, too, 
and I am sure that the British Government if it suits their 
Defence White Paper, would not hesitate in closing down the 
Naval Base if it suited them, but it also suits us to keep that-
Naval Base. But I think that to have a Naval Base here means 
that that Naval Baae poses a greater threat to Gibraltar, I • 
don't see and I am not satisfied that that threat to Gibraltar 
which that Naval Base poses certainly from the Eastern countries, 
we are not properly defended. Gibraltar could be walked over 
right now and it would be far more difficult than the Falklands 
to recapture because we are here, they could move out into the 
hills and everything but we are here and Gibraltar is lacking in 
defence and it does not take the NATO Commander from Southern 
Command to come and say it. I have been saying it since the 
early 1960's. We have no guns which are radar controlled in 
Gibraltar, most of the radar that we have in Gibraltar is geared 
to air traffic control, it is. not geared to early warning. Just 
because they brought in a Troop of blowpipes, and they have up-
graded the 105 to the light gun 105, it does not mean that we are 
safe already. If Gibraltar has a greater danger because the 
Naval Base is going to remain here, then it is up to the British 
Government to ensure that the Naval Base and Gibraltar is better 
defended than it is now and she has to provide more troops and 
more equipment to give us that defence. The Hon Mr. Bossano 
brought up a very good point on the questionof the American 
equipment at Eastern Beach which as we know is for the detection 
of, well, I know, you might not know, Sir, but I know. Well, I 
won't say it in the House. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Let us not get too involved on the implications of the defence 
of Gibraltar. 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

They required that area and because of that area you cannot do 
anything else in that area. But now they have put an. advertise-
ment inviting prospective tenderers for an earth satellite 
station. It does not have to go to the Development and Planning 
Commission, because they are the lords and masters, so they can 
put it anywhere. They could put the earth satellite if they 
wanted probably in Main Street. And then, probably, we our-
selves would say: "Ah, but we want this piece of land for our-
selves because we want to. develop this land, we want to do it 
here And what is the answer: "Oh, yes, that is a good scheme, 
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but we have to put it somewhere else so you have to pay for the 
reprovisioning. We are not consultated as to whether they put 
the earth satellite, where they put this, where they put that. 
This is the problem with Gibraltar, that we have no say in how' 
we can use our land, this is the problem. Look at the Na L Dock, 
how long has it been out of use. • . . 
MR SPEAKER: 

With due respect, we are now debating an amendment to the motion. 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

I said I would talk on the compatibility of the Naval Base and 
that still forMs part of the Naval Base. No. 4 Dock has been 
closed for donkey's years and now it is used as a swimming pool 
for the privileged few when it could probably be brought into 
commercialisation in a small scale for small yachts and it could 
be providing work for the Gibraltarians. This is what I am saying, 
that OK, the Naval Base is required in Gibraltar because it suits 
them, it suits me too because I am Western orientated, I believe 
that there is no good Red except a dead one, except for a few 
exceptionS, but what I am trying to say, Sir, is that we are 
willing to cooperate with the British Government but the British 
Government does not cooperate with us because they still retain 
many pieces of land for the privileged few and one of the cases 
that come to mind is The Mount, that huge area of absolutely 
marvellous land for one Admiral and his family. To me, it is' 
incredible. I am sure that the Admiral in charge of Portsmouth 
or Devonport has not got a house or a garden half that size. 
But we have this colonial attitude in Gibraltar and these are the 
things that hurt me as a Gibraltarian. Because we are not making 
the full use of the only asset Gibraltar has which is the land. 
This is the problem and let us make It clear to the British 
Government that it is not a favour they are doing us, it is a 
favour they are doing to themselves because the same way that 
they treated us so callously in announcing the closure of the 
Dockyard, they would be just as callous in closing the Naval Base. 

HON MAJOR R JPELIZA: 
Mr Speaker, I think that no one dOubts how determined I am to try 
and keep the Dockyard in its place and I would do everything 
possible to try and retain it there. But it is very difficult 
with the wording that my Honourable Friend Joe Bossano has used, 
both in the amendment and in some of the things that he said, to 
go with him in this respect. I find the word "totally" at the 
beginning of the amendment difficult. What does totally really 
mean? Are we going to break with the British Government over the 
dockyard? Is that in the interest of Gibraltar to do? In -any 
case to what extent isn't one part of the same entity of which 
the British Government is. I feel I am a Gibraltarian British 
Citizen of which my mother country is Britain and of Which Gibraltar 
is part of that entity. Therefore, Mr Speaker, I am not here to 
bargain the price of the Base at all. As far as I am concerned 
the Base is mine just as much as it is British and of the people 
of Britain. I know that this is rather difficult for some 
people to understand but I feel that this is the best way of 
tackling the analysis-of this motion. it has got to be subjec-
tive. .It is subjective as far as I am concerned on my 
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patriotism as a Gibraltarian British and as a British Citizen 
who wishes .Gibraltar to remain British. To me patriotism is a 
mixture of emotionsjinterests, moral values and realism. And 
when you put all those together, to me that is patriotism. And 
if we look at our situation in Gibraltar in that'light I do not 
think we can go very far wrong, Mr Speaker, and it is with this 
attitude that I think that Gibraltar as a whole should approach 
this problem. We are, as it were, in a tug-of-war in which not 
just us are pulling one way but possibly a number of departments 
even of the British Government are pulling their awn way. You 
may find the Navy who want to spend £10 million, In the eyes of 
that particular, shall we say, civil servant, who is being told 
to save as much money as possible, he says: "I have got to take 
away £10 million from here because I can put it in the kitty and 
use it for something else. The Foreign Office says: "Well, if 
you take that away I am going to have a prdblem with Spain because 
they Will Pet open .the fro4tier beeellee they think that you are 
going to let them down so he saysi "We have to find something 
in its place, so let us have commercialisation"— And so on, and 
so on, Mr Speaker, and we are also an interested party and also • 
we have the .Government itself. Not all the Members of the 
Government perhaps are even in agreement as we all know with the 
present defence policy. Even inside the Governmentitself, even 
in the Cabinet itself there might be members of the Cabinet who 
do not agree with the present defence policy and therefore would 
like to see a bigger surface Navy and would probably like to see 
the Dockyard remaining open. As we know, Keith Speed•  wanted it 
and in fact he resigned over that. I have letters heie from 
Members of Parliament who say so themselves, that they would like 
to see the dockyard kept going. It is not as simple as it looks, 
it is very difficult. And in that respect, Mr Speaker, looking • 
at it in that light, that is the way that Imyself feel I have 
got to analyse this and I am sure that Members of my party ana-
lyse it in that light and I have a feeling that also the Govern-
ment itself sees it in that light. I grant one thing to the 
.Government. They are in the most difficult position of the lot' 
and although I pressurise them I know perfectly well that at the 
end of the day they carry the can. And if things go very wrong 
in Gibraltar and there is serious unemployment and the whole 
thing becomes chaotic, it is the Government that is going to have 
the finger pointed at them. So whilst I insist and try to get 
the Government to do something about keeping the Dockyard open, 
I realise that it is in a very difficult position indeed and I 
think it is only fair that we should see it in that light. If 
we look then, Mr Speaker, at this amendment, it says: "is 
totally opposed to the closure of the Naval Dockyard, considers 
this to be against the best interests of the United Kingdom". 
Well, I doubt whether we can sit in judgement "as towhat is in 
the best interests of the United Kingdom. We just cannot do 
that. We may make a suggestion, we may think so, I say so in 
many, of my letters I say: "You will be sorry the day you let 
that dockyard go. You may need something else and you may not 
be able to use it". But I cannot tell the British Government 
what is in their best interests. -I can only try and do this 
through the Members of Parliament• some of whom agree that it is 
in the best interests, some of whom do not agree that it is in 
the best interests to keep the Dockyard open. But if you .do go • 
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on a little further and say "in the best interests of the United 
Kingdom as well as of Gibraltar", then, yes, that little bit I 
would agree with. That it is in the best interest of Gibraltar, 
with that I think we all agree. Then it says: "appeals to Her 
Majesty's Government to reconsider its decision". I think that 
is excellent and I am sure that Mr Bossano would support tha't 
little bit even if we do not agree with the rest of his amendment, 
he will be able to go along with that. I am very glad to have 
heard . the.  Leader of the Opposition say that we hope to be 
able to introduce a small amendment to this effect in the main 
motion, Mr Speaker, and of course I am only speaking on the 
amendment, I would like to say something about that. subsequently 
on the main motion. The amendment goes on to say and this is 
perhaps where one really just cannot go with it. "Gibraltar's 
economy cannot be made viable through a diversification programme 
on the basis that the resources made available are determined by 
the military establishments". I am convinced that if the whole 
military establishment were to leave tomorrow we could not make 
this piece a viable place. I am convinced that that could not 
be possible for as long asime have next door to us a country 
which is dead against allowing us to survive. So that does not 
make sense at all. It is just not possible. They are determined, 
as we will know through the siege, through the way that they have 
opened the frontier now, through our fears that they would com—
pete with a commercialised dockyard, all those fears are there. 
How can we for one moment believe that if we were to disagree 
with the military establishment here in Gibraltar and send them 
packing the next day we would be able to get together and really 
build a wonderful prosperous little community in Gibraltar? I 
do not believe that unless there is a goldmine hidden somewhere 
under the Rock of which I used to speak about but of course, as 
you know, my goldmine was the Dockyard and still is the Dockyard, 
that was my goldmine. Not only the Dockyard, as you all know, 
in fact, the goldmine to me was the defence industry and that is 
the biggest industry that we have here and I have always felt 
very proud of participating and helping in some way in this indus—
try because this industry, happily for us, is the one that has 
maintained democracy and freedom in the world and to that extent 
Gibraltar has been contributing and I hope that we can carry on 
contributing. And this is why when they tell me that perhaps we 
should have a civilian Governor instead of a military Governor, 
I say no. 

MR SPEAKER: • 

No, no, let us not go into that new. 

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA: 

I say that to emphasise, Mr Speaker, the importance that I 
attach to the military establishments in Gibraltar whether they 
are the Naval Base, whether they are the Regiment which is defen—
ding us, whether it is the RAF in North Front, whoever they may 
be.. I think that is vital to us for the sake of being able to 
exist, for the sake of our own defence, for the sake of the de—
fence of the values and principles that we in the Western World 
I think very much appreciate and like to be able to enjoy for 
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evermore. Therefore, Mr Speaker, how can I go on then and carry 
on talking about identifying what compensation we should have?•That 
is mercenary, Mr Speaker, that is not patriotism. If we are 
going to start talking about how much we are going to ask for the 
Base and that, whether Mr Bossano has said it or not, is the impre—
ssion that this gives. Any person who reads this will get that 
impression, that we; are now trying to get a good return for allow—
ing Britain to use the Base. That is not the attitude, as I said 
from the beginning. It cannot be,'it must not be, it hasn't even 
got to be thought of. We are in the same family and this is 
purely a little internal matter of interest that one is pulling 
one way and the other is pulling the other. Of course, we have 
a lot at stake I fully agree on that and therefore we have got 
to make it known how much is at stake because it is very possible 
that the people who really have to make the final decision are 
not fully aware. I talked to many Members of Parliament who are 
100% behind us and they say it is alright because we are going 
to get £45 million to replace the Dockyard. It takes about an 
hour to explain to them all 'the problems that arise. They do not 
realise it. They say: "But you are going to be better off than. 
you are now". Some of them believe it. So it is most essential 
that we do an exercise of which I will speak about later, I hope 
that I have made my position quite clear. I am one of those that 
are determined to see that the Dockyard remains open. I will do 
everything possible, democratically, to try and achieve that. I 
can see the point or view of Mr Bossano. Sometimes when .you get 
to the point of desperation you act in a way that is not in your 
best interest. I have a feeling that that is perhaps the posi—
tion that- some people are getting into and that is a very bad , 
position to get into because you do things in the end that you 
regret. Cool down, think practdcally,,,unemotionally, and then, 
I think, decide. I hope that this is a good exercise that we are 
carrying out today. Obviously, I agree with the Chief Minister 
that it is much better. than a debate on television, at least more 
of us have been able to participate and I do hope that at the end • 
of the day, as usual, even Mr Joe Bossano will be able to vote 
with a consensus motion which will carry the full weight of all 
the represehtative bodies of Gibraltar. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I will now call on the Hon Mr Bossano to reply to the amendment. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, I was at pains to make the position of the GSLP expli—
citly clear and I said that our analysis of the situation leads 
us to the conclusion that this is the kind of leadership that 
Gibraltar regdires and is looking for, it is a leadership that we 
will provide if that is what the people want, I have to tell the 
House and I have to tell the Honourable and Gallant Meffber who 
has spoken last that I am afraid that it is not possible to have 
a consensus of this. Either we carry on the way we have been 
doing up till now, which in my judgement will lead us to disas—
ter, and I do not need to wait until Appledore reports on the 
30th of April to know that, and I think that anybody who does 
their homework will come to the same conclusion. It may be that 
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the conclusion is a very unpalatable one and that one prefers 
to stick one's head in the sand in the hope that somehow some 
miracle will happen to bail us out. There will be no miracle. 
I would like to say that I am grateful to the Honourable and 
Gallant Member, Major Dellipiani, for what he had to say. No 
doubt he will vote the way his party wants him to vote but I 
think when he was speaking he was sneaking as a Gibraltarian 
rather than as a politician and he was reflecting a sentiment 
that I hear daily from hundreds of people in the streets in 
Gibraltar, that we are being taken for a ride. And if we are 
being taken for a ride, Mr Speaker, I will have no part of it. 
If I am mistaken them, the end result will show it and I will 
have been proved wrong. If I am not mistaken I will have been 
right and it may be too late to regret the situation. But the 
policy that I am advocating in this amendment which the House is 
going to reject, is the only alternative open to Gibraltar. 
And if the Honourable Member, Major Peliia, says that even if we 
had the whole of Gibraltar at our disposal.we could not make it 
viable, then by definition we do not have to carry out any 
studies, or bring any experts, or get any consultants to find 
an alternative economic study that will make Gibraltar viable 
because if the whole of it cannot be viable, apart of it cannot 
be viable, by definition, Mr Speaker, because, in fact, if we 
have got to plan an alternative economy for Gibraltar purely 
piecemeal on what is available from time to time, that, of 
necessity, 'must be an inferior strategy. than one where we have 
at our disposal the whole of Gibraltar, and we quantify what 
each part of it was worth and where Gibraltar's economy was ade-
quately compensated for foregoing in the interest of the Western 
Alliance, whatever it went without. The opportunity cost that I 
am talking about in the motion must be obvious to anybody that 
understands the subject matter which has got to be decided. We 
are subsidising the Western Alliance and not the other way round 
because, in fact, we are not the owners of our land. The right 
to our land philosophy seems to be as weak -as the philosophy of-
opposition in the original motion. I hope the Honourable Member 
when he speaks finally on the main motion, will in fact answer 
one point that I raised in our opposition to the closure as to 
whether following what he had to say 12 months ago, that it was 
maybe, whether it is still maybe, or whether he has now accepted 
that the answer now is finally no and that nothing can be gained 
by going back. Because, on the one hand, the amendment of the 
.Honourable and learned Member, the Leader of the Opposition, that 
we should appeal must of necessity require that we should think 
that there is still a chance of the matter being reconsidered. 
We have had this business before, I think when Mr Restano intro-
duced the Opposition's views in the last budget, he was talking 
about when the final decision comes. Well, has the time of deci-
sion come or not? Because in Parliament in UK they are saying it 
is the final decision. Because in letters written by Mrs 
Thatcher she says that it is the final decision. And, certainly, 
from the way the implementation programme is being handled, be-,  
cause that is what is taking place now, there are a series of 
steps, the assets are being identified, there are dates for 
agreements to be signed, for t enders to be sent out, covering 
the whole of this year about a decision that has not been taken. 
Given that background, when I am saying that I am totally opposed, 
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I am saying that I reject that. And I hove to distinguish be-
tween what I mean by opposed and what the original motion means 
by opposed, and we do not mean the same thing. You cannot be 
opposed to something and at the same tine be involved in planning 
the implementation of the thing you are opposed to. This is why 
I left the Consultative Committee, because the Consultative 
Committee was not being consulted about anything. It was being 
dragooned into something, Mr Speaker, and I will not be dragooned, 
'and I am fairly confident that nor will the people of Gibraltar. 
Whatever appeal this House may make I think they are making a 
serious mistake in understanding the mood of the people of 
Gibraltar. The GSLP will have to take its defeat on this motion 
but it.will continue to compaign on these lines and then the 
electorate will have a chance to decide how we handle our future. 

Mr Speaker then put the question in the terms of the Hon 
J Bossano's amendment and on a vote being taken the following 
Hon Members voted in favour: 

The Hon J Bossano 

The following Hon Members voted against: 

The Hon I Abecasis 
The Hon A J Canepa 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani 
The Hon M K Featherstone 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon A J Haynes 
The Hon P J Isola 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon J B Perez 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon W T Scott 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino 
The Hon H J Zammitt 
The Hon R J Wallace 

The following Hon Member was absent from the Chamber: 

The Hon D Hull 

The amendment was accordingly defeated. 

MR SPEAKER: 

We are now back to the original motion, as amended by the Hon 
P J Isola. Any Hon Member who has not spoken to the main motion 
is now free to do so. 

HON A T LODDO: 

Mr Speaker, in rising to speak on the motion, I will try first 
of all to be brief, secondly, not to stray from the gist. I 
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would like to remind the House of a number of very hard and 
. inescapable facts Mr Speaker. The first one is that Gibraltar 
is a fortress and the reason for the existence of the people of 
Gibraltar today, and in years gone by, both under Spanish occu—
pation or Moorish occupation, has been precisely because 
Gibraltar is a fortress. We have heard over the last few Years 
the phrases Dockyard economy and fortress mentality invariably 
spoken in a derogatory manner. Well, Mr Speaker, I do not feel 
that there is anything to be ashamed of in having a dockyard 
economy if you live in a fortress, nor having a fortress menta—
lity if.  you live in a garrison town. Garrison towns and for—
tresses have been with us since the time of the Romans, if not 
before, and it is also another inescapable fact that because of 
this the base of our economy has had to be cne of defence expen—
diture. And because of this even if we do decide to diversify 
OUT economy, which we should do by all means, we must never lose 
sight of the fact that whether we like it or not, because of our 
limitations in size and numbers, the defence spending must 
always present a large portion of our economic base. We should 
also remember that defence needs will always come first. I am 
sure they came first in the time of the Spanish occupation as it 
did in the time of Gibel Traik. Having accepted these things, 
I don't think anybody can dispute them, we must also accept that 
as times change so do defence needs. And it is the changes in 
defence needs with the subsequent cuts in defence expenditure 
that are ultimately responsible for the proposed closure of 'the 
Dockyard. I do not believe that there are any sinister motives 
behind the closure of the Dockyard. I cannot believe that in a 
machiavellian plot to drive us into the-arms of Spain, Britain 
is closing Chatham and running down Portsmouth. It might be a 
fortuitous coincidence for some people, but I do not believe 
that this is the objective of the British Government. Mr 
Speaker, I believe that it is also a hard fact that the only way 
that the closure of the dOckyard will be prevented is if we can 
get Her Majesty's Government in UK to change its defence strate— 
gy. To think that w e are going to reverse a decision by merely 
saying: "No, the dockyard will not close" is to adopt the 
attitude of King Canute. Mr Speaker, I know that some people 
say that one of the-reasons why the Dockyard will have to close 
is because it is an economic issue, that is rubish. A Naval 
Dockyard has never ever been economically viable. A Naval Dock—
yard, Mr Speaker, whether here or in England or anywhere else 
in the world, a Naval 'Dockyard is an insurance policy for which 
the country must be prepared to pay. But equally, if a country 
decides to change its insurance policy then that is it. We must 
face the fact that the intended closure of the Dockyard is 
directly related to the defence cuts and they need different 
thinking in the defence strategy of the United Kingdom. I admit 
that Gibraltar is completely different to the United Kingdom. 
If we were' to equate the closing of the Gibraltar Dockyard with 
anything of equal significance for England, we should be saying: 
"Yes, the closure of the Dockyard in Gibraltar can be equated 
with the closure of ,all the Dockyards in England, half the 
steel works, three quarters of the mines, because as I said at 
the beginning, our economy is a defence based economy. Now we 
come to the hardest inescapable fact and that is that we have a 
big problem and a problem which we have not created but which 
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has been created for us. We faced a similar problem 14 years 
ago, again, a problem which -we did not create, the closure of 
the frontier, withdrawal of labour and all the other things. 
On that occasion the British Government said that they would 
stand by us, support and sustain us and see that we did not go 
under. And they did, and they kept their word. And another 
hard fact is that at the end of the day the ultimate responsibi—
lity for Gibraltar's economic and political stability, rests with 
the United Kingdom. The nolitical stability is directly related 
to economic stability. It is a well known fact that when the 
economic structure breaks down you have political unrest. Well, 
the British Government seems to think that the alternative to 
the Dockyard is commercialisation. It has not been proved to my 
satisfaction that that is a viable alternative. I do not think 
it ever will be proved because we are talking of commercialisa—
tion, we are talking of a business venture and in every business 
venture there is an amount of speculation and an amount of risk. 
You can have a calculated risk but it is a risk none the leas so 
it will never be proved. Similarly, I will never be able to 
prove and no one will ever be able to prove by talking about it 
that it will not be economically viable. But from all the indi=-
cations one can safely assume that it will not be economically 
viable. We see what is happening all over the world as far as 
shipping is concerned. We see what is happening in Spain, in 
Cadiz, to be more precise where the labour force in the dockyard 
there has been cut, those who remain in employment have accepted 
a reduction in wages, the dockyard is being heavily subsidised 
by-the Spanish Government, although you are charged for docking 
and undopking the firm is not charged whilst the ship is in dock 
and still they cannot make anything. All these, surely, are 
pointers that commercialisation will not work. 'However, I would 
say that as the onus is on the British Government, we should try' 
and get a commitment from the British Government that if at the 
end of the 5 years if we.play our pgrt through no fault of our 
own she dockyard is not cmamercially viable, we should get an 
undertaking from the British Government that it will continue to 
put work our way because the way things stand there is nothing 
at the end of the day to stop Appledore from washing its hands 
and saying: "Well, that is it, I cannot do any more for you. 
You are on your own". That, I think, is something which we could 
ask for. I think most Members of the House will remember the 
fiasco of the shipping and canning experiment carried out in 
Gibraltar, where we set up a fishing industry, trapping fish on . 
the eastern side, and canning it on the western side in a factory 
and when the Spanish Government realised how successful the 
business was, what did they do? They set up their own fishing 
traps, three or four miles down the coast and another two tiles 
out. It meant that they collected all the fish. I know I am 
digressing, Mr Speaker, but it is a lesson that should not be 
lost. As I said earlier, although we can talk of diversification, 
for me diversification means more than just Appledore otherwise 
we are taking all the eggs from one basket and putting them in 
another. I believe that consideration should be given to other 
industries in the Dockyard. But, Mr Speaker, as the Honourable 

• and Gallant Major Peliza said, at the end of the day, in the 
final analysis, the Government is left holding the baby. It is 
an invidious position to be in but that is why we have a Govern, 
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ment, At the same time they have been playing the cards very 
close to their chest. So, Mr Speaker, before I sit .down I would 
like to move the amendment which was mentioned by the Leader .of 
the Opposition earlier on, and I will read it. The amendment is 
that the motion as amended, be further amended by renumbering 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3) and (1) to (2), (3), (4) and (5) and 
inserting a new paragraph, to be numbered (1), and to read as 
follows: ."(1) Appeals to Her Majesty's Government to reconsider 
its decision to close the Naval Dockyard". 

Mr Speaker then proposed the question in the terms of the 
Honourable A T Loddo's amendment. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, let me say that I have not heard one single word from 
the Hon Member as to why we should support the amendment and I 
have heard a number of arguments as to why we should not. Because 
one of the things that he said was that there was no way we could 
reirerse the decision without getting a reverse of the defence 
policy in the UK and the amendment says that we should appeal for 
the matter to be reconsidered which he has just told us we are 
doomed to failure on. 

HON A TLODDO: 

Does the Honourable Member then suggest that we do away with that? 

MR SPEAKER: 

No, let us.not have a debate within a debate. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

I can hardly say he should not do that since that is in my 
original amendment which has already been defeated. But, of 
course, in my amendment it is part of a philosophy and the Honou-
rable Member has just rejected that philosophy. He has just told 
us that we have to understand that there is a change in defence 
strategy, that the cuts come not through any plot but because of 
the changes in defence strategy and unless the British Government 
changes its defence strategy, that is unless there is a change of 
Government, the Dockyard will not close. In the context of what 
he has said in support of the amendment, one could interpret that 
as meaning that he is appealing for us to get a change of Govern-
ment in UK, which I support entirely. I welcome the fact that the 
amendment is going to be put because it enables me at least to 
support part of the notion. I disagree entirely with the original 
motion brought to the House for the reasons that I have explained, 
Mr Speaker, I think it is a matter of approach as to how the pro-
blem needs to be tackled. I have heard nothing to make me change 
my mind but I will support this amendment. 
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HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, I think my Honourable Friend Mr Bossano has over-
simplified the position by saying that the British Government 
has changed the defence policy, therefore there is no possibility 
of ... 

MR SPEAKER: 

Mr Bossano has not said that. 

HON MAJOR H J .ezLIZA: 

What I am trying to say is that really that is an over simplifi-
cation in that, notwithstanding there has been a change in 
defence policy, within that Change it is possible to find adjust-
ment. In fact, if I see it rightly, one of the suggestions made 
by the Trades Council is something like that whereby they want 
to phase in commercial work into the dockyard. That is one thing 
that in the light of the amendment and the appeal to the Govern-.  
ment, can be considered, I would have thought. I hope that my 
Honourable Friend is supporting this wholeheartedly. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Unfortunately, I was not able to put the amendment myself be-
cause I had already put in an amendment which the Honourable 
Member has already supported. There are people who feel,,like 
my Honourable and Gallant Friend Major Peliza, who seems to be 
an optimist in these matters, who feels something can be done 
and I am sure he is going to talk about it. There are other 
Members who feel the whole process of Government decision has 
gone so far in the United Kingdom that there is not much chance 
of getting it reversed .and I think 'my Honourable .Friend, Mr 
Loddo, holds that View and I think others will hold that view. 
The reason why we move the amendment is to show and identify 
ourselves with the feeling and the aspirations of people that 
the decision should be reversed. Our first preference is for a 
Naval Dockyard, and we move the amendment in the nature of an 
appeal to the British Government. As I said before, if the 
British Government reject it to us it does not mean and will not 
mean the British Government is selling Gibraltar down the river 
because they have committed themselves to discharge their obli-
gations as far as Gibraltar is concerned and we look forward to 
the discharge of those doligations. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Mr Speaker, speaking purely on the amendment, I thix the British 
Government has been approached on many occasions from Gibraltar 
on the question of not closing the Naval Dockyard and we have 
never been very successful. However, I do not think any great 
harm is going to be done to go once more and try once again. 
Sometimes if you knock at a door twenty times and it is not 
opened, it is opened on the twenty first time. And so we are 
quite happy to support this.  amendment. I amwilling to do it 
myself but perhaps the Honourable Mover would like to do it, on 
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a question of semantics, it does seem that the last few words 
"to close the Naval Dockyard" are unnecessary because it is then 
going to read: "That this House, whilst still opposed to the 
British Government's decision to close the Naval Dockyard, 
appeals to Her Majesty's Government to reconsider its decision 
to close the Naval Dockyard", Perhaps he would like to withdraw 
the last few words and just leave it "Appeals to Her Majesty's 
Government to reconsider'its decision". 

MR SPEAEER: 

Well, I will put the question, because I do not think that there 
is any need for debate on this one, as moved by the Honourable 
Yr Featherstone, 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the affir-
mative and the Hon A T Loddo's arendment, as amended, was accor-
dingly passed, 

MR SPEAKER: 

Anyone who has not spoken to the original motion is free to do 
so. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, I haven't very much to say. Obviously, as I have just said, 
we are not going to do any harm by knocking at the door once 
more. I do think that we must not have our hopes too high of.a 
positive result. I think the British Government has gone very 
far down the road, especially with its closure of Chatham and its 
cutting down very drastically at Portsmouth, for it to reverse 
its decision on Gibraltar. However, we can of course live in 
hopes and if we were successful ih this one more attempt, then I 
am sure everybody in Gibraltar will be overjoyed. With regard 
to the full motion as proposed by the Honourable Chief Minister, 
obviously it is an absolute essential and I think it is realised 
by the British Government, that the Naval Base in Gibraltar which 
must be retained and we should press that it should be retained 
at the highest possible level. It is only, I think, common sense 
to suggest to the British Government that should we go commercia-
lised they should use our commercial base as mach as possible for 
every type of renair that they can possibly give. Not only so 
that they have a commercial yard which is capable of undertaking 
Naval work at any time, but so that western defence does have 
some other area where its ships can be adequately repaired with-
out having to go all the way back to the United Kingdom. I 
would like to take issue one little bit with the Honourable Mr 
Bossano who categorically states that commercialisation is going 
to fail. I think this is a pessimistic viewpoint. I think it 
is a viewpoint which is not going to do any good if it gets 
around amongst the ordinary man in the street in Gibraltar, why 
go into commercialisation if it is going to fail, you are going 
to get an attitude, perhaps amongst the actual workers there, 
that they are going into something that is not even worth consi- 
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dering. Singapore was faced with a similar situation and they 
rose to the occasion and the result I think has been that the 
Dockyard, on a commercial basis in SinLapore, is one of the best 
in the whole of the eastern hemisphere. I think, also, Messrs 
Appledore took over a yard in Greece which was running at a loss 
and after 2 or 3 years converted the loss into a not unreason-
able profit margin. It would seem that if commercialisation is 
going to fail, then it can only be based on three reasons. 
First, that the management is no good and it does seem that 
Appledore as managers have been successful elsewhere and there 
is no reason why they should not be here. Secondly, that the 
workers fail and I am sure the workers of Gibraltar are not 
going to fail, they can rise to the occasion they have done so 
before, and if it is something that they fully appreciate, their 
livelihood and their future and the future of their families 
depend upon, they will rise to the occasion, they have the 
skills, they have the will to work, they can make a great 
success of it. The last one of course is that no ships ... 

HON J BOSSANO: 

If the Hon Member will give way. One has only got a chance to 
speak once on this motion. At first we were told that we were 
not debating commercialisation. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I think that is not completely correct. I think you have had 
the chance to speak three times. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

On amendments, yes. I do not mind if he puts an amendment which 
will enable me to answer all the points that he is making about 
the workers, I am quite happy to take him up but.if he is going 
to make assertions about the workers' willingness to work and 
Singapore and Neorion, which nobody has mentioned before, I can 
assure him I can reftte a lot of the facts that he is quoting. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Well, those are the rules of debate in any event. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

The other thing, of course, Sir, is that no ship should come in. 
Well, that of course is to some extent the risk that one takes 
but advice is given to us that Gibraltar is on a shipping route, 
it is not unreasonable that many ships would come in here for 
refits where they can save time on their normal journeys rather 
than if they are based in somewhere like Liverpool and they have 
to spend 2 days going round to Tyneside, and 2 days back which 
are wasted time, and this has been put to me by Captains of 
ships that it is the waste of time going to actual repair or 
refit yards which makes the whole thing commercially very expen-
sive. I feel sure that we do have a reasonable opportunity to 
get the ships. I know shipping today is depressed but this is 
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a situation which has its ups and its downs. If we have our 
commercial yard, if we can convince the British Government to 
assist us with naval work, to assist us financially by subven-
ture if necessary over the first 5 years, or even longer should 
it be so required, then when the shipping situation imnroves as 
it will because the recessions alternate over perhaps longish 
cycles, ten or fifteen years, but it should.come back, perhaps 
in eight or ten.years time, we will be very favourably placed. 
The last point, I think, which is a very essential one has 
already been mentioned but I would stress it once again, commer-
cialisation should be only one of the items that we ask the 
British Government to help us in insofar as diversifying our 
economy. If the Government here, as I am sure it will, looks 
into other possible schemes and puts them Thrward to the British 
Government, let us hope thatwe get the most sympathetic reac-
tion from them and should this require areas in the dockyard 
which are not needed for commercialisation and can be given up 
by the naval area as not really necessary and useful to the via-
bility of Gibraltar as a whole, then let them treat it very 
sympathetically. I think the motion deserves• our fullest 
support. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, I will speak on the general motion. 

MR SPEAKER: 

May I remind. you that you must not repeat yourself. You have 
already spoken twice, provided you have something new to add, 
by all means. 

HON MAJOR B J PELIZA: 

Yes, certainly Mr Speaker. In fact, there are many things that 
I was going to say but I think that we have flogged the horse 
sufficiently. 

HR SPEAZER: 

I have no doubt about that whatsoever. 

HON 1.1..4ffOR R J PELIZA: 

It is not my intention to drag it on so I will try and come down 
to what I think are the bare essentials. I agree with the last 
speaker that one must not go with the impression that it is 
going to be easy, that we are going to win this battle or any-
thing like that. It is going to be very difficult and perhaps 
in the end we might come back with a compromise or whatever it 
might be. But if we are going to get anything out of this we 
certainly must be hopeful of succeeding otherwise we might as 
well throw the towel in now. I certainly am hopef'ul of succee-
ding and I do hope that the Government will be hopeful of 
succeeding and certainly I know my Friends are hopeful of 
succeeding and that is the spirit in which we should go forward. 
I will say later how I think we should try and get this appeal 
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dOne. I do not think it is just a question of writing a letter 
or anything like that. There is a lot of spadework to be done 
if at the end of the day we are going to be successful but I will 
come to that at the end, Mr Speaker. Like the last speaker has 
said before, I have no faith in a commercial project in Gibraltar. 
No faith at all. Looking at the state of world shipping, the 
facts and figures that we see in Europe and all over the world, 
I think we are starting a business which will see bankruptcies 
all around us. As a businessman, quite honestly, I would not 
-myself put a penny into that business nor do the consultants nor 
does Appledore. It is very interesting because I had a letter 
from the Minister saying that they were being sensible because 
they were going to put the money soon after they started and I 
said not only are they sensible, but they are clever because they 
are going to get money out of it whatever happens. They are . 
getting a fee, they are getting commission so, obviously, if I 
were one of them I would recommend the pro jest 2008, But you 
ask the same firm to put some money into it and they have second 
thoughts. So for all those reasons I am not convinced that 
commercialisation is the answer and if it has to be done it has 
to be done'because we have no other alternative, This is one of 
the messages that we have got to convey because the impression 
in England is now, and I can assure you of that, that we are 
going to get so much money in other respects that we are not 
going to feel the pinch: of the dockyard. Therefore, for me to 
be convinced, it is a question of looking at the reports. The 
reports are not available. I have urged the Government to make 
as many reports as possible available so that people can speak 
with knowledge of what they are saying. At the moment if v.e 
happen to be wrong it is a shame because we are wasting a lot 
of time. If those reports prove conclusively that commerciali-' 
sation is a success we are all wasting our time. I doubt very 
much whether they paint that picture because obviously both the 
navy is interested, the MOD is interested, Her Majesty's Govern-
ment is interested, the Government of Gibraltar is interested. 
So if there was anything in those reports that would make it 
clear that it was going to be a success, those would have been 
published. And if they have not been published, in my view take 
away the sensitivity of the report, blank that off, bring out 
the good points, let us have them and we would all agree, we 
would all be happy and singing and enjoying ourselves on the 
great future that we have with commercialisation. But the.fact 
that those reports are not made public or those parts of the 
report are not made public, in themselves is a sign that they 
are not in .any way conducive to a prosperous Gibraltar in the 
future. Let us forget the economic side, what the economists 
can do with figures, and believe me they can do a lot of things, 
the economists. Mr Joe Bossano knows this and he uses them now 
and again to support his ideas. We all know that.,  The Finan-
cial Secretary does it some of the time, too, And So we go 
round the table, everybody using the figures to support his case. 
I have no doubt that that sort of thing is going on now with all 
the recommendations. But, Mr Speaker,..take away the figures 
now. The actual facts. The situation in Gibraltar. Do we 
honestly believe, and I am not going to repeat it, that a nation 
that has been determined for 14 years to sink us as a community 
is going now to help us 'in any way in carrying on with a new 
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project which they can now interfere with? In the past, or 
even today, the virtue of the dockyard is that it is our econo-
mic base, the base from which we are getting money from outside 
into the community, and it is invulnerable to Spanish interfer-
ence. But we are going to give that away, and instead we are 
going to. put in its place something which the Spaniards, the 
Spanish Government, can interfere with. So we become immediate-
ly vulnerable. When we were invulnerable before now we are more 
vulnerable. Mr Speaker, that is above all the figures, whatever 
they say about the figures, now we are not any longer immune, we 
are subject to interference. Hr Speaker, we had the speaker 
here before saying that in Cadiz they had a ship repair yard, 
which has no business at the moment, or very little and this 
proves the point that there can be competition from the neigh-
bourhood to an extent that we shall not be viable or if we are 
going to be viable we are going to be working for a handful of 
rice. That is not the kind of economy that I am sure the 
British. Government would like to see in Gibraltar. It is not 
possible that they expect that sort of thing to go on here. 
That is what I mean by vulnerable. That is the way that I think, 
Mr Speaker, we can be subjected to a lot of pressure and that is 
why I say it is no longer just the economic report or the feasi-
bility or viability and all the rest of it, it is a fact that 
there will be political and economic pressures put on use  and we 
think we want to avoid that situation if possible. And this'is 
why, in fact, Mr Speaker, if we have to choose something to re-
place it, it has got to be something that can be assured 
Gibraltar can exist on without outside interference. I prefer, 
certainly, if it has to be replaced by something, by something 
which is diversified, and if one goes under the other will float 
because in the present world there are times when there are cer-
tain industries which are on the rise and others which are on 
the way down and by not having all the eggs in one basket, Mr 
Speaker, we have *a better chance of survival and in that respect 
Mr Speaker, I think that it is not advisable, Furthermore if we 
'have to havea commercial dockyard, why should not the 
British Government themselves run it? Why pass it on to the 
Gibraltar Government? And so, they become responsible to see 
that it works. I wonder what they would say to that? Would they 
then see the Appledore recommendation in a different light? I 
wonder if the Chief Minister could suggest it to somebody. 'That 
would happen then? It has been suggested, has it? Well, fine, 
this is it, and what is the reply? No, so it is obvious, Mr 
Speaker; I am just trying to make the point, that it is not as. 
viable as they say. Or are they prepared, not just for the first 
5 years, but as time goes by, to counter any subsidy that Spain 
may' be giving to the nearby shipyards. Will they be prepared to 
carry on indefinitely with the support and sustain nolicy, re-• 
gardless of• whether the frontier opens or not? Because as far as 
I know the policy of supporting the sustaining Gibraltar comes to 
an end the moment the restrictions are up. And we all know that 
if the restrictions are up at the same time as the dockyard 
closes, we find ourselves in the most difficult situation of the 
lot. The Chief Minister said, and it is true, that the closure 
of the dockyard was potentially catastrophic, that is what he 
told the Governor when he arrived here, potentially catastrophic, 
those were the words of the Chief Minister. And in the New 
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Year's message he said it was a blew for Gibraltar. This we 
all know, there is no question about it. What we have to do, 
therefore, and now I come to what I said I would say before, is 
how do we bring this message to people in Parliament who I know 
are not fully informed of the situation. It is no use making 
an appeal to the Government without preparing the ground before-
hand. We have to build up support in both Houses,of Parliament 
and when we know that we have that support, then We make our 
appeal. I think that the British Government will find it very 
difficult to reject the appeal out of hand. But this is where 
I think we need coordination and we need a united effort from 
all the Members of this House and all the bodies in Gibraltar. 
It needs coordination. As far as I am concerned, the little I 
can do at the other end I will do, as you can well imagine, 
wholeheartedly. If we get together, I am convinced that we shall 
have lots and lots of Members of Parliament both inside the group 
and outside the Gibraltar group and Members of the House of 
Lords, who will rally to our cause. I have letters here, I an 
not going to read them, Mr Speaker, but any Member of the House 
of Assembly is welcome to see them. They will see the support 
there is. Mr Speaker, whilst there is life, there is hope, I 
think the dockyard still has life so let us try and make sure 
that we can keep it going. And if at the end we can't, through 
oar efforts we shall be Pile to get a better deal than if we 
don't do enough. I think that whatever happens, if we make this 
appeal, at the end of the day we shall get more than if you just 
sit down at the table, as we are now, and more or less hope for 
the best in the negotiations going round the table. 

HON A J.  CAHEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I found myself very much in agreement with most of 
what the Honourable Tony Ioedo had to say. I agree with him as 
well. There is nothing shameful in the proud military history 
which Gibraltar has had as a fortress. The only thing is that 
all that has happened because it suited Britain, and it happens 
that particularly more recently, as the people of Gibraltar deve- 
lop their own identity, it also has saited us in •the 1E15'6 few 
decades Particlirly during this contany, and it would cOntinne 
to suit us that Britain should continue to have the same level 
of commitment to Gibraltar through defence spending as has been 
the case up until now. Unfortunately, however, it i8 my view 
that in the past Her Majesty's Government has done very little' 
to diversify the economy of the territory that she was respon-
sible for and the people that she was responsible far, just as 
in fact they did very little to meet the social needs of the 
people of Gibraltar before the second World War. You now have 
the instance of what has happened with Development Aid. I 
think it is perhaps true to describe what we have received as 
too little and too D ate. £25 million to be spent aa.00mmercia-
lisation by way of capital investment and a naval support 
programme is fine but there are no guarantees attached7that and 
I am very fearful about what is going to happen;  firstly, to the 
hundreds that are going to find themselves without a job at the 
end of 1983, whether commercialisation goes through or not. I 
am very fearful about what is going to happen after 5 years when 
that naval support programme tapers off but I will come back to 
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this. My attitude, I think, on the question of the Dockyard is 
well known and I do not share the optimism of my Honourable 
Colleague on my left, I think my approach is a much more realis-
tic one. We have been, in the course of this project study team 
in which the Gibraltar Government is involved in, we are taking 
the opportunity of testing the MOD and probing them not only with 
respect to the requirements, to the needs of a commercial yard 
but also I think that the experience is going to stand us in very 
good stead for the future. Once this small matter of the trans-
fer of dockyard assets has been 'sorted out, I have no doubt that 
we shall have to look very carefully at and step up our demands 
for the transfer of MOD land. I think that it is perfectly 
reasonable that the Ministry of Defence and the Services here 
should have not just essential facilities for the maintenance 
of the naval base, but I have always defended the need that they 
also have for adequate recreational facilities. I have always 
said that to make a strict proportional comparison as between 
the number of Gibraltariana and the number of Services and expa-
triate families is not a valid comparison because invariably the 
United Kingdom Services families and expatriates are young 
families and therefore they may need proportional rather more 
recreational facilities than what the people of Gibraltar as a 
whole need. But what we cannot allow, Mr Speaker, indefinitely, 
is a continuation of the state of affairs that anyone will wit-
ness if he looks down, for instance, from Bleak House down on 
the Nuffield Pool, and I am not just speaking specifically abbut 
the Nuffield Pool, but the vast area that there'is between the 
Nuffield Pool and the western seafront, a huge area for a select 
few. That cannot be allowed to continue. Neither can we have a 
few select expatriate families at the Rosia Swimming Club with a 
few local Civil Service families who have also been able to 
become members, enjoying that bay, Rosia Bay, which has got great 
touristic and economic potential. This is something which we are 
going to have to very seriously look at. I hope that when the 
dockyard closes down at the end of this year, that the dockyard 
families who are now using it, I hope they will not be replaced 
by Appledore expatriate families, I would not want to see that. 
We have not been, up until now, exercising a great deal of 
pressure on these matters, Rosia Bay, the other area of the 
Nuffield Pool, or other areas along the Western seafront for the 
very simple reason I think that it is not realistic to expect in 
a closed border situation that there will be enough prospective 
developers to come to Gibraltar and invest their money here. 
Look at the experience we have had with Parsons Lodge. But once 
the border opens and if the development of tourism is going to 
become perhaps the only other viable and reasonably guaranteed 
support of the economy,. then there are many areas that we are 
going to have to fight the Ministry of Defence over and we will 
not be able to afford to lose on that one. Of course we want 
the Ministry of Defence to remain here, there 'is a coincidence 
of interests, but the Ministry of Defence does not appear to have 
due regard for the requirements of our economy and that is why 
they cannot be the arbiters of what is required. That is why the 
appeal will have to lie somewhere else. I am very happy to be 
able to tell the House something which I think Honourable Members 

.have heard before, that the local Service Chiefs are helpful. 
We have got a new Deputy Fortress Commander and a New Flag 
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Officer, Gibraltar, but I think the indications are, particularly 
in the case of the new Flag Officer, Gibraltar, who is more 
directly concerned with the matter, that he is going to be as 
helpful as his predecessor, if not more so. There is no problem 
in that respect. The problem lies in London. The problem lies 
in Whitehall. And the problem is compounded by the fact that 
there are three Departments of State in London who are intimately 
concerned with the affairs of Gibraltar. The Foreign and Common-
wealth Office, on the one hand, who have been particularly help-
ful since last September on the question of the dockyard and on 
the ouestion of Development Aid, the Overseas Development 
Administration, and the Ministry of Defence. And the Ministry 
of Defence are, perhaps, the most if not the most difficult 
department in Whitehall. But, as I say, I have serious doubts 
and I have serious doubts about the viability of the dockyard 
for one main reason and that is the very serious recession that 
there is in world shipping and so we find that no matter what we 
try to do in a commercial port to attract shipping, by waiving 
tonnage dues for ships calling here for bunkering, by trying to 
provide more water, the fact of the matter is that as the years . 
go by, the last three or four years, fewer and fewer ships are 
calling at Gibraltar because there are fewer and fewer ships 
that are active and there are more and more .ships out there in 
that Bay waiting for order, seventeen over the weekend which is 
colossal number of ships lying idle. That I think is the nub of 
the problem because I have no doubt that given the right working 
conditions and the right salaries which if a commercial opera-
tion were to be viable, and who is to say that wages and salaries 
might not- be higher than what they are now, I have no doubt that 
the local labour force has the extertise and the. pride to rise 
to the challenge. But it is very difficult to rise to a challenge 
if you foresee that after 5 years it Might be a case not of more 
people being employed, which is what.taking up at their face 
value the Appledore proposals would mean, that after 5 years or 
so more people would be employed there than is the case now. 
But people are not that optimistic and what they can see at the • 
end of 5 years is a commercial yard having to shut down because 
there is no longer support from Her Majesty's Government and be-
cause the Gibraltar Government will certainly not be able to 
support it. So the imponderable, as far as I am concerned, is 
the situation as far as shipping is concerned. The Honourable 
Yr Bossano, however, earlier this morning told us that a commer-
cial yard just cannot be delivered and it cannot be delivered 
because the workers involved simply will not cooperate in that 
venture. I accept what the Honourable Mr Bossano says, he is 
very close to the people there, and I am prepared to accept that 
that is the case but the prospects therefore are, if the project 
study team were to say that it is viable, if the British Govern-
ment were to accept that, if the Gibraltar Government were to 
accept that, the prospects against that background of'saying no 
to Appledore are that surely the yard will be closed at the end 
of 1983, and no doubt what I can envisage happening then is 
that there will be a sit-in of dockyard workers there. But what 
then? What is going to happen then? I sincerely wish the Trades 
Council every success in the appeal that they have made to Mr 
Heseltine but I think that if naughty Nott set Gibraltar a 
knotty problem, I certainly cannot see the present Secretary of 
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State, Mr Heseltine, who like his boss has acquited a reputation 
for toughness, being any more helpful and unrevealing and knots 
of the problem for Gibraltar. The Chief Minister said in 
introducing his motion that in Gibraltar we command a great deal 
of support right down from the Prime Minister. The Prime Minis—
ter herself has intervened on one or two occasions recently but 
she is also a tough cookie and she is also the chairman of the 
Overseas Defence Committee which I think have been the people 
who precisely have taken the decision tO close down the dockyard. 
And as yet I am not aware that anyone has taken on Mrs Thatcher 
and defeated her so I wish the Honourable Mr Joe Bossano, for the 
sake of all of us in Gibraltar, the best of luck. If he is 
going to take her on from June onwards, I hope that he will be 
successful because if he isn't the prospects are extremely bleak 
and we are heading, I think, into the kind of situation that the 
Chief Minister — I think it was the Honourable Major Peliza 
reminded us about what the Chief Minister said when the now 
Governor arrived — the potential that there is in the closure of 
the dockyard for a catastrophe, and not just an economic catas—
trophe but a constitutional and a political catastrophe for 
Gibraltar. I think if that is the way ahead, Mr Speaker, I think 
that we are heading for chaos and out of that chaos I do not know 
what is going to come. The Honourable Mr Bossano spoke about the 
mood in Gibraltar changing, that it is changing. I agree that it 
is changing. You have seen indications of that on the Government 
benches. The Honourable Major Dellipiani speaking very eloquent—
ly from the heart, because that is the feeling that he has as a 
Gibraltarian, and he is echoing in this House that feeling, that 
attitude which a lot of people in Gibraltar have. But, is there 
unity and is there coincidence of views in Gibraltar as to what 
the way ahead is? We know what our ills are, we do not particu—
larly like them, are we sure as to how we can overcome them? 
Is there full awareness, I would ask, amongst the people of 
Gibraltar, generally, who are not directly affected even now, as 
to What the closure of the dockyard actually means? Do people 
employed elsewhere in the public sector understand and realise 
what it means? Do those involved, for instance, in education, 
understand what it means for the educational service if the 
Government cannot balance its books? And so on, those in the 
medical services. Is it acceptable to people that we should have 
to retrench in these services which I for one take a great deal 
of pride in/ So the prospects that I can see, Mr Speaker, at 
the end of 1983 and the beginning of 1984 is of more unemployment, 
a 'situation-more serious than what is anticipated at the 
beginning of a commercial operation. A situation of another 1000 
people unemployed over and above the 600 that there already are 
because Mr Bossano tells us that if the choice lies between 
taking employment with Appledore or unemployment benefit, the 
choice is one of unemployment benefit. Unemployment benefits 
will be paid for three months. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

If the Hon Member will give way. I said that people would put 
Appledore above the dole and behind everything else and that 
they would only go to Appledore until they could go out and get 
another job, and only go and work for Appledore if they had to 
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chose between being on the dole and being in Appledore, if it is 
that Appledore is accepted and established, but that is hardly 
the basis upon which a successful commercial enterprise can be 
built. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I am grateful to the Honourable Member because I misunderstood 
him because the prospect otherwise would have been that in a few 
months after that I think the Gibraltar Government's financial 
position would have been seriously undermined through having to 
pay supplementary benefits to hundreds of people. So I think, 
Mr Speaker, we have a very difficult path to tread in Gibraltar 
in respect of two matters. In respect, first of all, as far as 
the motion is concerned, as to the need that there is to make 
the Ministry of Defence conscious and appreciative of the essen—
tial requirements of Gibraltar because committed as we are to the 
maintenance of a Naval Base, we will have to be more demanding 
and more zealous in fighting for what we consider to be essential 
for our economic survival once the mainstay, once the main support 
of the economy has been knocked down by the closure of the dock—
yard, and over and above all that we have got to think very deep—
ly as to what the prospects are in the second half of 1983 and 
in 1984, if the kind of scenario that I have described and which 
is my understanding of what the Honourable Mr Bossano has told 
the House this morning, is what is facing the people of 

will all end if we go down that road I do 
why I would like Members of the House to get 
this problem, and one of the matters that we 
amendment which the Opposition introduced, 
think needs to take place not just about the 
the Dockyard, but' about the wider spectre of 
faces Gibraltar.if that road leads where•I 

MR SPEAKER: 

I will now call on the Chief Minister to reply. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Mr Speaker, whatever the differences I am sure at least on this 
the Honourable Mr Bossano will agree, that it has been a moch 
more fruitful exercise than to have gone for 10 minutes on tele—
vision, this exercise that has prompted his challenge to go to 
television which has made me bring this motion here. I am very 
pleased that I have brought it, for that reason or any other, 
because we are dealing with matters which go to the root of our 
future and which must be dealt with and people's position cleared. 
I said at the beginning when the Honourable Leader of%the Opposi—
tion moved his first amendment that I would not speak 'to that 
amendment I would speak generally, and my Colleague on my left 
has touched on it and of course what is now sub—paragraph (5) 
"considers that full consultation should take place between all 
the political parties represented in the House of Assembly before • 
a final decision is made on the commercialisation of the Dock—
yard", is fully accepted by the Government and in fact• it was 

87. 

Gibraltar. Where it 
not know and this is 
together and discuss 
are voting on is the 
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ruin and chaos which 
think it will lead. 



never the intention or indeed, I wonder whether we have the 
power, to go it on a commercial basis purely as a Government 
without the consent of all the others, if only because of the 
legacy that that would leave behind if there was no agreement. 
There may have to be a consensus or there may have to be a. 
parting on the ways but at least everybody should consider that 
when the time comes. And this brings me to another point which 
I think ought to be cleared, and that is about the question of 
the availability of reports. There is not one sole document 
that either deals with the dockyard or there is no document 
that says that the dockyard commercialisation is the cure to 
the evil, that is not so. So much so, that there is now:this 
project study and it has been made clear both in Gibraltar and 
in London, and Honourable Members who followwhat is said in 
Parliament, clearly stated that both the British Government and 
the Gibraltar Government have not made up their minds yet as to 
the viability of the commercialisation of the Dockyard. What is 
now being done is a process of study and consultation and it • 
will be the .outcome of that where the meat will lie and where 
the judgement will have to be exercised whether what is the 
final result of those consultations make it viable or not. If 
we are.advi.sed that it doesn't or we are advised that it does, 
then it is the spectrum of that that will have to be considered 
when all the facts are available which are not available now. 
Despite whatever Mr Bossano may have said they may have said: 
"If w'e agree these are the timings". Of course, any project 
must look ahead theoretically as to what is to happen but there 
are the hard facts that have to be found which have not yet been 
all identified otherwise we would not be having these broad 
meetings with representatives of all sections, not only of the 
Foreign Office but even within the Ministry of Defence the 
various sections affected. It is a very serious matter and I 
would like to say in support of what my colleague has said, 
that it has been a decision at. the highest possible level, (a) 
to see whether it is a viable proposition, apart, of course, 
from having been the result of the highest possible level deci-
sion of saying that the dockyard was no longer necessary in the 
new defence strategy. The highest, the top decision to look at 
the viability of a commercial dockyard arises out of a similar-
ly high decision of saying that in the new defence strategy the 
dockyard is no longer necessary for naval purposes in the sense 
that it is now. These. are the matters which we will have to 
come to consider and of course it was necessary and perhaps it 
is to be expected that that might take a larger part of the de-
bate and that other matters of equal interest have been brought 
up but I must bring back the debate to the purpose of my motion 
and that was for this House, whether the Honourable Member 
agrees with it or not, but at least that this House should have 
an opportunity of discussing this question of comnatability if 
in fact it is decided after all the studies are made that there 
is a chance of a commercial Dockyard being made viable, that it 
is desirOus of the Gibraltar Government, it is desirous of the 
people of Gibraltar that the Base should continue. What my 
Honourable colleague on my right, Major Dellipiani, has said and 
I agree with the description of Mr Bossano that it was more the 
heart of the Gibraltarian than a politician. I accept that, 
not that the heart of a politician is different from the heart 
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of a Gibraltarian if the politician_ is a Gibraltarian. But 
sometimes we have to measure the matters that are said. There 
is, of course, and I have always said this, and my colleague 
who has just spoken, Mr Canena, has just mentioned it, I always 
say it, too, because I think it has to be said. Whereas we have 
not got the muscle, as the Leader of the Opposition was rightly 
saying, to take on the British Government which is what it would 
be if we were to take the view of the now defeated amendment, or 
in fact we would have to take on the NATO nations, not just the 
British Government, the whole of the NATO nations. Whilst we 
have not got the muscle to do that, it is also true that there 
is a considerable amount of coincidence of interests with the 
British presence in Gibraltar together with the interests of 
the people of Gibraltar, and I think in fairness to the higher 
echelons of the establishment in the Services oreven the poli-
ticians, they make no bones about it, so that in fact if they 
wanted to drive a hard bargain they might represent that they 
are not interested and that they are only here at our beck and 
call. But they do not do that, they tell you it is essential. • 
Chiefs of Defence Staff, visiting brass from all services, and 
you have even Admiral Crowe, the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Southern Europe, saying how important Gibraltar is. So that in 
fact they are not trying to kill us and say we are there because 
we want you, but it is also a hard fact of life that Britain 
is going through a recession, a very hard one, they are going 
through very difficult times to try and see whether they can 
bring the economy up, and we are brought into this morass and 
the closing of the dockyard for the same reasons, it is part of 
that morass which has brought about also the cuts in the Over-
seas Vote, which has had the result on us on that. Of course 
when they say that Development Aid comes very short of what one 
expects but I also have friends in England who say: "Having 
regard to the difficulties that we go through here, you chaps 
are looked after well1 They say this looked at from London which. 
is very different to looking at it from Gibraltar. And in that 
respect I think that the money, for what it is, is good and 
necessary. Perhaps not as good as it should be but it is also, 
if I may say so, a symbol of the continuing interest. It may 
not be that the world can revolve around Gibraltar and that 
Whitehall is not thinking all the time about Gibraltar. But I 
think that having regard to the circumstances of the case, of 
the situations in the world, I think that due regard and respect 
is shown for the people of Gibraltar tn a general way. That 
does not. mean that we are going to get everything we want, but 
in a general way. I think the will of the British Government 
to invest a big sum of money if that is necessary and viable in 
the Dockyard is the best indication of their continuing interest. 
What would.have been the alternative?, The alternative would 
have been grants-in-aid which I made quite clear they could 
choose anybody they wanted to have the territory run on grants-
in-aid. I would not be a party to that because I would not want 
to have to ask London every time you wanted to buy a washing 
machine, or a hoover, or a typewriter, or anything. I know 
because previous Financial Secretaries have been in territories 
where there have been grants-in-aid and I know the very strict 
restrictions that apply to grants-in-aid and how the territory 
has to pay the first amount of surplus money towards the first • 
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(4) 

grant and not for their benefit even if they increased that and 
that would be disastrous. We have never been grant-aided. We 
have always been able to fend for ourselves, and reasonably 
prosperously, and had it not been for the acts of other people 
over which we have no control, ae would have been able to carry 
on whatever changes there might have been in the pattern of the 
defence, to have carried on earning our living as we have been 
earning, perhaps less prosperously but nevertheless certainly 
at a higher standard than those around us. Earlier in these • 
proceedings, Mr Bossano referred to the veto of the Lisbon 
Agreement. We have no veto of the Lisbon Agreement hut, equally, 
we ought to realise that the right that the British Government 
have given us to determine our future is also limited, necessa-
rily limited, and that is that we have to either go it with 
Spain or gc.it with Britain. There is no alternative. Go it 
alone we can't)

we wish we could. Mr Speaker, T commend the 
motion:. 

Mr Speaker then put the question in the terms of the amended 
motion which now read as follows: 

"That this House, while still opposed to the British Govern-
ment's decision to close the Naval Dockyard - 

appeals to Her Majesty's Government to reconsider 
its decision; 

considers that it is in the interests of the 
Western Alliance of the free world generally, 
and of Gibraltar itself that the British Naval 
Base at Gibraltar should be maintained; 

endorses the view of the Gibraltar Goyernment 
that, in the consideration of the proposals for 
a commercially-operated ship-repair yard, full 
regard should be had to the essential requi.7..e-
ments of the Naval Base; and 

trusts that, conversely, the Ministry of Defence 
and indeed the British Government as a whole, 
will have full regard - 

(a).  in the consideration of such proposals, 
to the needs of such a yard should it 
eventually be agreed by all concerned 
that a commercial operation would be 
feasible and viable, and 

(b) to such other needs as may be put forward 
to the Ministry by the Gibraltar Government 
in its efforts to diversify and .strengthen 
the economy generally in order to offset 
the effects of the Dockyard closure. 

(5). considers that full consultation should take 
place between all the political parties repre-
sented in the House of Assembly before a final 
decision is made on the commercialisation of 
the Dockyard". 

On a vote being taken the following Hon Members voted in favour:- 

The Hon A J Canepa 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani 
The Hon H K Featherstone 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon A J Haynes 
The Hon P J Isola 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon J B Perez 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon W T Scott 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino 
The Hon H J Zammitt 

The following Hon Members abstained: 

The Hon J Bossano 
The Hon R J Wallace 

1 
The following Hon Members were absent from the Chamber: 

The Eon Abeca.sis 
The Hon D Hull' 

The motion was accordingly passed. 

The House recessed at 5.30 p.m. 

The House reumsed at 5.55 p.m. 
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BILLS  

FIRST AND SECOND READINGS  

TI TRADE LICENSING (AMENDMENT) ORDINANCE, 1983 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I have the honour to move that a Bill for an 
Ordinance to amend the Trade Licensing Ordinance, 1978 (No. 35 
of 1978) be read a first time. 

Mr Speaker then-put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a first time. 

SECOND READING 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I now have the honour to move that the Bill be read 
a second time. 

Mr Speaker, this Trade Licensing Bill is designed to rectify 
some anomalies in the Legislation, dealing really mainly with 
two matters, the question of dual licensing and that of cance-
llation of licences. Dealing first with the question of dual' 
licensing, the present position is not entirely satisfactory 
where a person is required to hold another licence under any 
enactment which is specified in the first Schedule of the 
Ordinance in addition to a Trade'Licence, and.the enactments 
that I am referring to in the third Schedule of the Ordinance, 
Mr Speaker, are under the Licensing and Fees Ordinance there 
are a number of licences, manufacturers licence, wholesale, 
wines, merchants licence, full wine merchants licence, a beer 
merchants licence, a grocers wine licence, a taverners wine 
licence, a tobacco licence and a bakers licence. Secondly, 
Mr Speaker, under the Firearms Ordinance, a firearms dealer. 
Thirdly, under the Market, Street Traders and Peddlers 
Ordinance, persons who'are trading from the public highway. 
Under the Petroleum Ordinance, a licence to sell petroleum, 
under the Wireless Telegraphy Ordinance, radios, televisions 
and other transmitting and receiving aparatus. And, lastly, 
under the Medical and Health Ordinance 1973, in respect of 
medicinal products. The Authority at present, kr Speaker, will 
not withhold the issue of a trade licence by reason only of the 
fact that some other licence or permit is required and what 
Clause 3 of the Bill seeks to do is to regulate the procedure. 
in order to ensure that applicants in such cases will seek the 
appropriate permit or licence before they apply for a trade 
licence. Secondly, Mr Speaker, the question of cancellation 
of licences. At present, action to cancel a licence can only 
be taken when the business or trade has not been carried on 
for a period of 12 months or two years respectively, Thus some 
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licencees have renewed their licences even when they are known 
to have vacated the premises which are specified in the licence. 
It is suspected that most of these licences are renewed for 
sale to third parties. And in addition to making it an offence 
to sell or barter a licence, provision for which is made in 
Clause 2, the amendment will give the Trade Licensing Authority 
powers to cancel the licence if the premises have been vacated 
after giving the licence holder the opportunity to be heard. 
The vacation of the premises, especially when those premises 
are the subject of a new application for a,licence by another 
person, is in itself regarded as a sufficient reason to cancel 
the licence because. the basis for holding-the-licence has gone. 
Mr Speaker, I commend the Bill to the House. 

YR SPEAXER: 

Before I put the question to the House does any Honourable 
Member wish to speak on the general principles and merits of 
the Bill? 

HON P J ISOLA: 

I have some doubts about some of the proposals in this Bill. 
The new Section 3 I think is fine, there is no problem. I am 
a bit concerned about the question of a person who enters into 
an agreement for selling a licence shall be guilty of an 
offence.because in effect most of the transactions that I have 
come across involve the selling of a licence. For example, if 
somebody is trading in a shop and holds a licence and comes to 
an agreement with somebody else to sell his premises, or to 
sell the lease, or the business or whatever, he is in effect 
also selling the licence, and then what happens is that nobody 
is interested in buying a lease of a shop for example, if he 
is not also going to be able to have the licence. So it seems 
to me that as drafted, this is a very, very dangerous provision. 
That is number 1. Number 2; if somebody can sell a lease, 
somebody can sell a house, somebody can sell a taxi, does this 
include a taxi licence? If somebody can sell a taxi, somebody 
can sell anything, a practice, why cannot they sell a licence, 
Mr Speaker? I am not clear on that and I know it is quite a 
commercial practice now to sell licences, usually with premises, 
I do not see the danger or the evil in somebody selling a 
licence. I agree the Trade Licensing Committee can say I can • 
have a licence for premises in say, 210 Main Street, Gibraltar. 
The landlord wants the premises for himself, pays me the 
compensation, and I have to give it up, and I am left with a 
licence but without premises so I have to look for a place to 
go there, to take them to the premises. Really, the Trade 
Licensing Committee, if the landlord then applies for a licence 
in those premises, it will be up to the Trade Licensing 
Committee to decide whether the needS of the community in that 
area allow for this licence. This is one of the risks anybody 
who gets premises without a licence has to run and that 
includes the landlord or anybody else. I have got exnerience 
of a case of Section L,  a man who was chucked out by a landlord. 
A company had a licence in respect of those premises and got 
his compensation and he has got a licence but he has not got 
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premises, not because he does not want to trade but because he 
wants to find some other premises. So I think that Particular 
section also requires some amendment. I see the problem that 
the Minister has related to, and that is that the existing 
law says, if you do not use a licence for 12 months or some-
thing then on notice it'can be rescinded. Well, even if the 
man has renewed his licence, surely, if he is not trading from 
the premises to which the licence applies, even though it has 
been renewed, under the present legislation the licensing 
authority can cancel it. All I would like to be written into 
here if it is found to be necessary, is a provision that the 
licensing authority cannot proceed to take action to cancel 
the licence for a period of time after the premises have been 
vacated. In other words, I would think 6 or 12 months 
Mr Speaker, then by all means give the chat) a chance who may 
have been chucked out of his premises to find some other 
premises. I don't think there should be difficulty in meeting 
that objection. The only principle that troubles me in that 
Bill is this question of making it a criminal offence to sell 
a licence. Perhaps it should be couched in a different way. 
What happens if somebody has a licence, the company has a 
licence for premises and just sells the.shares. Somebody buys 
the shares because he has got the licence, it is the same 
thing, surely? Why propose something that can be easily 
circumvented if any thought is given to it. I would have 
thought to let the law of supply and demand, be the guiding 
factor. I find it difficult to see why selling a licence 
should be an offence. You have got the tavern licences, for 
example. How many bars change hands regularly and what is 
being sold, really, is the tavern licence as well because it 
attaches to the premises. If they want the licence for some 
other premises you still have to get consent from the licensing 
authority to move it from one Premises to another so is that 
provision necessary at all to' make it an offence. What is the 
reason for making it an offence in this case? But on the other 
one, Mr Speaker, I do think that a licence in respect of 
premises vacated should not be cancelled for at least a period 
of 6 or 12 months to give the chap an opportunity to go some-
where else if it is vacated through no fault of his own. Then 
we must not forget the fact that under the law as it stands 
now, a licence in respect of premises can be transferred to a 
company that takes over the premises, it cannot be refused. 
It just seems to me that this business of selling a licence 
just does not fit in into the general picture or into the 
normal commercial practice that I detect goes on with which I 
see nothing wrong. 

HON CHIEF 3IHISTER: 

I think, Mr Speaker, that the clause has been inserted as a 
result of representations made by the .Trade Licensing Committee 
in connection with some problem that they had with the transfer 
of a licence to a liquidator for the purpose of winding-up 
proceedings.' The transfers are compulsorily allowed under 
section 7(iv)(b) the indications are that trading licence are 
treated as assets and sold and that recent cases have revealed 
that the provisions can be abused. I think that perhaps the 
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answer when we come to Committee might be to seeing the case 
of a licence without premises, selling this licence for 
consideretion without premises after a period of time on which 
no business has been carried on. 

HON J BOSSIXO: 

I think, Mr Speaker, that there has to be a stronger case made 
for the changes that are being suggested because it may be that 
because of one particular incident in trying to put one thing 
right we are putting a lot of other things lerong. Even the 
last point made by the Honourable and Learned the Chief Minister 
about the premises, let us not forget that a lot of licences 
are not attached to premises. There has to be a registered 
address but there does not have to be necessarily an address 
from which the business is operating. That is constantly 
coming  out, for example, where it is a licence to do repairs 
and things like that there does not have to be premises so 
West happens in those cases, there are no premises involved, 
People are working on their own from their home address which 
is a registered address of the business and there are a lot of 
small businesses which are one and two men jobs and they build 
LID a goodwill. The only way the goodwill can be translated 
into something in a situation like 'that is because perhaps 
since there is a limitation on the number of licences, someone 
wanting to enter into the field cannot enter into the field, 
somebody wanting to get out passes his customers and the 
licence.to the newcomer so it certainly requires a great deal 
more thought. 

BON CHIEF MINISTER: fi 

We propose to look at that point at the Committee Stage. The 
rest, I understand is acceptable. 

HON ATTORNEY GENERAL: 

Mr Speaker, there are three points I would like to comment on 
on this Bill. One actually arises not really directly from the 
Bill but I do want to make mention of it. Whether or not it is 
desirable to make it a criminal offence to restrict dealings in 
a licence, I would just like to say this because I think it 
might be useful when one comes to consider in Committee what 
should be done. There is, I think, a point of view which is 
cn these lines that this is a licensing scheme to control 
trading but it is not necessarily and this is the matter I 
think is a matter of policy, it does not necessarily follow 
that because you set up a statutory Licensing Scheme you should 
enable that scheme or licence created under that to'attract 
goodwill. There may or may not be reasons for saying we have 
the statutory system of control but we will divorce it, as it 
were, from any other elements of dealing on the goodwill on 
the goodwill Of the real asset, the goodwill of the business 
and that I think is a point which members may want to consider 
when coming on to the question whether or not this provision 
should be retained. So 'far as the enforcability of it is 
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concerned, the point has.  been made and I think I would agree 
that in practical terms it will not always be easy, in fact it 
will often be difficult to enforce it but I do think speaking 
just to that point that there is purpose if one decides as a 
matter of policy that one doesn't want to allow dealings in 
licences, there is purpose in prescribing in law because even 
if it is not always effective I think the law does have a dis-
couraging effect on some people, I wouldn't want to seem too 
naive on this but I think there will be some people who will 
not break the law, there may be other people who will. But as 
I say if it is decided that there is a need to such provision 
then I see some point in having it even though it might not 
be that easy to enforce it. If I can come to the second point 
that was taken which relates to clause 4 of the Bill. The 
scheme of the Trade Licensing Ordinance as I read it, is that 
a licence is issued for particular premises and if in fact the 
person to whom the licence is issued does not have his business 
in those premises for whatever reason, his being able to hold 
the licence would seem at first sight to no longer be in accor-
dance with the scheme of the Ordinance because it is quite 
explicit. Well, let me say even though I cannot quickly find 
it that there is no doubt at all that the Ordinance says that • 
a licence attaches to certain premises. Section 17 of the 
Ordinance as it now stands, sorry, it is 6 and 20, of the 
Ordinance, already contains provisions which enable a licensing 
authority to review a licence and by review I mean they enable 
the Licensing Authority to consider whether the licence should 
remain. One such provision is where :the business is not in 
fact being carried on for 12 months, there I can see a point in 
having a time to go by because there may be reasons why the 
business hasn't been carrying on for the time being. The 
second one relates to trade which of course is dealing in goods 
and in the case of trade they can review it if the trading 
hasn't carried for two years and again I'can see the point of 
allowing a period of time to elapse. But it does seem to me 
that if one of the basic considerations in the Ordinance, • 
namely, that the licence has issued for these premises no 
longer exists, then to me it is not necessarily objectionable 
at all- and in fact I think it is quite a valid point of view 
which could say in that situation the licensing authority may 
review the situation immediately. I appreciate that there may 
be cases where the businessman has a dispute with his landlord 
but I would draw attention to two qualifying factors. The first 
is that this is discretionary, the licensing authority may 
review the licence and decide to cancel it. The second one is 
that the licensing authority must give the licensee the oppor-
tunity to be heard so that the licensee could come forward and. 
say: "It is true that I am no longer in these premises but I 
have a dispute going on with my landlord in which I think right 
is on my side and therefore I would oppose the cancelling of a 
licence at this stage. 

• 
HON P J ISOLA: 

If the Honourable Member will give way. It is also the scheme 
of the Ordinance to allow, subject to certain conditions, the 
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transfer of a licence from one set of premises to another and 
the licensing authority can in fact refuse.that transfer so 
that it is not just in the scheme of the Ordinance that the 
licence attaches to premises, itis also within the scheme of 
the Ordinance that a licence can be transferred from one set of 
premises to the other and the Licensing Authority has its oppor-
tunity in that situation to refuse it, but to give the 
licensing authority a right to step in as soon as the premises 
have been vacated would seem to me to give them more authority 
than is desirable. 

H01 ATTORNEY GENERAL: 

I take the point that is being made. I still think there is 
some difrerence between the cuestion of whether the premises 
are still held and the cuestion of whether the business has 
paused for a time but I take the point that is being made. The 
other point of celdpee ip that there is a procedure which will 
apply to this provision as much as to the existing provisions 
in the Ordinance for the hearing of an objection or representa-
tions against the cancelling of a licence, I would just draw 
members attention to it, it's subsection (3) of Section 20.. 
The other matter which strictly speaking, Mr Speaker, is 
incidental to this Bill but if I may take the opportunity to 
mention it. During the second reading debate or it may have 
been the committee stage of the last House of Assembly when the 
Trade Licensing (No 2) Bill, 1981, was being considered, the 
Honourable Mr Bossano made a point that the transitional 
provisions would not be applicable and there was no need why 
they should be applicable to any person who already happened to 
hold a trade licence as at the date that Bill came into effect, 
Mr Speaker. I demurred at the time ana in point of fact I 
looked at the point and I indeed was forced to look at it 
because a case came up whibh was quite a good test for the 
matter, and I would agree with respect with them' that because 
of the extended definition of trade, and I take the point fully 
now, and it maybe a useful opportunity to say that anybody who 
did hold a licence before the commencement of that amending 
Ordinance would not need to come back again and apply for a 
further licence and this is the advice we are giving to the 
Trade Licensing Authority. Of course it would only apply if he 
was importing goods of the same kind as are specified in his' 
licence there would still in theory be a need for a person who 
started importing prior to the Ordinance and didn't have a 
licence, to come along and apply for a licence but metbers may 
want to reflect on the fact that it is a little bit difficult 
to imagine somebody importing and not dealing with the goods 
subsequently by commercial transaction. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a second time. 
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HON A J CAKEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I beg to gjeve notice that the Committee Stage of . 
this Bill be taken later in these proceedings, certainly not 
today, perhaps tomorrow. 

THE LICENSMG AND FEES (Al NDMENT) ORDINANCE, 1983 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I have the honour to move that a Bill for an 
Ordinance to amend the Licensing and Fees Ordinance (Cap 90) be 
read a first time. 

Er Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a first time. 

SECOND READING 

HON A J CALTEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I have the honour to move that the Bill be now read 
a second time. Both the Financial and Development Secretary 
and I have received representations from local suppliers on the 
question of the hiring for profit of pre—recorded video cassettes 
and as a result of these representations Government have consi—
dered that the whole matter should be regulated. The legisla—
tion that we are bringing to the House therefore is mainly aimed 
at protecting consumers from badly transcribed local reproduc—
tions by requiring dealers only to hire original video cassettes. 
The licensing policy is intended to be liberal in that all 

'dealers operating from business premises will be licensed for 
an annual fee of £25 and it will'be in the licences that 
stringent conditions will be imposed to ensure that only 
original video cassettes will be hired. The conditions are 
intended to be: 

(a) that the business is to be carried out only in the 
authorised premises to be named and therefore licences will 
not be issued to businesses operating from Government—
owned dwelling houses and flats. 

(0) only imported pre—recorded video cassettes will be hired. 

on importation all invoices will bear a certificate that 
the importer is authorised to hire by way of business all 
the cassettes listed in the invoice and it will be the 
Collector of Revenue who will stamp with a revenue stamp 
all video cassettes imported into Gibraltar and, finally, 
the licence will also make it clear that the making 
of copies in Gibraltar is prohibited. 
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In this respect, Mr Speaker, at Committee Stage an amendment 
will be moved by the Attorney General to cover the case where 
someone makes a recording from a TV image during a television 
broadcast of a film or other programme and hires that tape for 
profit that natter will be covered in committee. I think, 
Mr Speaker, I should also mention because it is pertinent to 
the matter, that we are watching carefully the action which is 
being taken in the United States and in the United Kingdom to 
deal with the whole question of pirating. I think the result 
of the action to be taken in both these countries should mean 
that it will not be necessary for us in Gibraltar to make any 
incursion into a field where enforcement could be a very 
difficult business for us. I repeat, Mr Speaker, that the 
approach that we are taking is mainly from a consumer angle to 
ensure that the consumer doesn't get a very poor copy which is -
a bad reproduction of something which has been recorded here 
locally and, secondly, too, Iwcmld say regulate rather than 
control the business of hiring video cassettes. It is a 
business which has poliferated somewhat of late and I think it • 
is a matter that needs to be regulated. We have had complaints 
about some 'people who are dealing from Government premises, it 
has been difficult if not really been impossible to arrive at 
any formula for putting that matter right by way of a higher 
rent or anything like that and the answer, I think, is not to 
issue a licence where the would—be authorised premises emanates 
from a Government fiat or dwelling. Mr Speaker, I commend this 
Bill to the House. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Before I put the question to the House does any Honourable 
Member wish to speak on the general principles and merits of 
the Bill? 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, in speaking on the merits of this Bill I think I 
will have to declare an interest and I won't be voting at all 
on the Bill but I think the House may be interested in the 
knowledge and in the information that I have with regard to 
video piracy with which I have been professionally involved. 
I have, in fact, Mr Speaker, been involved in several actions 
in the Supreme Court on behalf of the Society of Film Distribu—
tors in London and the Motion Picture Association of America 
aimed at obtaining injunctions against businesses and firms 
that are dealing with pirated copies of films. The question of 
copyright, Mr Speaker, is quite a complex problem because there 
are different kinds of copyright, there is the copyright of the 
man who originally makes the film, Metro Goldwyn Mayer or what—
ever, and then you have a stage where the man who doe's ,the film 
in the cinema gets paid and then a pirate copy is made and it is 
easy to prove in those cases that it is a pirate copy because 
the copyright has not been released for video reproduction in . 
video and therefore that is quite simple. Where the problem 
arises is when the film company itself has in fact sold the 
video rights to a distributor and then the conditions on which 
he has sold the video rights may be limited or may be unlimited 
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and then that man may then sub-sell his rights to somebody else 
and that causes problems. The area I am worried about and the 
problem that I would like to pose is that because it is a very, 
complex matter. I auestion whether it is wise to branch off on 
our own interpretation of copyright or our own procedures for 
this. In the United Kingdom they made an amendment to the 
Supreme Court Act in England which deals with the auestion of 
grabbing pirate copies or suspected pirate copies of videos 
which can be quite effective with the amendments that have been 
made and there is also now a Bill before Parliament which is 
expected to go through where the penalties for video piracy have 
been increased very substantially because it is such a flourishing 
trade, Mr Speaker. It is amazing, it is spread all over England 
and of course in Gibraltar we know how many video clubs there 
are, how many video films there are cut and I think very few 
people know which are pirate copies and which are not. Some are 
obviously pirate copies because they are very bad copies. But 
in actual fact people do not realise that possibly a good number 
of the ones that appear to be clean are also pirate copies but 
for other reasons because the person who is selling it didn't 
have the video right to it. Mr Speaker, the only problem that 
I see with this Bill, but I have listened with interest to what 
the Minister said about the importation, that it will be the 
Revenue who will look at the importation of video films. The 
problem I see is that it is comparatively a simple matter for 
somebody to buy from a wholesaler in England a video film and 
that wholesaler may have the right to sell video films but in 
England not in Germany, or in France, or in Gibraltar. The 
person who buys from England therefore buys from his wholesaler 
who assures him it is OK, it is alright, he can buy he can show 
it. He brings it to Gibraltar, perfectly good video film, quite 
obviously a genuine copy, put it that way, and then shows it in 
Gibraltar and then he is prosecuted 'because it is discovered 
or somebody says "That man has no right to sell that because the 
video rights in Gibraltar are held by somebody' else", for 
example, and these are the sort of problems that.I think could 
'arise depending on the copyright that has been given out. 

HON MA OR R J PELIZA: 

If the Honourable Member would give way. The purpose of that 
individual who buys in UK to see it himself in his own house. 
I think that there is a difference between buying for himself 
or for hire.. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Oh, yes, for hire. There are some video films which can be 
bought, and if anybody has bought them, I have, especially for 
my grandchildren of Mickey Mouse and things like that, and the 
first thing it says on your screen is that this is not for 
public entertainment, it is only for a private show because the 
copyright depends on the actual contract that has been drawn up 
by whoever grants or releases part of his copyright. There are 
all kinds of different contracts that can be made and I think 
that it is very easy for somebody innocently to purchase a 
video film from a reputable wholesaler and pay for it, import 
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into Gibraltar and then under the proposed law if somebody 
were to make a complaint that it is. a pirate copy, not an 
authorised copy, then that individual from the way the Bill is 
drafted, it would be his responsibility to prove that it is not 
a copy, That is, I think, going to be a very difficult process 
and an onerous process for a defendant. If we are going to 
make it a criminal offence, to hire in an unauthorised manner 
a video film, surely it should be the prosecution that proves 
that it is a pirate copy. It should not be the trader or the 
video club's responsibility to prove that it is authorised 
because that defendant may get up in Court and say "Well, I 
bought it from. John Smith Limited of London who are whole-
salers in video, films, I bought it from him". And the Court 
might say "Yes, you may have'bought it from him but you prove 
that he was entitled to sell it to you for selling in Gfbralta, 
or in France or anywhere else". 

MR SPEAKER: 

Without wishing to interfere in the debate, is that correct, is' 
it not for.the prosecution to prove? 

HON P J ISOLA: 

As I read 29(c), "It shall be a defence in any prosecution for 
a contravention of sub-section (1) if the defendant proves that 
the copy is lent by way of business by him with the authority 
or consent of the person holding the copyright in the material"-
He would have to show that that person holds the copyright, the 
person from whom he got it. Is that not, I would ask, an 
unreasonable burden to place on a defendant having regard to 
the fact that even though he has imparted .it and the Collector 
of Revenue has put his stamp on it and so on and so forth, a 
complainant could still say: "Prove that the person you bought 
it from had the copyright". This is why although 1 have the 
greatest synpathy with the persons who are trying to do away 
with pirate copies:  because, clearly, it is wrong that when the 
film industry has spent millions of pounds in making a film, that 
within three months video dealers should have them on the 
market and have borne none of the cost of the making of the 
film. This is what is so bad about video piracy. But I think 
this Bill, when you are talking of the infringement of copyright, 
it is all along the line.. The Copyright Act of 1956.in fact 
applies to Gibraltar by Order-in-Council, I think, and this is 
being amended now, I know. Mether the amendment will apply to 
Gibraltar I have no idea but what the amendment does is to put 
such severe penalties on video piracy that it will be a matter, 
really, for the police and the burden of doing away with it is 
shifted from the film companies through civil litigation on to 
the police or the Director of Public Prosecution :to do the 
prosecution. And what this Bill does, although I agree and I 
am sure we all agree on this side of the House with a system of 
licensing and regulating, I think this is a good thing, it 
should be done, I think, however, that when you come to talking 
of infringement of copyright and so forth, I thihk one ought to 
try and follow the legislation in England and the extensions of 
the Copyright Act and I do not think, Mr Speaker, having regard 
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to the complexities of copyrights, both for the person who 
affirms there has been a breach of copyright and for the person 
who knows nothing about copyright and he feels that because he. 
has brought it from a recognised dealer he is safe, I think it 
is wrong in principle to shift the burden of proof when it is 
a criminal offence we are talking about, to shift it from the 
prosecution to the defendant and for him to prove that he is an 
authorised dealer. That is really the main point I would like 
to make on this Bill. The other thing I would like to say, 
Er Speaker, on this Bill is that as far as we are concerned we 
received a copy of this Bill a week ago so I can only assume it 
has not been published, well, it has been published probably 
but I do not know how far people in the business in Gibraltar 
have had an opportunity to look at it and I would certainly 
suggest that the Committee Stage is not taken in this meeting 
and that when the Committee Stage is taken perhaps the Govern—
ment would like to consider the points I have made but as I say 
as I have been intimately involved in this, in fact, I have 
written for amendments of the law on behalf of the Society of 
Film Distributors to the Honourable and Learned Attorney 
General, I would prefer to abstain completely on the voting of 
this Bill. But I thought I would bring to the House my own 
experience, limited as it has been, in this sphere. 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, I would like to say a few words on this Bill too, 
and I would also like to declare an interest and like my 
Honourable Friend here, I will not be voting on this Bill. I 
think it is very welcomed that some form of control should be 
introduced because it is not just the producers of the films 
who lose money but also I think people in the trade itself 
locally who obviously want to act within the law by not renting 
copies, find it extremely difficult when they find that their 
competitors are really using pirate copies and • therefore can 
offer the same entertainment at much cheaper rates as they have 
not paid the full amount for it. In that respect, therefore, 
I think it is a good thing that it should be controlled in some 
way or other. I also agree with my Honourable Friends that it 
is putting an onus on the dealer which is really almost 
impossible to carry out unless one is going to tie oneself down 
to an extreme that it is almost going to be impossible to 
operate. I think it is only fair that if in fact there is a 
possibility of infringement, that the proof should come from 
the other side. There is just one question for the Attorney 
General, I wondier if he can help in this. Under the EEC, as 
I understand it, it is possible to import anything from any—
where and monopolies are disallowed so that no matter who may 
have the agency in one particular area, somebody else is free 
to buy from anywhere and introduce it and there is no ouestion 
of any price control or price inhibition by the supplier. In 
this case, this is what I do not understand, because of the 
copyright would it be possible for an individual to buy an 
authorised copy of the film, say, anywhere else, bring it here 
and then, somehow, pay for the copyright so that it would not 
be necessary to have to buy it just from Gibraltar where perhaps 
it might be possible through agency control for the dealer to 
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be forced to buy• it here and therefore create a sort of 
monopoly which I do not think would be in the interest either 
of dealers or even more so of consumers who eventually would 
have to pay for it. I just wonder if he can throw any light 
on that. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Yr Speaker, the first interest we had in this Bill originally 
was' to stop pirated films but not commercially pirated, that 
is, the rough copies that are made in the industry and not 
those that are made at a level where, in fact, as in many cases 
it has happened in England, I have a cutting here from The 
Times of the 7th February, where the pirate industry in Britain 
is said to be the largest in the world, it is so sophisticated -
that films like E.T. and Rocky III and Chariots of Fire were 
available months before release. And it says: "Extraodinary 
increases in the growth of video clubs serving more than 3 
million households with films at £1 a night will be reported 
to a London.conference today, and the conference has been called 
by the Institute of Trading Standards Administration, which 
represents 1500 Trading Standard Officers employed by Local 
Authorities. In the past year they have mounted a concerted 
attach on counterfeiting. It says that Video Cassettes are now 
available in the scale that the latest novels were through the 
national chain of Boots Libraries, the difference is that films 
on video can be obtained through Chinese Takeaway, Pet Shops, 
Filling Stations, Supermarkets and launderettes and an official 
estimate has put the number of outlets at 25,000. That is what 
gives the pirate their incentive. A true economic figure for 
renting a video cassette would be £1.50 or..-t:2.00 a night. The 
price is forced down by illegitimate material available at 75p 
or 50p in some cases according to the British Videogram 
Association. Counterfeiting costs the British Video Industry 
£200M a year endangering many thousands of jobs and causes 
incalculable losses to the Exchequer and Incbme Tax". What we 
wanted was to, protect the rough piracy. I had the same 
experience as the Leader of the Opposition in respect of sound 
cassettes some years ago where the bodies representing them 
found a lot of pirated cassettes in town and when they were 
brought in the dealer who was bringing them showed that he was 
buying them bona fide from a dealer somewhere else. The 
original draft had a provision which we took away but which 
perhaps we might think about this.instead of the other one 
which has substituted it, and that was: "It shall be a 
defence in any prosecution for a contravention of sub—section 
(1) if the defendant proves that the material content of the 
video tape or video cassette that is alleged to have been lent 
in contravention of that sub—section were not recorded in 
Gibraltar". We were trying to stop the piracy here. 'I do not 
know'whether the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition has a 
copy of the proposed Bill in England which we might look at 
because in fact it is being promoted now. The Attorney General 
did not have one at the time, he brought this out of his own 
head, I think. I agree that it is rather dangerous to get one—
self concerned with copyright law in a penal statute without 
seeing what is happening elsewhere. Vie are quite happy to 
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leave this Bill for the Committee Stage and Third Reading at 
the next meeting and allow people to make representations and 
take all these points into account. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, I am not convinced that the consumers need protec—
tion in this area or, in fact, want protection. If the result 
of protecting them is that they are going to 'be paying £1.50 or 
£2.00 instead of 35p I think they are not going to want it even 
less. I would have thought that the only thing that could be 
justified would be to apply the same criteria to a licence as 
is applied to every other licence under the Trade Licensing 
Ordinance and Simply to put it in the Schedule. 

The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon W T Scott 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino 
The Hon H J Zammitt 
The Hon D Hull 
The Hon R J Wallace 

The following Hon Members voted against: 

The Hon J Bossano 

The following Hon Members abstained: 

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: 

What happens to people who run the clubs do they break the law 
because the dealer in the club is between the devil and the blue 
sea. If he wants to give cheaper cassettes to the consumer he 
really has to buy pirate films. If he doesn't he has got to buy 
the proper ones which are properly produced by the supplier. 
.If you want him to break the law he can give it cheaper but 
the situation as we can see goes much further than Gibraltar, 
it goes to the producers all the way back, whether it is 
Hollywood, or EMI in England or wherever it may be.- It is not 
as simple as.that. 

HON 3 BOSSANO: 

But he would not be breaking any law in Gibraltar unless this 
law is passed. I do not spend half the time watching videos, 
I am in meetings most of the time, but from what I know, it 
seems to me, that if one were to eliminate the pirate versions 
there would be very little left from what I have seen floating 
about. The Honourable Member was mentioning this business about. 
this thing coming up on the screen saying this is not for public 
lending and so on. They all seem to say that. If that is an 
indication that they are pirate, then I can tell the Honourable 
MeMbers that from the limited knowledge I have the place is 
full of pirates. I am not sure what is going to be left if this 
is put into the law unless we have mass prosecutions, I am not 
satisfied of the wisdom of proceeding with this, certainly, 
Mr Speaker, and I shall be voting against the Bill at this 
stage. • 

Mr Speaker then put the question and on a vote being taken the 
following Hon Members voted in favour: 

The Hon I Abecasis 
The Hon A J Canepa 
The Hon Major F G Dellipiani 
The Hon H K Featherstone 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon A J Haynes 
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The Hon R J Isola 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon J B Perez 

The Bill was read a second time. 

HON A J CANETA: 

Mr Speaker, I beg to give notice that the Committee Stage and 
Third Reading of the Bill be left for a subsequent meeting of 
the House. 

THE PUBLIC HEALTH (AMENDMENT) ORDINANCE, 1983 I  . 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that a Bill for an Ordinance to 
amend the Public Health ;Ordinance (Chapter 131), be read a 
first time. 

Mr Speaker then put the question-  which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a first time. 

SECOND READING 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that the Bill be read a second 
time. Sir, this is a very simple Bill, it only contains two 
clauses one of which is the actual title and the second one 
which makes a very slight amendment to the actual definition of 
what is a pleasure boat. Normally, the wording has been 
pleasure boat or craft, this is referring to pleasure boats used 
at the seaside not being permitted to come within a certain 
distance of the sea shore except in specific designated areas 
so that they do not endanger bathers. But when this definition 
was actually promulgated several years ago, the new vessel • - 
which has appeared on thd scene in the last two or three years, 
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namely, the Windsurfer, was not known. These windsurfers can 
move at quite a considerable speed and if they were to hit a 
bather they can give him quite a good knock. Therefore it is. 
thought advisable that the term "pleasure boat or draft" should 
be widened to include surfboards. This, I think, is something 
that everybody will agree so that surfboards can be restricted 
in the same way as pleasure boats so as not.to  cause any harm 
to the ordinary bather swimming in the sea. I commend the Bill 
to the House. 

MR SPEA=R: 

Before I put the question to the House does any Honourable.  
Member wish to speak on the general principles and merits of 
the Bill? 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Of course one welcomes any legislation of this kind. However, 
in the same way as applies to pleasure boats and I have had 
occasion to mention this to the House before, I am not satisfied 
in the way that the rules are enforced. We have rules, we make 
laws but then we do not enforce them and I would like very much 
to know from the Minister whether he intends to enforce these 
laws, or the rules rather, in any different way than is carried 
out for pleasure boats and those rules are not enforced at all. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Mr Speaker, it is a minor point but if we are here to extend 
the definition to include the latest novelty of the seaside, 
does this present definition include the nautical scooter that 
one sees scudding around or are we going to have another amend-
ment to include that at a later stage? 

HON ATTORNEY GENERAL: 

I must apologise but I think the Honourable Member was referring 
to water scooters. 

MR SPEAKER: 

A new contraption which you now have which is a scooter on an 
engine which goes on the sea. You literally sit as you would 
on a scooter. 

HON ATTORNEY GENERAL: 

The sort of thing you see at Camp Bay or Catalan Bay. This is 
a very short amendment and the only reason it was necessary was 
that when I looked at the meaning of the word "craft" in certain 
dictionaries it didn't really cover a surfboard and so before 
we could proceed to enact rules on surf boards we had to come 
to the House with this amendment but if I can answer very 
shortly my own view is that a nautical scooter is surely a 
craft. 

MR SPEAKER: 

It is not for me to rule as to whether it is or it isn't, that 
is a matter of definition. 

HON ATTORNEY GENERAL: 

I would have thought craft is wide enough to cover that because 
you can get on it and not quite sit in it but appear to sit in' 
it whereas a simple plank, a surfboard, by all the reputable 
dictionaries does not appear to be clearly within the meaning 
of the word "craft" and that simply is the reason why this Bill 
was recommended to the Government. The other point, end I am 
not entirely sure on this, but I did rather think, Mr Speaker, 
that the question of whether the Seaside Pleasure Rules had beet: 
enforced since their promulgation in 1981 had come before the 
House before and I have to check the record but there were 
cases where they were supervised in their performance, that is 
the matter I can look into, but as far as I know there is no 
ignoring of•the rules. I come back to the point I made earlier 
on in relation to another Bill. Obviously there will be times 
when one ha8 to take action and enforce the law but I think the 
existence of the law in most cases is sufficient to make sure 
that people do comply with it. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Does the.Mover wish to reply? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

The only thing I can say further to what the Honourable the 
Attorney-General has said in answer to Mr Restano, I can check 
with the beach-keepers who are the first person to supervise 
whether any pleasure craft is actually breaking the law. 
Should that happen his actual task is to fetch a policeman and 
then the person possibly would be either reprimanded or prose-
cuted.. I will look into it to see that for the coming season 
a tighter system can be enforced. 

Mr• Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a second time. 

HON H K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, I beg to give notice that the Committee Stage and Third 
Reading of the Bill be taken at a later stage in the `meeting. 

This was agreed to. 

107. 

106. 



THE TRAFFIC (AMENDMENT) ORDINANCE, 1983 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that a Bill for an Ordinance to 
amend the Traffic Ordinance (Chapter 15L.) be read a first time. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a first time. 

SECOND REApiNa 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that the Bill be read a second 
time. This, Sir, is also a very short Bill, the main thrust of 
it being in section 2 in which it says: ."Section 55 of the 
Traffic Ordinance is amended by repealing paragraph (a)". 
Paragraph (a) of the Traffic Ordinance actually refers to the 
Transport Commission and it is' specific that one of the powers 
of the Transport Commission is to advise the Governor on all 
matters referring to traffic on the roads. As was said, I 
think, earlier in the meeting when we were talking about the 
Transport Commission during answers to questions, the Transport 
Commission was set up in 1958 when there was a Legislative 
Council but there were no persons charged either with ministe-
rial responsibility or no ministers as such and the actual 
body concerned with traffic was the City Council. The situation 
today is that there is a Minister in charge of traffic and it 
is rather invidious to have the power to advise on all matters 
referring to traffic vested in somebody other 'than the Minister 
and therefore the intention of this Bill is to transpose the 
power from the Transport Commission to the Minister. .This 
does not, of courset  preclude that the Minister, if he so 
wishes, may consult the Transport Commission on traffic matters 
at any time that he considers it advisable. I commend the Bill 
to the House. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Before I put the question to the House does axy Honourable Member 
wish to speak on the general principles and merits of the Bill. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Yes Mr Speaker, although it is a very short Bill, we are 
opposed to the Bill mainly based on the remarks that were 
exchanged by myself and Honourable Members on the other side 
in relation to the functions of the Transport Commission. 
Mr Speaker, I would ask the Government to withdraw this Bill 
and then to come back with a Bill that brings up to date the 
functions in all aspects, the functions, duties and obligations 
of the Transport•Commission. I don't think it is a good thing 

108. 

to pass a Bill dealing with one aspect of the functions of the 
Transport Commission without dealing with all the aspects of 
the duties and responsibilities of the Commission. I don't 
think I had to say very much in question•time. I did point out 
to the Minister the dbvious undesirability of a situation where 
responsibility in respect of the grant of• public service 
licences is vested in the Transport Commission by law and yet 
a practice has developed whereby it appears that the Ministers 
exercise that function and we get the situation where discon-
tented taxi drivers or whatever, or the Gibraltar Taxi 
Association go to Ministers and make representations about how 
the Transport Commission should exercise its powers and the.  
Transport Commission is content to sit back and ask the 
Ministers to giVe them directions as to how they should 
exercise these powers. The section that is being amended is 
precisely the section that deals with these matters. In 
Section 55, (a) has gone and it says "consider applications 
for road service licences forwarded to it under the provisions .  
of this part and deal with such applications in accordance with 
the provisions of this part of the Ordinance". "Consider and 
determine any matter which may be referred to it under the 
provisions of this Ordinance". What we are doing is, we are 
saying by passing this amendment to the Transport Commission: 
"Alright, you don't have to advise the Governor any more on 
matters affecting traffic, we have a Minister". But, by 
implication, we are saying: "But your duties continue to be ' 
as stated in the other paragraph", when we know perfectly well, 
Mr Speaker, that they are not discharging those duties as a 
result of the practice or as a results  of an arrangement or as 
a result of the historical evolution of elected government, 
whatever reason may given, they are not exercising those 
discretions except when allowed to do so or when told to do so, 
or when they feel they can do so safely without incurring 
criticism. But the fact of the matter is that the pattern of 
this part of the Ordinance, what the law says is that any 
application for road service licences - I am not just talking 

• about taxis here but private hire cars, or buses etc - shall 
be dealt with and shall be determined by the Transport Commission 
and that anybody who is dissatisfied with this determination 
may appeal to the Supreme Court. That is the scheme of the 
Ordinance but that is not what is happening and I can say that 
from personal experience. It is not what is happening and 
therefore I would suggest to the Government without pre-judging 
all the issues, I would suggest to the Government that what is 
needed is not to change this present law, the Government is 
going to have to come back anyway to change the Ordinance 
because the Minister did announce the change of policy under 
which there were to be allowed two drivers for each taxi ard 
that will require actually an amendment of Section NIA of the 
Traffic Ordinance as I see it, so why not, Mr Speaker, come with 
a policy statement on the Transport Commission, their duties and 
powers, back it up with the appropriate legislative amendment 
and enactment, and get rid of it for good, Mr Speaker. Because 
another point, for example, so that as far as I can see •in the 
Ordinance there is no ceiling on a number of taxi licences that 
there can be. The Transport Commission has a duty under the • 
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Ordinance to consider every application that comes before it. 
It cannot make pre-judgements and say in an application: "Oh, 
well, we have been told by the Government that we are not to 
have more than 113 licences and as granting these licences would 
make it 114, we do not grant the licence". Because that has no 
legislative backing and. anybody who got told that by the Trans-
port Commission would be entitled to appeal to the Supreme 
Court and the Supreme Court would make the Transport Commission 
exercise their discretion in accordance with the law as laid 
down. This does not mean, Mr Speaker, that it is our view 
there should be no ceiling on taxi lidences in Gibraltar, don't 
get me wrong. We think that there should be a ceiling on the 
number of taxi licences that are awarded but there should be 
legislative provision for it, it should not be left, Mr Speaker, 
to discussions in the highways and the byways, in meetings with 
Ministers, in meetings with members of,the Opposition and in 
meetings with the Transport Commission itself and the Transport 
Commission itself who is meant by law to'decide these matters 
taking the view of Ministers and other people before coming to 
a determination as they have to under the law. I would ask the 
Government to withdraw this section and to come back with a new 
Bill which brings up-to-date, if you would like to call it, 
brings up-to-date the functions of the Transport Commission, its 
powers and liabilities and, for example, in private hire buses 
or in taxis or etc, puts it in the law,. puts ceilings in the 
law, puts a criteria to govern the Transport Commission's 
action. But you shouldn't have the situation, Er Speaker, where 
you have got a Transport Commission and you have got ministers 
telling the Transport Commission, with no legislative authority 
to back them, telling them: "Now you do this, no more taxi 
licences for the moment, Ve are going to do this, we are going 
to do that"'. There should be a body that sits and considers the 
applications and has to sit and consider the application because 
that is what the Ordinance says. If we don't want that let us 
get rid of it but let us not Come, Mr Speaker;'with an amendment 
of the Traffic Ordinance which says that the Minister can do 
what he likes on traffic, he does not have to seek the advice 
of the Transport Commission. Let us get the whole subject of the 
functions of the Transport Commission, its duties and obliga-
tions, let us get that put right so that there is a system which 
can be put into work and let us put a ceiling on taxi licences 
in a legislative fashion. In the same way as we have in the 
law, and it has got to be in the law, that there should 'be two 
full-time drivers, let us bring amendments and let us say that 
there should be a limit of 120 taxi licences or 110 or 150 and 
then let the Transport Commission, within those limits that are 
imposed by the legislature decide on applications whether there 
is a case for a licence or not. But let us not have the 
situation, Mr Speaker, where people negotiate the question. I 
am sure that the Honourable Mr Bossano who I know represented 
the Taxi Association in representations they made with the 
Minister for Economic Development and Trade, I think it was, I 
think Er Bossano went to that meeting. I don't know whether he 
went representing the taxis or representing the GSLP. He went 
representing the GSLP, worse still, so a political party went to 
see the Minister to tell them to ask the Transport Commission 
to give instructions to the Transport Commission, which is no  

job of Ministers to do because the Ordinance says what they 
have to do. Doesn't the Minister agree that it is a highly 
unsatisfactory position. I know what the Honourable Member 
went to the Ministers about because it is the view of the Taxi 
Association, and they may well be right I don't say.they are 
right or they are wrong, it is their view that there should be 
a limit, that there are enough taxi licences in Gibraltar and 
no more should be issued. There are other people who hold other 
views, there are other people who feel that because they have 
been full time taxi drivers for a number of years they should 
have the opportunity to own their own taxi.and own their own . 
licence that is another view, it may be right or it may 
wrong. What I am getting at, Mr Speaker, is that to my mind 
there is a heed to set upon black and white the rights and the 
wrongs of the matter and have a body to decide it and not allow 
the matter to be determined really, Mr Speaker, by political 
pushing and bargaining and so forth in en area that the law does 
not intend'it should occur because under the law the Transport 
Commission are the people designated so, Mr Speaker, we are 
going to vote against this Bill not because we wish to derogate 
from the powers of the Minister, not because we want the 
Minister not to exercise these powers, we are quite happy that 
he should but because we feel that the Government should not 
just look at the point of the Minister but should look at the ' 
whole of the part of the Traffic Ordinance that deals with 
public service licences and so forth -and deals with the func-
tions of the Transport Commission and if it is out of date, 
bring it up to date and let us get it off the Statute Book and 
let it have this problem sorted out once and for all in a 
manner that I think can be satisfactory by all affected parties. 
Thank you, Sir. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Are there any other contributors? 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, if the section that is going to be removed is the 
one that allows the Transport Commission to advise, what is wrong 
with having their advice. He is not required to act on it or 
to take it. I cannot understand why he doesn't want them to be 
there to advise him, surely, they might be able to advise some-
thing useful. What is wrong with that? 

HON P J ISOLA: 

The Transport Commission might complain if he acted, without 
getting their advice. 

MR SPEARER: 

Does the Honourable Minister wish to reply? 



HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition has jumped on his hobby-
horse quite rightly so and you have been very indulgent in 
letting him get away with referring to matters which are not 
really specifically dealt with in the Bill. 

MR SPEAKER: 

With respect, it is an amendment to the Ordinance. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

I would ask him to reconsider his intention not to vote for this 
Bill on my giving him an undertaking that within the next two 
months we will have a comprehensive look• at the whole Traffic 
Commission section in the Ordinance and possibly come forward 
with a further amending Bill. I would like to get this through 
at the moment because there are many minor traffic points that 
one wants to get through quidkly, the Transport Commission 
doesn't meet all that regularly, it is a little invidious to 
bring 5 or 6 men together if you just want to put a small piece 
of kerbing etc, so perhaps on my giving this assurance the 
Honourable the Leader 'of the Opposition will get his party to.  
change their minds. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, despite the look of concern on the Honourable and 
Learned the Attorney-General's face, I accept the assurance of 
the Minister. We will now.vote for the Bill. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a second time; 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Sir, I beg to give notice that the Committee Stage and Third 
Reading be taken at a later stage in the meeting. 

This was agreed to. 

THE PUBLIC UTILITY UNDERTAKINGS (AMENDMENT) ORDINANCE, 1983 

HON DR R G VAIARINO: 

Sir I have the honour to move that a Bill for an Ordinance to 
amend the Public Utility Undertakings Ordinance (Chapter 135) be 
read a first time. 

.Mr Speaker put the question which was resolved in the affirma-
tive and the Bill was read a first time. 
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SECOND READING' 

HON DR R G VAIARINO: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that the Bill be read a second 
time. This Bill is concerned to do three things. First of all, 
let me apologise for the Explanatory Memorandum which contains 
'certain figures which are wrong but do not form part of the 
Bill and therefore the Bill is correct as printed. This Bill 
is concerned to do three things. Firstly, a reduction in 
business and residential charges backdated to the 1st of 
January, 1983. The reduction in business charges is £10.71 and 
in residential charges of 27.80p. Both are in the order of a 
3 reduction. That business rental charges will become 218.27p 
quarterly and residential charges will be £12.90p per quarter. 
This compares favourably with UK rentals which are at present 
221 per quarter of business subscribers and 215.5010 per quarter 
for residential subscribers. The free call allowance of 120 
units will remain which effectively also reduces the rental by 
24.80p. In reply to Question 203 of 1982, I mentioned that 
monthly advice notices for nine months would be sent in order 
to guide Government and consumers. Government has decided that 
after taking this early decision to reduce rentals, the conti- • 
nuationof monthly advice notes will only be for a further 3 
months as from the beginning of the year - a total of six inonths. 
Secondly, the Bill proposes to reduce removal charges by 220 to 
£30 in part II of the Second Schedule to the Public Utility 
Undertakings Ordinance. It should also be made clear that note 
(ii) after item 25 obviously also applies to the reduced . 
removal charge. Finally, and thirdly, to introduce a pro rata 
debate on rental where a phone is out" of order from at least 
one month after the fault if reported. The period of one month 
has been considered by Government as a suitable starting point 
in introducing this rebate. Both the reduced removal charges 
and the pro rata rebate an rental will also be retrospective to 
the 1st of January 1983. These three proposed changes will mean 
a lowering of telephone charges to consumers and of decreased 
revenue to Government by over £250,000 in the year 1983. Sir, 
I commend the Bill to the House. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Before I put the question does any Honourable heriber wish to 
speak on the general merits and principles of the Bill? • 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Mr Speaker, to be able to judge the effects of lowering these• 
charges one needs of course to have accurate figures on the 
local charges. I did ask in December•what revenue had been 
received in October out of local calls and I was told about 
£12,000. I repeated the question at this meeting and I find 
that in the answer of the Minister he has stated that the revenue 
for local calls for December was 237,940. I don't know whether 
that is correct because in the same answer he said that the 
October figure was 230,223 when in December he said that the 
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figure was £12,000. Now I would like to know, first of all, 
because to be able to evaluate the reductions here we really 
ought to have figures. Here is a complete contradiction, one 
answer in DeceMber and one answer now for the same month with a 
difference of £18,000. 

ER SPEAKER: 

The general principles that we are debating now are as to 
whether the telephone charges should be reduced or not. That is 
the general principle. The amount by which it is to be reduced 
is a matter of detail which can be done at Committee Stage. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Fair enough, Er Speaker. I will reserve my comments until I have 
the information. We moved a motion in Dedember and one of the 
things that we said was that the increases in charges had been 
excessive for local metering and the fact that only shortly, two 
months afterwards, Government has seen fit to reduce the charges 
of course vindicates completely what wesaid in December in the 
motion and whereby we brought the motion. I reserve my position 
until I get the figures and that goes on the first part of the 
Bill. Again, on the rebate where phones are out of order for 
at least one month after a fault is reported, I think we ought 
to know what pro rata rebate is intended and also why it is that 
it takes so long sometimes for telephones to be repaired so that. 
precisely the Government has to bring in a rebate when the 
department has not been able to repair the telephones within 
what I consider to be a reasonable period of time. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a second time. 

HON DR R G V.ALARMO:. 

Sir, I beg to give notice that the Committee Stage and Third 
Reading of the Bill be taken at a later stage in this meeting. 

This was agreed to. 

THE LAW REVISION (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) ORDINANCE, 1983 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that a Bill for an Ordinance to 
make minor amendments to various Ordinances as part of the 
revision and consolidation of the statute law, be read a .first 
time. 
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Mr Speaker then put the quegtion which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a first time. 

SECOND READING 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that the Bill be now read a 
second time. Mr Speaker, MeMbers of the House will I think 
recall that at the end of 1981, after it had been agreed that 
there should be a reprint of the laws of Gibraltar, an 
Ordinance was passed called the Revised Edition of the Laws 
Ordinance. The purpose of that was to confer certain powers on 
the person appointed for the reprinting undertaking who is of 
course Sir John Farley Spry and these were the normal powers 
that are given to a Commissioner for a reprint in order to 
enable him to carry out his task. In general terms the powers 
given by that Ordinance were what I would characterise or 
describe as editorial powers, powers to re-arrange the statute . 
book, powers to make amendments, generally, that are not of sub-
stantive effect but are rather of a formal nature. But in any 
reprint undertaking it is necessary or it is desirable, I should 
say, in the course of that reprint to not only make such formal 
or editorial changes but also to make changes end improvements 
of a more substantive nature. Of course there is a fine line 
between what is a reprint and what eventually becomes a revision 
and in this House we have before discussed the pros and cons of 
a revision and the upshot or the result is that because of the 
importance of getting the reprints through and on to the books, 
the exercise is in fact a reprint which is less than a revision 
but even so it is still necessary to Make a number of amendments; 
as I have said, and to do that it is necessary to come back to 
the House because if the proposal does not come back to the 
'House substantive changes would be being made which did not have 
the endorsement of the House. For those reasons it has always 
been contemplated that there will be one or more, and I would , 
say there will be more than one Bill entitled a Law Revision 
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill put to the House so that 
Honourable Members can consider changes that are proposed by 
the Commissioner and decide whether or not to endorse them. 
This, in facti is the first of these Bills and as Honourable 
Members will see from the Bill it contains a number of amend-
ments to different enactments. The point has been raised in 
this House before that one should avoid inter mixing different 
amendments in different acts but I am sure that in this case all 
members will agree that this comes under the short title Law 
Revision and therefore is not open to objection. At Committee 
Stage I propose to speak to each particular clause but there are 
one or two matters that I would like to emphasise as being of 
some, importance. The first is contained in clause 2 of the Bill 
which, among other things, in paragraph (a) revives the limits 
for insolvency proceedings. I am sure members will appreciate 
that if this is looked at here, and the purpose of looking at it 
is to bring up to date the relative amounts because a lot of 
time has passed since the original Ordinance was enacted, it 
will also follow that the companies liquidation proceedings will 
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have to be looked at as well and this will take place in a sub-
sequent law revision Bill. At the same time a number of other 
sections in different Ordinances have been amended to up-date 
references to the rates of fees to bring them more into line 
with the effects of inflation and over and above that there have 
been provisions to take account of changes or amendments to the 
general law in England and are followed through in this Ordinance. 
Er Speaker, it maybe appropriate for me to give a progress report 
on the state of the reprint and to explain why this Bill is now 
brought to the House. The tenders for the actual reprinting of 
the work have been called for and tenders have been submitted 
and that is a matter which falls to be considered. Once a tender 
is allocated'the intention of the Commissioner is that he will 
programme the work to the successful tenderer in stages and he 
is at the point where very shortly now he proposes to put the 
first half, basically, nearly the first halt' of the work to the 
successful tenderer and later on in the year, I think the date 
he has in mind is June, another large instalment will go and 
then later on in the year, I think in September, the final 
instalment will go to the printer with a view to having the pro-
duct finished in about March of 1984 and so the relevance of 
this Bill to that is that these are matters which the Commissioner 
is seeking to have cleared in advance of putting the actual 
publication work in hand. As I say, Mr Speaker, I propose to 
speak to the individual amendments at the Committee Stage which 
because of the detailed nature of the Bill will not be taken at 
this Meeting of the House but rather at a subsequent meeting. 
I commend the Bill to the House. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Before I put the question to the House does any Honourable Meraper. 
wish to speak on the general principles and merits of the Bill. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

I just want to clarify, I think I have got the answer. I assume 
that in the reprinting which that is carrying on, all these 
amendments will appear in their appropriate places in the 
various Ordinance, that is the idea? 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: • 

Yes. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the affir-
mative and the Bill was read a second time. 

HON .ATTOR1SY,-GENERAL: 

Sir, I beg to give notice that the Committee Stage and Third 
Reading of the Bill be taken at a subsequent meeting of the ' 
House. 
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THE SUPPLEMENTARY APPROPRIATION (1982/83) ORDINANCE, 1983 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVa.OPME"NT SECRETARY: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that the Bill for an Ordinance 
to appropriate further sums of money to the services of the 
year ending with the 31st day of March, 1983, be read a first 
time. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bill was read a first time. 

SECOND READING 

'HON FINANCIAL AND tEVELOPERIT SECRETARY: 

Sir, I have the honour to move that the Bill be read a second 
time. The Bill seeks to appropriate, in accordance with 
section 65(3) of the Constitution, a further sum of L964,041 
out of the Consolidated Fund. The purposes for which this sum 
is required are set out in Part I of the Schedule to the Bill 
and detailed in the Consolidated Fund Schedule of Supplementary 
Estimates No 4 of 19B X83 which I tabled at the commencement of 
this meeting. The Till also seeks to appropriate, in accordance 
with section 27 of the Public Finance (Control and Audit) 
Ordinance, the sum of 2136,152 as set out in Part II of the 
Schedule to the Bill and detailed in the Improvement and 
Development Fund Schedule of Supplementary Estimates (No 4 of 
1982-83) which was also tabled at the beginning of this 
meeting. Sir, whilst'Honourable Members will have an oppor-
tunity to discuss in detail the provisions sought in the Bill 
during the Committee Stage, there are one or two items to which 
I would like to draw attention at this second reading. Some • 
70,X of the 2964,041 out of the Consolidated Fund are covered by 
three Heads. The first, £288,000, is sought to meet the addi-
tional cost of fuel at King's Bastion and at Waterport. Under 
Medical and Public Health, of the £263,283 sought, £140,000 is 
to meet the cost of overtime payable as a result of a reduction 
in the conditioned hO'brs of nursing staff. £62,000 is the cost 
of the revision of fees of Group Practice Medical Scheme contract 
pharmacists which is retrospective to the first day of January, 
1982, and the cost of increases in the prices of drugs supplied 
under the Medical Scheme is £35,000.  Under Head 20, Public 
Works Annually Recurrent, a further £121,800 was reguired for 
the additional importation of water following the prolonged 
drought which Gibraltar has experienced both this anctlast year. 
Mr Speaker, Sir, I commend the Bill to the House. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Before I put the question to the House does any Honourable 
Merger wish to speak on the general principles and merits of 
the Bill? 
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There being no response Mr Speaker then put the Question which 
was resolved in the affirmative and the Bill was read a second 
time. 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Sir, I beg to give notice that the Committee Stage and Third 
Reading of this Bill be taken at a later stage in the meeting. 

This was agreed to. 

COMMITTEE STAGE 

HON CHIEF MINIS.2.ER: 

May I suggest that we take the short Bills first through 
Committee Stage and Third.Reading and leave the longer Bills 
for tomorrow. I suggest we take the Public Utilities Under-
takings Ordinance, the Traffic, Trade Licensing and the Public 
Health. 

MR SPEAKER: 

The Public Utilities Undertakings Ordinance, The Traffic 
Ordinance, the Trade Licensing (Amendment) Ordinance, and the 
Public Health (Amendment) Ordinance. 

THE TRADE LICENSING (AMENDMENT) BILL, 1983 

Clause 1 was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 2. 

HON A J OANEPA: 

Mr Speaker, I have the honour to move that clause 2 of the Bill 
should be deleted and that consequentially clause 3 should be 
renumbered clause 2 and clause 4 should be renumbered clause 3. 

Mr Speaker put the question in the terms of the Hon A J Canepals 
amendment which was resolved in the affirmative and the amend-
ment was accordingly passed. 

Clauses 2 and 3 (old clauses 3 and 4) were agreed to and stood 
part of the Bill. 

The Long Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 
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THE PUBLIC HEALTH (AMENDMENT) BILL, 1983 

Clauses 1 and 2  were agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

The Long Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

THE PUBLIC UTILITY UNDERTAKINGS (AMENEMENT) BILL, 1983 

Clause 1 was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 2. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

I would like to know what are the correct figures for local 
telephone charges because I have been given two different sets 
of figures. 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

On this particular subject let me put the Honourable MeMber 
straight. Initially, and after rechecking the amount for 
October, 1982, this was found to exceed just over 210,000 and 
the figure for.NoveMber, 1982, was found to be approximately 
218,000, this is as far as local calls are concerned. However, 
on remonitoring it then became obvious in mid-December that 5 
meters had recycled during the month of October and 4 meters had 
recycled during November. These recycled meters were on the 
Forces lines due to the high usage and this was not exnected. 
Each recycling is an extra 24,000, the meters have 5 digits. 
Therefore the real total for October"was the initial 210,000 
plus the 5 meters recycled at 84,000 which is £20,000, making 
it a total of £30,000 and for November it was £18,000 plus 4 
meters recycled at 24,000 which was 216,000, a total of approx-
imately .234,000. Monitoring has continued and all high calling 
meters are re-checked periodically. I must stress that the De-
clycling of these meters happened on Fortress lines of which we 
have six due to the high level of calling rate not only local 
but they have international calling rate and this was not 
expected by the Department. What the deartment is now going 
to do is to change the present five digit meters of these lines 
by 6 digit meters and about 10 meters will be changed in all. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

If the Honourable MeMber will give way. When he says recycling, 
could he expand a bit. Who is paying for this, is it that some-
one is paying for something which they have not used? The 
consumer is paying? 

HON' DR R G VALARINO: 

Yes. 

HON G T RESTANO: 
•• 

So this is actual revenue, real revenue is 237,9140. 
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HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Mr Chairman„Sir, the meters are 99999 and the recycling took 
place and went over this figure and then when it was read it 
was taken for granted that the figure was less. On remonitoring 
it was obvious that the peter had recycled and this is why the 
figures were higher than was originally estimated. Unfortunate-
ly, by the time we had the answer it was too late for the 
December meeting of the House where I mentioned the figure of 
812,000 to the Honourable Meither. I did say in my intervention 
in the House:' "The correct and proper approach is to look at 
the revenue obtained from local call charges and also at any 
revenue increases that may occur in later months through inter-
national traffic, monitor this, adjust accurately and advise 
as to the size of possible reductions in rental to both 
businesses and domestic consumers in the future and, in fact, 
this is what we have done and we have reduced both by approxi-
mately 37%. 
HON G T RESTANO: 

Yr Speaker, now that I have the correct figures it seems to me 
that whilst it is always welcome to have a reduction in charges 
I don't think they go far enough. It is quite clear that it is 
about 8240,000 or 8250,000 which they are giving back but they 
are taking in about 8420,000 or over so the people in fact are 
being.taxed by nearly £200,000 extra per year. 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

They are not being taxed, they are paying for a service. 

HON G T RESTANO; 

Well, they are paying for a service which was free before 
October and it was because it was decided to charge in October 
and the Minister has just confirmed that we were led to believe 
in December that the amount would be far less, it is now over 
3 times what we were led to believe in December. But, anyway, 
the point is that per annum the charges to the people of 
Gibraltar is nearly £200,000 even though the Government is 
getting back 2250,000. We don't think it goes far enough, 
however, bf course we will support it because something is 
coming back to the people, that is, half a loaf is better than ' 
no loaf at all but the Government should have been considering 
giving back the whole loaf. 

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, I am very surprised at the attitude of the Govern- • 
rent. We have been proved right already that last time they • 
were you might say profiteering and now they intend to carry on 
profiteering. Of course it is profiteering. If you ran that 
as a business as you should and if these were shareholders 
instead of the Government putting the money, God knows where it 
goes, probably it goes down the drain, it would be profiteering, 
I am really very concerned about this because we only heard 
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yesterday the Minister for Trade asking the private sector to 
cut down their margins to make the whole place as efficient as 
possible to be able to compete with an open rrontier and here 
we come and we take no notice at all, no indication of what the 
total amount is going to be at the end of the day and when 
we say that perhaps they are overcharging there is no explana-
tion. What they should have done is having seen that last time 
they did overcharge the public, whatever the error might have 
been it was obvious the whole calculation was out, whether it 
was recycling or not recycling, it was obvious that they were 
overcharging. All I am saying is, if you are going to cane to 
this souse and going to admit that you overcharged before, on. 
this occasion at least if you come here am give us a full 
account of the amount that you are bringing down the rates and 
why you are doing it and what you expect at the end of the year 
to make or not make, then we would be satisfied with this 
figure but at the moment you are literally asking us to sign 
you a blank cheque. I would like to hear' the Minister who is 
responsible and it is he who should answer to tell me now, if 
he had done his homework, if he can tell this House how much 
money at the end of the day, at the end of the year What the 
balance of this undertaking is going to be. I hope the Minister 
will give me an answer. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Sir, once on the subject of previous questions and the informa-
tion given I would note that in Question 203 to which the 
Minister has referred, which is the first question in which we 
invited Government to give us information as to the possible 
earnings from the metering of local calls,• we were told in a 
supplementary to that ouestion that the projected earnings in 
local calls for the whole of the first Quarter would be 859,000 
and those 859,000, Mr Chairman, were a 20% increase over the 
then revenue for local calls. The figure, in fact, Sir, for 
the earnings in local calls has not been the 20% increase to 
839,000, it has been a massive increase to 8102,000. The 
estimated earnings has been completely incorrect and as such 
they have done what we said they were going to do. They have 
caused an unrealistic burden on the people of Gibraltar. We 
also asked them, Mr Speaker, at that time because they had 
indicated earlier that they were considering a reduction of the 
rental, we asked at the time whether they were going to reduce 
the rental by the amount of the increase in revenue and we were 
told that that depended on what the actual increase in revenue 
was. We have now heard that the increase in revenue was 
astronomic, instead of being the 20% increase it is over 100%. 
It is, however, apparent to me that the reduction in the rental 
from £28 or £29 to 818, is not reflected in the earnings so we 
are,still having a system which is, as I have said, burdensome 
on the public and which the Government are using to finance 
other ventures;  

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

How can the Hon Member say that. That is ridiculous. 
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YR SPEAKER: 

The Public Utilities Undertakings are not used for the purposes 
of general revenue. 

HON A d BAYNES: 

But I would like, Er Speaker, to know what the criteria used in 
assessing this reduction was and I would be happy to have that 
information from the Minister. 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVMOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Mr Chdirman, Sir, we are not profiteering, we are not making 
large profits. The estimated deficit on the Telephone Fund as 
at 31st of March, 1983, is nearly L400,000 and the projected 
deficit as at the 31st of March, 1984, will be some 2640,000 
and it is only after that period that over the next three years 
the projected deficit begins to drop down and this is because 
of the high cost of the capital charges and interest on putting 
in the IDD system. No way is the Government profiteering and 
this will be quite clear when the estimates for 1983/84 are put 
to the House and the House sees the Telephone Account. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Mr Speaker, does this mean that when the capital cost of the IDD 
installation has been met that we will have further and substan-
tial reductions and are these estimates as reliable as the 
estimates we were given three months ago which are hopelessly 
inadequate and are the figures that we are going to be given 
going to be slightly more conscientious in their manufacturing 
than they have been till now? 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Mr Chairman, Sir, I think first of all that the House under-
estimates the difficulty- in projecting what amount of revenue is 
going to be obtained from local calls. This was extremely 
difficult to. do. The fact that there was the recycling problem 
in October and November which caused my colleague the Honourable 
Minister for Municipal Services to give a wrong figure to the 
House at the. December meeting I think cannot be helped. I was 
absolutely horrified when I saw the figures for October and 
realised that we were getting so small amount from local revenue. 
The projections that I have just given of £400,000 deficit at 
the 31st of March, 1983, it would have been well beyond that had 
revenue continued on that figure, Secondly, the Honourable and 
Learned Member opposite has just enquired Whether at the end of 
the 5-year period when we expect to be running into a surplus, 
we will be able to cut charges further. That will depend very 
much on whether the Government of the daydecides that it will 
spend more money on improving the telephone service. It may be 
that you can cat charges or you can improve your service. 
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Clause  2 was agreed to and stood part of the Bill, 

The Long Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

THE TRAFFIC (AMENDMENT) BILL, 1983 

Clauses 1 and 2 were agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

The Long Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

The House recessed at 8.00 p.m. 

THURSDAY THE 24TH FEBRUARY, 1983 

The House resumed at 10.45 a,m, 

Committee Stage continued. 

THE IMMIGRATION CONTROL (AMENDMENT) BILL, 1982 

Clause 1. 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Mr Chairman, I beg to.move that in clause 1 the figures "1982" 
be deleted and the figures "1983" be substituted. therefor. 

Mr Speaker mut the question in the terms of the Hon the Attorney-
General's amendment which was resolved in the affirmative and 
Clause 1, as amended, was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 2 

HON ATTORNEY-GRERAL: 

Mr Chairman, I have five amendments to this clause but only one 
of them is of any substance and I would like to speak to that. 
The amendments which I move is first to insert after the words 
"if but only if" in the new subsection 2(2) the words "at least 
one of the following criteria is applicable to him and". Put 
like that it probably doesn't make sense to znybody and I would 
like to explain what the effect of that amendment is. In doing 
so I want to re-cap on the purpose of the whole Bill which is to 
carry through the consequences of the British Nationality Act, 
1981, by defining in Gibraltar law who is a British dependent 
territory citizen having a connection with Gibraltar. The whole 
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point of the Bill is to spell out what amounts to a connection 
with Gibraltar. I am sure Honourable Melfbers will agree with 
me that it is important not to go too far in defining that, it 
is better if anything to be cautious at first and to expand it 
in the fullness of tine rather than to go too far at the outset 
and indeed if one considers the British Nationality Act, you 
will see that the main Act was Passed in 1948 but over the years 
there were various particular amendments passed to gradually 
extend the provisions relating to nationality as new situations 
have arisen. I have been very conscious in preparing this Bill 
of the need not at the outset to define what is the connection 
too widely. As the Bill now stands before this amendment will 
be made, there are detailed a number of qualifications which are 
elements,in obtaining citizenship and if they apply to a person 
then they will give him the necessary entitlement to say that 
he has a connection with Gibraltar. If only one applies and that 
is the way he got his citizenship, then that is sufficient. If 
more than one applies to him he must satisfy each of the require-
ments. That is how the Bill stands now but although it is very 
difficult to conceive of a case where a person would have 
citizenship and yet none of these paragraphs would apply to him 
in my uma mind I think it is possible there maybe such a case 
and I think it will be unsafe not to have a further qualification 
and a further cualification is what I am proposing in the amend-
ment. The further qualification is that before you can invoke' 
this new subsection (2) you must be able to show that at least 
one of the qualifications applies to you. I hope I have been 
clear, Mr Speaker, because it is a very complicated matter but 
the upshot of it is, if I can underline what I said before, that 
I am concerned that we shouldn't at the outset define what is the 
connection too widely, I think it is better to be safe and to 
look at the thing later on if we have to. That is the point of 
this particular amendment and I so move. 

PR SPEAKER: 

I would suggest perhaps since you are moving amendments to the 
same clause that you move all the amendments together. . 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Mr Chairman, I have in paragraphs (0), (c), (d) and (e) there are 
in effect three other amendments. They are all of a very minor 
nature. In paragragh (b) to omit the words "is at any time".  and 
substitute the words "at any time after commencement is". If I 
can briefly explain that, this is the case where the citizenship 
of one of your parents is a material qualifying factor and it is 
the citizenship after the commencement of the British Nationality 
Act, 1981, that we are talking about where the citizenship of a 
Parent before the commencement of the Act is a factor, that is 
dealt with in a subsequent paragraph CO so this really serves to 
carry into fuller effect the purpose of the paragraph. The third 
amendment is to omit paragraph (e) and to re-letter the remaining 
paragraphs accordingly and that is simply because this is a long 
subsection and it was very hard to condense it but in the time 
between having the Bill introduced and this Committee Stage, I 
realised. that it would be possible to reduce the number of para- 
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graphs. What is in paragranh:(e) is not being taken out of the 
Bill, I am simply going to condense it with what will become a 
new paragraph (g) subsequently. That is merely to reduce the 
length of the Bill, as it were, by condensing twoenaragraphs 
into one. I therefore come to the fourth amendment in para-
graph (d) of my motion and that is in naragraph (g), as re-
lettered, which is (h) in the present Bill, to omit the word 
"residence" and substitute "the residence or presence of any 
person". That will then subsume both what is in present para-
graph (h) now and also what is in the present paragraph (b). • 
And, finally, Mr Chairman, in new paragraph (h), as renumbered, 
again there is a need to distinguish after commencement rather 
than before commencement where the citizenship of a snouse is a 
qualifying factor and my amendment is in paragraph (h3, as re-
lettered to insert after the words "any time" the words "after 
commencement". We are talking about citizenship after the 1981 
Act came into operation. Mr Chairman, I beg to move. 

Mr Speaker proposed the question in the terms of the Hon the 
Attorney-General's amendment. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Mr Chairman, there are two questions, really. I would like to 
know-whether the amendment will affect in any way or the 
Attorney-General's interpretation of the hereditary pcwers to 
be given to the Gibraltarians to pass on British .citizenshin and 
the other matter is since we are talking' of a right that the 
Gibraltarian has to adopt British citizenship, are we talking 
about a right which one acouires•after majority and if so why 
is there nothing in the. Bill to accord this right or associate 
it with an age. But mostly, Mr Speaker, I would. like to know 
whether the Attorney-General is satisfied that a Gibraltarian 
Who now opts for British citizneship is not going to be pre-
cluded from passing on this right through himself to his heirs 
and I would like to know whether the Attorney-General's inter-
pretation is that it is something which is passed on or some-
thing which is acquired by virtue of being a Gibraltarian. So 
that if a Gibraltarian who adopts British citizenship then moves 
away from Gibraltar and lives in a foreign country, the position 
then would be one of some doubt and I would like to have clari-
fication on that point. 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Mr Chairman, could I ask the Honourable and Learned Mepber if he 
cculd expand's little on the last point because as I understand 
the thrust of the point is a concern that if a Gibraltarian 
leaves Gibraltar and settles somewhere else somehow he may lose 
his rights. I don't know whether I understood that correctly. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Is nationality now that it is given to us in this form, is it a 
right which is in the person, a right which he can pass to his 
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heirs like an Englishmen can, or is it a right -which is purely 
defined and dictated to by the status of Gibraltarian, the 
registered Gibraltarian. This concerns a query which I have 
had from Gibraltarians living outside Gibraltar who wanted to 
know. 

HON ATTORNEY- GENERAL: 

Mr Chairman, this particular Bill doesn't determine the status 
of citizenship or nationality although I think it is intimately 
related with it but it doesn't itself lay down the various 
types of status which are sc far as Gibraltar is concerned, I 
think one can say they are threefold. Two statuses by virtue 
of the.British Nationality Act and one status by virtue of the 
Gibraltar Status Ordinance. Under the British Nationality Act 
Gibraltarians are entitled to register as British citizens, that 
is one of their options. Once they are registered as British 
citizens, how they hand down that citizenship will depend on 
the rules that the general principles of Part I of the British 
Nationality Act governing transmission of citizenship where you 
accuired it by registration. I would need to take time to look 
into the various circumstances in which you can transmit your 
own citizenship if you have acouired it by registration as dis-
tinct from birth or naturalisation but my understanding is that 
once you have registered there is no difference between regis-
tration under Section 5 and registration under any of the other 
sections unless a particular section gives him further rights. 
In principle, as I see it, you are then a British citizen, you 
have acquired that citizenship by registration and everything 
else flows tram that. Of course, quite apart from citizenship, 
Gibraltarians are entitled under Part II to British Dependent 
Territory Citizenship and there how you transmit it depends again 
on the way in which you acquired it, whether you accuired it by 
birth or you acquired it by registration or you acauire it by 
naturalisation. I am quite confident that there is no difference 
in principle between the ways in which a person can transmit 
Part II citizenship and can transmit Part I citizenship. What 
I am really saying is that the only point I would like to look 
at is Section 5, that the special provision in Section 5, 
although I am pretty certain that once you have registered under 
Section 5 you are the same as any other citizen who has obtained 
citizenship by registration. I can see nothing in the British 
Nationality Act and certainly nothing in this Bill to limit the 
ordinary rules that apply to the transmission of one's nationa-
lity or citizenship. I would just like to emphasise that what 
this Bill is doing is imply saying that once you have a status, 
once you have the status of a British dependent territory 
citizen, Gibraltar wishes to determine which of the people having 
that status can be treated, to use the expression as "Gibraltar 
belonraers" so this is really a Bill defining what amounts to a 
Gibraltar belonger. Not exhaustively defining it because the 
Immigration Ordinance already says that Gibraltarians - and there 
it is using the criteria of the Gibraltarian status Ordinance -
are belongers so that is one way in which one can become a 
belonger. The other way if for some reason you cannot establish 
your belonger connection under the Gibraltarian Status Ordinance 
that is to say "but nevertheless I am in any event a British 
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dependent territory citizen having a connection with Gibraltar 
by virtue of this definition". So it is really extending the 
class of Gibraltar belongers and of coarse the important conse-
quence of that, the immediate consecuence of that, is that any-
body who comes within this status has the right 'to come and re-
side in Gibraltar. It is a right on their part, it is a respon-
sibility on Gibraltar's part. I think it is a very important 
responsibility to assume because I think it shows that Gibraltar 
is carrying through the responsibilities of citizenship even 
though that citizenship is only defined in general terms as a 
British Dependent Territory citizenship, this is really making 
it concrete, so far as Gibraltar is concerned, it is really the 
application to Gibraltar of it. 

Mr Speaker put the question in the terms of the Hon the Attorney-
General's amendments which was resolved in the affirmative and 
Clause 2, as amended, was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 3 was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

The Loma Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

. THE PUBLIC SERVICE COM:ISSION (AMENDMENT) BILL, 1982 

Clause 1. 

HON A TT ORNEY-GENERtiL 

Mr Speaker, I would like to move that the figures "1982" in sub-
clause (1) be deleted and substituted by the figures "1983" and 
that the word "January" in sub-clause (2) be deleted and substi-
tuted by the word "March". Can I take the opportunity to speak 
to clause 1 on the general aspects of the Bill? 

MR SPEAKER: 

Most certainly. 

HO:; ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

When this Bill came up in the House at the December sitting, I 
think two important points were raised by the Opposition. The 
first was that this Bill started off simply es a re-drafting 
exercise because we wanted to be able to prepare sortie regula-
tions made under the Constitution and the convenience to have 
all the provisions or so many of the provisions as were apt nut 
into those regulations and those regulations are really intended 
to deal with the procedure of the Public Service Commission. 
The point of the amendment was simply that, a re-drafting 
exercise, so that when the members of the Commission or people 
dealing with the Commission wanted to pick up the procedural 
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provisions they could go to one set of regulations rather than 
have to look at the Constitution and Regulations and the Public 
Service Commission Ordinance. But the point was taken in the • 
House that the Regulations are made under the Constitution and 
therefore would not be brought before the House whereas at the 
moment some of the matters which we were proposing to take out 
of the Ordinance and put into the regulations are matters before 
the House and therefore the House can from time to time review 
them. I certainly wouldn't want to subordinate a consideration 
like that to what was really a drafting consideration, a consi-
deration of presentation for convenience, and my own feeling on 
the matter is that it is really a matter for the House how it 
feels about the whole thing. It could be done in one or two ways, 
it could either do everything in an Ordinance or we could leave 
this proposal as it stands which means that we would be using 
regulations to do a nuMber of things. As I say, I think it is 
very much a matter how the House feels about that but were we to 
do everything by an Ordinance it would not, in my view, be 
convenient to amend this Ordinance because we would really have 
to rewrite a new Bill, in other words this Bill would have to 
lie and we would have to bring in a new Bill because there would 
be so many amendments that it would just be too difficult to go 
through this clause by clause and change it. My own view would 
be to do another Bill. In considering whether members really 
feel that it is important to retain these matters in an • 
Ordinance, I would ask the House to consider that at the moment 
under the relevant section of the Constitution, which I think 
is Section 72,' it is otite clear there that this House can make 
Ordinances dealing with the powers and functions of the Pdblic 
Service Commission but what I am really saying is simply this 
that on the one hand I think it is a matter for the House if 
members feel that they do not want to see powers transferred out, 
well, obviously, that is that, but members might like to consider 
that already the powers of the House in respect of the Public 
Service Commission are in fact recognised in Section 7L, sub-
section (5) of the Constitution. As I say, Mr Speaker, on this 
I don't myself have•strong views, I think it is a matter for the 
House but were the view to be taken that the powers were not to 
be transferred out then I think what would be called for would 
be a complete new Bill rather than to try and amend this one. 
The other point was also a substantive matter and that was 
whether or not it is appropriate that the Government should be 
able to rely on the statutory requirement in section 15 of the 
present Ordinance to avoid having to produce documents in 
Court. The Honourable and Learned Leader of the Opposition made 
the point that we should consider whether the Crown should not 
have to rely simply on the ordinary common law rules of privi-
lege. He was therefore saying what it was necessary to go 
further and say that in addition to those ordinary rules on 
privilege the documents concerning the Commission may be with-
held unless the Deputy Governor consents to their production. 
Well, this is a matter which I personally think has - I am 
speaking personally on this - has a great deal of force on it. 
I think there is a strong case for saying that Crown privilege 
should be common law Crown privilege and it should not be 
necessary to have to have an additional statutory provision for 
privilege but, Mr Speaker, that is an amendment not only of sub- 
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Substance but is really a point which was not within the 
original schedule of this Bill when it was drafted. It arises 
because we are amending the section but it is an amendment which 
we would need to address cuite separately and if this Bill were 
to stand what I would prefer to do would be to leave the section 
as it is on the understanding and indeed on the undertaking that 
I would put a paper to Government for consideration of a further 
Bill to deal with the question of how one handles Crown privi-
lege in this context. If that were adopted I should qualify my 
undertaking, it is not for me to say Government will agree but 
I would certainly put my views to Government on it. 

Mr Speaker put the question in the terms of the Hon the Attorney. 
General's amendment which was resolved in the affirmative and 
Clause 1, as amended, was agreed to and stood Part of the Bill. 

Clauses 2 to 8 were agreed to and stood part of the Bill.. 

Clause 9. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, with regard to clause 9, I take the point made by 
the Honourable and Learned Attorney-General on this. We don't 
like this clause but we would vote however in favour of it in 
view of his undertaking but I would like the Honourable and 
Learned the Attorney-General to give is an 'assurance or an indi-
cation that although I can understand it will not be for him to 
decide the matter eventually but to bring to the notice of the 
House when a decision is made one way or the other. 

HON ATTORNEY GENERAL: 

Certainly, Mr Chairman. Can I make it clear what my undertaking 
would be. Speaking personally as a lawyer my own view is that 
there is clearly a strong case for arguing that the whole thing 
should depend on the common law of Crown privilege and I will 
out my views to the Government. It is a matter for the Govern-
ment, of course, to come to a view on and I will certainly also 
undertake to report back to the House. I just want to say one 
thing. It may be that during the course of discussion in the 
Government somebody throws up a point which is a rea son why it 
should be retained so I am leaving myself open to that extent 
but certainly I will report back. • 

Clauses 9 to 11 were agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

The Long Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 
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THE SUPPLEMENTARY APPROPRIATION (1982/83) BILL, 1983 

Clause 1 was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Schedule  

Schedule of Supplementary Estimates Consolidated Fund (No 4 of 
1982-83) 

Item 1 Head 1 - Audit was agreed to. 

Item 2 Head 3 - Education 

HON P J ISOLA: 

On education. Is this long term leave of absence of 17 
oualified teachers an unusual situation that there should be so 
many on long term leave and are they all on maternity leave? 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI; 

Mr Speaker, I think there were about 1L- or 15 maternity cases. 
It might be cheater to give them the pill. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

No, I do not go along with that. What is the maternity leave? 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

It is I think 3 months before or two months afterwards, I am 
not sure. 

'HON A T LODDO: 

Mr Chairman, on wages. The vote says: "To meet cost of addi-
tional staff engaged for Westside Comprehensive School. 8 
cleaners and 1 labourer." Will this staff be sufficient to meet 
the needs of the extended use of the gymnasium after hours or 
will Government require additional funds for wages for cleaning 
staff in this respect. 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

Once we come to some kind of agreement as to how much use the 
public can make of it, it will be on the advice of the Manage-
ment Services. I am not in a position to say because it hasn't 
really been used after hours yet to what extent the school will 
need cleaning. Obviously, the gymnasium is a place which • 
reouires a lot of very careful maintenance to protect if for the 
future. I cannot really say at this stage just what the impli-
cations are because there hasn't been as yet any use by other 
bodies after hours. 
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HON .A T LODDO: 

Mr Chairman, it is obviously Government policy to allow the 
use of the gymnasium after hours and it won't just be the gym-
nasium it will be the toilets and the changinz room facilities 
and you will be needing cleaners and maintenance. Does this 
mean, in fact, that once this policy is implemented of allowing 
the use of the gymnasium after hours, you will be asking for 
more staff and more in wages or is it already taken into 
consideration when this was prepared. 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

No, this has not been .taken into consideration. 

HON A T LODDO: 

This is merely for the school now so you will need more staff? 

HON MAJOR FJ DELLIPIANI: 

We aight. 

Item 2 Head 3 - Education, was agreed to. 

Item 3 Head 4 - Electricity Undertaking  

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: . 

Mr Chairman, Sir, before the committee looks at this I must 
apologise that owing to a fault in my office for, which I am 
personally responsible the figures on the fuel became trans-
posed and they should read King's Bastion Fuel, original 21.8m 
and the amount now sought £96,200 and the Waterport Power 
Station the original token vote was £100,000 and the amount now 
sought is 2191,800. I am afraid is is a fault that arose in my 
office now and I apologise. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Mr Chairman, may I have an explandtion for the necessity of 
having a Higher Executive Officer for the Waterport Power 
Station for six months? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Yes, Mr Chairman. This new post was created on the recommenda-
tion of the Committee of Enquiry, Sir. He is the Secretary of 
the Steering Committee and his main involvement is with matters 
arising and connected with Waterport Power Station. He is also 
connected with stores, Sir. 
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HON G T RESTANO: 

What will his functions be there? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Well, really, Mr Speaker, his functions is to support the 
establishment of the Waterport Power Station administrative 
personnel. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Is he the only Government employee at the Waterport Porter 
Station? 

EON DR R G VALARINO: 

Mr Chairman, Sir, no transfer has as yet been made. He is 
still resident at King's Bastion except that he is earmarked 
for Waterport Power Station and all the matters he deals with 
at King's Bastion are related to the Waterport Power Station 
involvement. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Was not one of the recommendations of the committee enquiry that 
the City Electrical Engineer should go immediately at that time 
and from there onwards to the Waterport Power Station and why 
has that not been done? 

HON DR R G VAIARINO: 

Mr Speaker, with all respect to the Honourable Gentlemen 
opposite I don't think that has got any bearing on this Question, 
if I may say so. 

MR SPEAKER: 

We allow a fair amount of latitude since we are in Committee. 

HON DR R G VALARINO: • 

Though the City Electrical Engineer is resident at King's 
Bastion he spends a great deal of time at Waterport Power 
Station. 

EON G T RESTANO: 

Who else spends a lot of time at the Waterport Power Station of 
Government employees? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

On the administration side the City Electrical Engineer, the 
Deputy City Electrical Engineer and HEO. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Can the Minister say how many people are involved and what sort 
of time do they spend there, do they spend most of their time 
there or half of their time? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

No, Sir. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

No, Sir, what? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

No, Sir, I cannot say. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Doesn't. the Minister know? 

HON DR R G 

I haven't got the information with me, Sir. 

HON G T RESTANO: • 

Mr Chairman, we are being asked to approve 24550 for a HEO to 
go to the Waterport Power Station for,six months and we are not 
really being given any full exPlanatiOn. One specific officer 
who, it is said, follows the recomaendation of the committee of 
enquiry but the committee of enquiry brought a lot more reco-
mmendations concerning the Waterport Power Station. I think it 
is only natural that we should want to know precisely because 
the Minister has not given a good explanation. He has said • 
administratively, what does he mean administratively? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Mr Chairman, Sir, this is one specific post we are seeking funds 
for which is an HBO. The administrative officers to which I 
referred to were mainly the City Electrical Engineer and his 
Deputy. I can see that as far as regards this item no farther 
question can arise, the committee of encuiry report said a 
number of things which are being implemented and I must say at 
this stage that I fail to see why the Honourable Member should 
be so inquisitive since they never helped the committee of 
enquiry. \, 

MR SPEAKER: 

The Hon Menber can be as inquisitive as he is entitled to be. 
That doesn't entitle him to get information which you haven't 
got. 
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HON DR R G VALARINO: 

This is for one specific man and as to any other matters 
arising out of this business I certainly do not have the 
necessary information. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Perhaps I might clear the matter. What you are saying-that 
you need extra money for one particular additional post, that 
whatever extra staff may be in the Waterport Station will be by 
means of transfer of existing staff. Is that the position? 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

This is the implementation of one of the aspects of the 
recommendations of the Committee of Enquiry, 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Mr Chairman, he still hasnt given us the functions. He says 
that the man is going there because of the recommendations of 
the Committee of Enquiry. He has told us that he is the 
Secretary of the Steering Committee but what is he going to do 
at the Waterport Power Station for six months? 

BON DR R G VALARINO: 

Mr Chairman, administrative support to the City Electrical 
Engineer. 

HON 0 T RESTANO: 

What exactly does he mean by administrative support? That 
could cover a multitude of things. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I uresume he will be the man at the Waterport Power Station 
responsible for the administration and directly reporting to 
the City Electrical Engineer. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

But how is he going to administer, Mr Chairman, if the Govern—
ment haven't yet taken over the Power Station? 

MR SPEAKER: 

Perhaps that is a question you may wish to ask. 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Mr Chairman, he will help in drafting papers, keep accounts and 
all matters of the nature in which an HEO is involved in. 
Government. 

134. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

But, Mr Chairman, what accounts can there be if the station 
has not yet been taken over by the Government, what accounts is 
he going to run? 

HON P J ISOLA: 

I think the Minister said that this follows the recommendation 
of the Committee of Enquiry. Well, I am looking at the 
recommendations of the Committee of Enquiry and I find no 
recommendation recommending this. Can the Minister perhaps, 
since he has told us it is a recommendation of the Committee of 
Enquiry, as I have got the report in front of me could he tell 
me which recommendation he is referring to? 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

I haven't got the Committee of Enquiry's report in front of me 
but I seem to recall and it is a matter which has been the sub—
ject of considerable representations by the City Electrical 
Engineer, that he has not had sufficient administrative support 
and that he has had to be concerned with a considerable amount 
of administrative matters v4-lich have taken him away from the 
more technical matters for which he is much more qualified and 
better to be able to devote having regard to the problems 
facing the new powe.1,  station. 

HON P J 

Mr Chairman, I thank the Chief Minister for that explanation but 
I am disturbed that the Minister should tell us this appointment 
has been made as one of the recommendations of the Committee of 
Enouiry and as I can see it, I have got it in front of me, I 
read paragraph 15 through twice, I may have made a mistake, but 
I see no recommendation for, the appointment of a Higher Executive 
Officer to the Electricity Department. What I do see are a lot 
of recommendations none of which appear to have been implemented, 
a lot of recommendations about how it shot:labs sorted cut, what 
I do know that we are voting and I can now remind the Minister 
that it is in the Hansard, almost £4,000 a week for Mr Edwards 
and actually my calculation, Mr Chairman, of the last time that 
we voted is that the six week  are up and that the Minister 
possibly should have come here for more money to continue being 
able to pay Mr Edwards. What I am concerned is that the Minister 
should tell the House that this appointment is following a 
recommendation of the Committee of Encuiry and then not being 
able to tell us which recommendation or which parairrapn it is 
and I tell him that I cannot see any such recommendation in the 
Committee of EnquirY Report. 

MR SP2gSER: 

Perhaps the Minister would like to reply to that. 
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HON DR R G VAIARINO; 

Mr Chairman, I haven't got a cony of the Report. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

I can lend my cony to the Minister. 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

There are two copies, there was a preliminary copy and a full 
copy. I wonder whether the Honourable MeMber opposite has got 
both copies. 

HON P J ISOIA: 

The one I am reading from is the urgent one, the Interim Report, 
that's the one. 

YR SPEAKER: 

If the Honourable Minister is quite satisfied that the statement 
he has made is correct that is the end of the matter. 

Hon DR R G VALAR1N0: 

Yes, Sir, I am quite sure that this was recommended but there 
were two reports, one was the Interim Report and the other one 
was the fUll Report. I would be grateful if the Honourable 
Leber would let me have both then, possibly, I could show him. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

It is the Interim Report I am looking at. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

The main recommendations regarding the structure and so on are 
incorporated in the second report. I am sure that that is the 
case. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Can the Minister say why it is for a period of six months. Does 
he not expect to take over the Power Station before six months. 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

The six months, Mr Chairman, is up to the end of the financial 
year. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Mr Chairman, under the King's Bastion fuel which is broken down 
into cost of fuel and generation levels. Can we have an 
explanation as to what generation levels mean? 
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HON DR R G VALARINO: 

The increase in the generation levels, Sir, in the unit genera-
tion at the time that we Prepared the paper was in the region of 
6.34%. This is probably now much higher because last weekend 
we had an increase of 22% in gener•atin_g levels over the previous 
week last year. At the end of the year we will probably find 
that the increase in units generated will be well over 7% 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Chairman, what puzzles me about this vote of increases in 
cost of fuel is that for the last three months we have been 
hearing of fuel prices going down so why is it that Gibraltar 
pays more? On the spot market fuel prices have been going down 
for many many months cuite apart from the reductions officially 
made does the Government not buy its fuel through the snot 
market or is it paying the normal prices of Onec and so forth 
because as I understand it in the snot market fuel prices are 
04 abd %5 a barrel less, not now they have been so for some 
months. 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

We buy through Shell, obviously, Mr Chairman. There was a 
slight decrease in October which lasted only a month and then 
the cost of marine diesel went up by about 5 and the recent 
decreases have not Worked their way through here because they 
buy in fairly small packets and they haven't reached that market. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, could I ask the Honourable the Financial and Deve-
lopment Secretary to take this up with Shell because there is 
no question about it in my mind that although the official 
prices have been kept until no,:. when they have actually gone 
down but have been kept more or less at the Opec levels for the 
last six months, it is a well known fact that in the snot market 
the prices have been going down consistently for the last six 
months and I am sure that Shell must be buying in the spot market 
and not buying at official Opec prices and therefore some cf the 
benefits should be passed on to the purchaser of the fuel,. the 
Gibraltar Government. Could I ask him to take that up? 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Certainly, Mr Chairman. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

There is also the question of the devaluation of the pound 
against the dollar and the spot market is on dollars. 

Item 3 Head 4 Electricity Undertaking was agreed to. 
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HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, could I ask the Minister why there has been this 
need to employ additional staff, 

HON MAJOR P J DELLIPIANI: 

Sir, this was the subject of staff inspection by Management 
Services and this is what they recommended. Obviously there is 
an element of the Spanish registration of pensioners on this 
matter and the fact we have a bigger turnover'in money because 
of supplementary benefits and pensions and the number of unem-
ployed. Also because of this we have been able to- give you more 
exact figures on unemployment. 

EON P J ISOLA: 

I dispute that last comment, in fact, 
cisely that that I was asking earlier 
this House. I don't think Government 
question. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Yr Speaker. It.was pre-
on in the proceedings of 
could have pre-empted that 

Item 4 Head 5 - Fire Service 

HON G T RESTANO: 

On the Public Utility Costs. Can the Minister explain how in 
all other departments Public Utility Costs have done up and yet 
this one with these extra monies being appropriated, will 
achieve at the end of the day the same expenditure as the pre-
vious year. Are they spending less? 

ON DR R G 11ALARINO: 

Yr Chairman, Sir, it is comparable to last year. In fact at the 
time we were doing the Estimates this vas underestimated by 
Treasury and the amount now sought is comparable to the previous 
year's expenditure. We have managed to keep it down. 

Item 4 Head 5 - Fire Service was agreed to. 

Item 5 Head 8 - Housing 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Chairman, on subhead (5) Upkeep and Operation of Centres, 
What Centres and where? 

HON 3 B PEREZ:  

HON A J HAYNES: 

Are any meters intended for operation in the Filipino Hostel? 

HON J B PnREZ: 

In the Filipino Hostel there are no meters as far as the general 
ablutions are concerned but if individual tenants instal a water 
supply within their premises then they have individual meters. 
They are in existence already, Mr Chairman, 

HON A J HAYNES: 

What percentage of the £10,000 increase relates to Town Range. 
and what percentage relates to the others? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

I haven't got that exact information with me now. It is really . 
for the three Centres. 

Item 5 Head 8 - Housing was agreed to. 

Item 6 Head 10 - Judicial was agreed tc. 

Item 7 Heiid 11 - Labour and Social Security 

Yr Chairman, there are three; North Gorge, known as the Filipino 
hostel and there are two in Town Range, one I think is 15 Town 
Range and the other one which is commonly known 'as "La Cueva". 

HON A J HAYNES: 

As I understood it Town Range was going to have water meters 
introduced. 

HON J.  B PEREZ: 

Mr Chairman, -they are at present being installed. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Does that mean that we cannot expect more increases in the 
future? 

HON J B PLREZ: 

That would be correct as far as that particular section is con-
cerned. They are in fact being installed now by the P;iD. 
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regards employing labour without permits and so on and subse-
cuently the Government brought a Bill to the House increasing 
the penalties for people being employed without a contract, I 
asked the Minister to ensure that in fact the department would 

.be strengthened in the area of Labour Inspectors whose duty'it 
is to check on whether people employed have had valid contracts 
established and agreed with the department. .Can• he tell me 
whether there are extra Labour Inspectors included in this and 
if not why not? 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

There are no extra Labour Inspectors in. this because this 
Manegethent Services study was carried out before the question 
of the penalties increase was done. It is something that I will 
pursue. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Can the Minister say whether there is any element contained 
within this sum for the registering of unemployed Spaniards 
from across the border? 

HON MAJOR P J DELLIPIANI: 

Yes, in our offices at the ex Key and Anchor Club we take the 
particulars of the pensioners, we take particulars of people 
who are looking for employment. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

I can understand the question of pensioners, Mr Speaker, but 
ouite frankly as far as the expense that the public is being put 
to to be able to register unemployed Spaniards .with the unemploy-
ment situation that we have in Gibraltar, it seems to me to be 
throwing money down the drain and I would like the Government 
to comment on that. 

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI: 

I haven't got the latest figures but I think it is about 1,000 
Spaniards who have shown an interest in getting work in 
Gibraltar. I don't know of any other way to handle it except 
having probably a police cordon in front of The Haven stopping 
people from coming in and ouestioning what they are here for. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Is the Minister saying that the more Spaniards that come across 
the border to register the more employees his department will 
have to have and the more often he will come to this House 
seeking more money? 

HON MAJOR P J DELLIPIANI: 

No, Sir. 

Item 7 Head 11 - Labour and Social Security was agreed to. 

Item 8 Head 12 - Lands and Surveys 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Mr Speaker, under (b) with regard to the explanatory remarks, I 
noted, I think it was with the Passport Office, that Government 
Passed a comment that it was cheaper for them because of the 
high rent that they had to pay to a private landlord, that they 
were moving into part of the premises which had been occupied 
by the old Girls' Comprehensive School. Why has not the same 
occurred with the Industrial Relations Section? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

They were already occupying accommodation in Secretary's Lane 
and we have had notice given for a very high increase in rent. 
The Government already had a flat there whiCh the person that 
it was earmarked for in the event preferred to move into some 
other quarter, I forget the exact details. We have a lease on 
this flat for a certain period of time and it works out much 
more cheaper for the Government to make this small conversion, 
take over the flat and use it for the Industrial Relations 
Division at a much .lower rent than what we were being asked for 
otherwise. We are at the moment having a very comprehensive 
look, generally, into the provision of Government office accc-
modation and we hope in the Improvement and Development Fund in 
connection with the budget to bring fairly wideranging proposals 
involving conversion of existing Government buildings into office 
accommodation for a number of departments. 

Item 8 Head 12 - Lands and Survey Was agreed to. 

Item 9 Head 13 - Law Offices. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Have the arbitration proceedings been condluded? 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

No, Mr Chairman, I would suggest that if the Hon Meer wants 
further information he might like to put a question for the next 
meeting.  

Item 8 Head 12 - Lands and Surveys was agreed to. 

Item 10 Head 14 - Medical' and Public Health. 
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HON G T RESTANO: 

I notice that there has been a reduction in the conditioned 
hours. Can the Minister explain what those hours now are? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

It is ereduction from the 40-hour working week to 372 hours. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Was there any reason for that? 

HON J BIEREZ: 

Parity. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, I had a question in fact on Subhead (1) Personal 
Emoluments. Mr Speaker, surely the negotiations leading to a 
drop in hours of working from 40 to 371 is part of the pay 
settlement? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

Not in. this particular case. It wasn't part of the pay settle-
ment. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Can the Minister say why not? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

The monies did not come from the vote at estimates time under 
pay settlement. What I require the money for is overtime because 
obviously if they are now working 371 hours a week instead of 40 
and we want to maintain the same level of manning of wards, each 
particular employee gets an extra of whatever overtime is 
necessary in any event, gets paid 21 hours overtime apart from 
the normal level. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

I am aware of that, Mr.Speaker, but what I am trying to illus=• 
trate to the Honourable MeMber is that the overtime payable is 
in fact not overtime obviously that was envisaged originally in 
the year but as a result of a pay settlement and because of 
that I would have felt, and I am asking the Minister for an 
explanation, why this does not appear in the re-allocation as 
part of the pay settlement? 

HON FINANCIAL AlD DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Mr Chairman, Sir, it is because the Treasury takes rather a 
purist view on transfer of funds out of the pay settlement. We 
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only allow the transfer over where there is the percentage 
increase on the salaries and any incidentials that arise from 
the re-negotiation which causes the increase in pay. We come 
to the House and seek supplementary provision so, that the House 
knows what happens. I think that it could obscure, had it 'been 
transferred as we could have done, from the vote by re-alloca-
tion, it would have obscurred and the House would not have been 
aware of the change in the 40-hour week. 

HON G T R'ESTANO: 

I'see Pharmacists are now getting a flat 2& on cost. What were 
they getting before that? 

HON O B PEREZ: 

391p per item. 

HON G T RESIANO: 

And does the Minister have an idea what more or less that repre-
sented in percentage terms? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

It depends for which particular year. I think the average would 
have been from 20% to 22:1.,,%. The claim has been pending for 
quite a long time and I am happy to be able to bring to the House 
that we have at long last negotiated this matter satisfactorily. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

The increase in the cost of drugs supplied is £35,000. Is the 
Minister satisfied that hO is getting good prices for the drugs 
that are being supplied? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

The honest answer is no. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

What is he doing about it? 

HON J B PEREZ: 

The matter is being at present investigated by the Management 
Services Unit and we are seeking advice from the relevant 
authority in the United Kingdom. There is a report available 
which came out recently in UK which we have a copy of: 

Item 10 Head 14 - Medical and Public Health was agreed to. 

Item 11 Head 15 - Police - 
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HON A J HAYNES: 

Will the Government confirm that part of the cost in investiga-
tion expenses are the result of police officers having to per- ' 
sonally take samples to be analysed in the United Kingdom by 
hand. They have to travel to England even if it is for a 
matter which is relatively a small amount of an unknown drug. 
They stay there 2 or 3 days, their expenses are paid, they 
return a week or two later again for a 3 or L. day round trip, 
and the cost to the taxpayer is out of all proportion. Is there 
nothing that the Government can do to ensure that the drugs that 
are sent to the United Kingdom for investigation and analysis 
are taken and brought back without incurring the very high cost 
which also results in police officers being away from their 
duties. 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Mr Chairman, my understanding is that these items do include 
the taking of samples to the United Kingdom for analysis. As I 
am'sure.the Honourable and Learned Member knows it is essential 
that somebody does take them. I think, although I will look 
into this, the police usually take the opportunity to do other. 
things as well when they are out there. I am quite sure myself 
that the Commissioner.of Police is aware of the need to keep 
costs down as much as possible but I will certainly discuss with 
him whether it is possible to improve it. But to come back to 
the basic point, I think the Honourable and Learned Member must 
know that it is essential that samples be taken by a courier, as 
it were, or by a police witness and collected by him. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Sir, whilst I appreciate that there is an evidential require-
ment to establish in court beyond all doubt that the sample that 
you produce is the one that was taken from the person and is the 
one that was sent to England for analysis, it does not neverthe-
less mean that the same Police Force have to put a police 
officer to effect that business. I am informed that in pre-
vious years, say, 10 years ago or earlier, there used to be an 
arrangement whereby the-samples were taken to England by hand 
of the pilot. The courier in those days was the pilot. Perhaps 
the introduction of a courier service or the facility-  to the 
courier service of some other form would be cheaper than that 
to a police officer. I.take the point that when a police 
officer can usefully be employed in England doing a course or 
whatever, that would be an appropriate occasion to use his 
services as a courier. But on occasions when there is no such 
need, we are talking dbout an inordinate cost of the process of 
justice which I believe can be cut down considerably without 
jeopardising the prosecution of cases in Gibraltar. 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL: 

Mr Chairman, defence Counsel these days are much more demanding • 
in these matters. I do not really think it is feasible for 

somebody other than a police officer. I think if there is 
room for improvement, I don't concede that there is but if 
there is, then I think it must surely be on looking at ways and 
means of reducing the time that is spent going to•and from. 

HON H J ZAMMITT: 

Mr Speaker, may I enlighten the Honourable MeMber. I think he 
is wrong. The Police have always sent a policeman over with 
narcotics or drugs and it has never been left to the pilot or 
anybody else purely because people in his own profession, 
lawyers, would very cleverly point out some breakage of link, 
or linkage, with a particular item and therefore the evidence 
that lawyers look up so minutely has always been, and I can 
speak from personal experience, has always been taken to 
Scotland Yard or whichever other laboratory by a police officer. 

HON A J HAYNM 

Sir, I do not propose to quibble with the Minister as to whether 
the hand of pilot system existed, this was my information from 
the Police Force, if his memory serves him differently, well, 
it is neither here nor there, Sir. • 

MR SPEAKER: 

What you are interested in is in mitigating the cost. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Exactly. Alternatively, Sir, if the alice are adamant that they 
will be unable to prosecute cases„and-that is something which I 
do not accept, if they.are'undble to devise a system which will 
be able to resist the efforts of defence'lawyers, then why should 
they not consider the installation in Gibraltar of a small 
forensic laboratory to be run perhaps by the Medical and Health, 
Services and their laboratory facilities which would facilitate 
the analysis of drugs at least and thereby mitigate the cost on 
that matter. I am concerned that the cost should be mitigated 
unless of course the Attorney General is saying that these are 
perks which provide police officers with holidays. 

Item 11 Head 15 - Police was agreed to. 

Item 12 Head 16 - Port 

HON A.J HAYNES: 

What were the additional services and how were they offset by 
revenue? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Mr Speaker, these are the ongoing services, I think a distinction 
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has to be drawn when one comes to the House for a small sum of 
money on an ongoing item, as against Item 81 or 82, where one 
is coming near the end of the financial year for supplementary 
funds under a new item. At the beginning of the year it is 
estimated that the service which is provided by the Surveyor 
that the Port Department employs that, roughly, that is going 
to require a sum of about 82,000. In the course of the year a 
bit more work has to be done by the surveyor and if you find 
that the sum of £2,000 which is a small sum is inadec.:uate one 
has got to top it up, as it were, by an addition of £500 but I 
cannot give him specific details on something that is an ongoing 
thing throughout the year. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Sir, my only concern was whether this sum could have been anti-
cipated. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Sub-Head 82, Mr Chairman. May I ask the Government if this loan 
is interest related? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

Mr Speaker, the loan will be repaid in 5 equal instalments of 
£5,000. The first repayment willbe due 24 months after the first 
drawing on the loan and the second and subsequent repayments will 
fall due at 12 monthly intervals. Interest at the rate of 8% per 
annum and calculated on the basis of a 365-day year for the exact 
number of days elapsed will be payable yearly. The first inte-
rest payment is due 12 months after the first drawing of the 
loan. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

I am grateful for that, Mr Speaker. Will the Honourable Member 
say, although it is not a Government Department, whether the 
purchase of this boat went out to tender? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

No, it did not go out to tender. 

HON G T RESTANO: 

Is Government satisfied of the reasons why the Department should 
not go out to tender? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

The Pilots are self-employed. The Government only has control 
over them to the extent that the Captain of the Port is the 
Pilotage authority but it does not go any further than that. 
Government cannot tell these people how they should go about 
purchasing a new boat, they are self-employed independent people. 
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HON G T RHSTANO: 

I can appreciate that but except in the circumstances where 
they do ask Government for a loan of this size. Secondly, does 
the Minister know of the source of origin or the country of 
manufacture of this boat. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I heard about it yesterday or two days ago, Mr Speaker, I 
understand that the boat has been purchased from Algeciras. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

And does the Minister consider this an ideal circumstance, 
'where the public of Gibraltar have been asked to lend money to 
a quasi Government Pilots Association to use money to purchase 
from a country that up to now has had anything else other than 
a hostile attitude to Gibraltar? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

It was the fact, I think, that they are providing a quasi public 
service which weighed rather heavily with the Government in 
deciding that in fact we should give them reasonable terms for 
a loan. I was not aware, I must confess, at the time that the 
boat was not being built in Gibraltar. It could well be, I do 
not know, that the size of boat required may not be possible to 
dbtain in Gibraltar. But if it can be obtained in Gibraltar at . 
a reasonable price, naturally, I would very much have preferred 
that the money would have stayed here. 

HON A J HAYNES: 

Will the functions of the Gibraltar Pilots Association boat be 
any different to the Port launch? 

HON A J CANEPA 

Yes, completely, The Port Launch is used by the Port Department 
in connection with its duties and functions. The Pilots' boat 
is used by the pilots to convey them to and from vessels which 
require piloted services. That is quite independent. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr -Chairman, I am still not entirely happy with the,situation. 
I would like to ask the Government what is their criteria for 
loans. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I do not think that the Government has general criteria with 
respect to loans. If the request is made by a sports club, the 
Sandpits Lawn Tennis Club, certain criteria are applied, I do 
not think that the same criteria can be applied in this case. 
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What we took into account here was that a year ago, or just 
over a year ago, a fund was created under the Embarking and 
Fees Rules. It was intended to set up a fund for the purchase, 
and maintenance of pilotage boats. In the event, the revenue 
that has accrued to the fund has been insufficient to enable 
them to set money aside to purchase the boat because the 
existing boat is so old and requirea so much money to be spent 
on maintenance that that, together with the wages that they pay, 
they employ somebody, they may have a full-time industrial 
employee, together with the wages of that industrial, together 
with the high expenses on maintenance, it has not been possible 
for any money to accrue to that fund. It is hoped that as a 
result of purchasing a new boat maintenance costs will go down 
to such an extent that that, together with a small increase 
which we are allowing in these fees, I think, as from the 1st of 
March, should enable a proper fund to be set up in the 'future. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Is the Minister satisfied that value for money has been provided 
within the £25,000? 

HON A J CANSPA: 

If the Honourable Mewher is asking whether they are getting. 
good boat for £25,000, the answer is that I do not know, quite • 
honestly. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Should not the Government ensure by perhaps people that it has 
in its employment. qualified to be able to advise on this, to 
solicit this advice before •it asks the House to vote the funds? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

I would imagine that the Pilots themselves should know whether 
they are getting a good boat and I would imagine that the 
Captain of the Port must be satisfied that the. Pilots know that 
they ai'e getting a good boat. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, I am certainly not at all happy with the situation. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

If I might explain further, Mr Speaker, the Pilots approached 
me just before Christmas. They were seeking a loan to meet the 
cost of the boat which was already ordered and nearing comple-
tion. I do not think that this is the only boat that they are 
going to require because I think that they use 2 or 3. The 
likelihood is that they will be having to purchase a second 
boat before long. I will certainly press them very hard if they 
approach the Government again for another loan in connection 

-with where the boat is going to be built and I will need to be 
satisfied that that boat cannot be provided within Gibraltar for 
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the Government to entertain any further requests for a loan. 

HON J BOSS/CM: 

The Government has. in fact not been willing to take over the 
responsibility of Providing the boat itself, is this not the 
case? 

HON A J CANEPA: 

That is the case, Mr Speaker, yes. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

And does not the Government think that if it wants to lay down . 
conditions for people who are self employed but whose income is 
determined by the Government controlling what they can charge . 
for their service, the Government cannot do both things, it 
cannot tell people how they must spend their money and rellise to, 
take on the responsibility itself, surely. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

No, I don't think that we can, Mr Speaker, but one can probe a 
little bit further than has in fact been the case. I think 
there are limitations within Gibraltar as to the type of boats 
that we can provide. As I say, I would need to be satisfied 
and it might well be that I would be satisfied that every effort 
has been made to get the right sort of boat within Gibraltar 
that it cannot be obtained and in the circumstances it is fair 
that they should get it from outside, I do happen to know that 
there are people in this business of building boats in the bay 
who have a good reputation, who are good, I am pretty certain 
that the Pilots are getting a good boat,because the expertise 
is there. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Member will agree that since it is the 
at risk they have got an inherent interest 
boat is a good one and it does not sink in 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, on the basis of the last comment passed by the 
Minister and that is that we are not entirely satisfied on the 
criteria applied, we on our side of the House will be voting 
against that, but in voting against this let me add that it is 
not because we do not consider that the Pilot's AssoCiation do 
not require the 2,25,000 or that in fact that they do not require 
1, 2'or 3 more boats, let us make that absolutely clear. It is 
only because we are not entirely satisfied with the manner of 
approach leading to the end result that it has had. 

HON A J CANEPA: 

That is quite valid. Mr Speaker, but I would also ask the 
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in ensuring that the 
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Honourable Member to bear in mind ore thing and that is that 
we have to provide a competitive service to shipping, and if 
the pilots approach a bank for a loan and the terms which the 
bank give are very unfavourable, then the comeback will be on 
the Government. The pilots will then have to make a case for 
a further increase in the embarking fee which if that becomes 
a pattern of life, if that becomes a regular feature, could make 
us uncompetitive. The Government also has to weigh that up, 
that the terms which they were offered by the bank were stiff 
terms, they were too stiff, really, and the Government also has 
to take that into account. 

On a vote being taken on Item 12, Head 16 - Port, Sub-head 82(N) 
Loan to Gibraltar Pilots Association, the following Hon Members 
voted in favour: 

The Hon I Abecasis 
The Hon J Bossano 
The Hon A J Canepa 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani 
The Hon M K Featherstone . 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon J B Perez 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino 
The Hon H J Zammitt 
The Hon D Hull 
The lion R J Wallace 

The following Hon Members voted against: 

The Hon A J Haynes 
The Hon P J Isola 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon W T Scdtt 

Item 12, Head 16 - Port, was passed. • 

Item 13 Head 17(1) - Post Office, Post Office and Savings Bank 
was agreed to. 

Item 14.„.  Head 20, Public Works Annually Recurrent  

HON W T SCOTT: 

Subhead 25, Carparks. What are the hours that are envisaged of 
opening of the Western Beach carpark which would reouire the 
three car park attendants? 

HON H K FEATHERSTONE: 

8 a.m. to 10 pm., Sir. 
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HON W T SCOTT: • 

How many days of the week, is it 7? 

HON H  K FEATHERSTONE: 

Seven days a week. 

Item 14 Head 20 - Public Works Annually Recurrent was agreed to. 

Item 15 Head 22 - Secretariat  

HON W T SCOW: 

Subhead 5, Public Utility Costs, where it is said that it is 
underestimated. Has Government taken account on the remark 
where it says there has been an increase because of telephone 
rental, that there has been a backdating and areduction in 
telephone rentals to the 1st of January this year? 

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: 

Yes, Sir, the point here, I think, is that there has been a 
whole new telephone system put into the Secretariat whereby 
instead of going through the telephone operator, one can now get 
through direct to offices as well as going outside and this has 
slightly increased the number of telephones. 

Item 15 Head 22 - Secretaiat was agreed to. 

Item 16 Head 23 -  Telephone Service 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Speaker, is this as a result of staff inspection? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Yes. 

Item 16 Head 23 - Telephone Service was agreed to. 

Item 17 Head 24(1) - Tourist Office, Main Office  

HON MAJOR R J EELIZA: 

Mr Chairman, I wonder if the Minister could explain why it has 
been found necessary to upgrade the Clerical Officer Post to 
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Executive Officer. What sort of job would he have to do there 
now that he did not do before and what can we expect as a result 
of that? 

HON H J ZAMMITT: 

Let me start in the reverse order, Mr Speaker, and say what you 
can expect. I think we can be very proud of the air terminal 
we have today and what happened there was that the upping of the 
Clerical Officer to Executive Officer was to make sure that we 
had somebody at the air terminal :permanently in charge, together 
with other responsibilities. Because of the extension of the 
air terminal there is a need to employ additional cleaning staff 
to ensure that the standard of the air terminal is. maintained. 

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA: 

The Minister thinks it has been necessary, but why? I think we 
must be very conscious particularly now, of containing our 
expenses, otherwise we are going to find ourselves in difficul-
ties. Is it absolutely necessary? This is a completely new 
post, is it? 

HON H J ZAMMITT: 

No, Mr Speaker, it is not a new post. The situation is possibly 
complex. The Airport Manager is the Director of Tourism. We 
never had anybody there other than probably 15 years ago when 
there was somebody at the airport, but that was before the 
frontier closed when we had 8 flights a day. Since the frontier 
restrictions we have had nobody permanently at the airport, 
certainly not in the clerical grade. The Honourable Member may 
be thdnking of somebody we had there as a porter-cum- general 
supervisor. Now we have a clerical man there, who is in charge 
of an attendant, a boy labourer, the cleaners and the whole set-
up. In addition to that he has other responsibilities. I can 
tell the Honourable MeMber that he is also responsible for all 
the sites, St Michael's Cave, the Tower of Homage, the Upper 
Galleries, and all the other tourist sites that we have. It is 
a new post required specifically so that we do not allow the 
air terminal to deteriorate as unfortunately happened before we 
refurbished it. 

HON MAJOR R FELIZA: 

I agree that the- air terminal looks better and I was going to 
congratulate the Minister on the cleanliness. However, I 
notice that he has mentioned other staff so it is not just the 
fact that it is going to cost us more on the upgrading of this 
post, which is now going to be permanent and I do not know 
whether that will have repercussions in another place where very 
quickly you may need somebody else there because this is the way 
empires are built. I just wonder if he can tell me, overall, 
how much more the new arrangement for the air terminal is going 
to cost us taking all the other people that are now going to 
come under this new post? 

HON H J ZAMMITT: 

I haven't got all the figures in front of me of the six part-
time cleaners, of the boy labourer or of the attendant who is 
there permanently now, of the girl that we have behind the • 
counter, receiving and giving information. I haven't got it 
now but I dare say, Mr Speaker, that the cost is some £25,000, 
I dare say. 

MR SPEAKER: 

In any event this is a matter which has to be cleared up when 
we come to the budget meeting. The extra cost is obvious from 
the extra funds being appropriated, the extra cost for the 
current year is £9,700. 

HON MAJOR R J TELIZA: 

I just wonder if the Minister could let me have the information 
as soon as he can get it because one has to watch how the cost 
is gradually creeping up. 

HON H J ZAMMITT: 

I would remind the Honourable Medher that most of the damage 
that we have suffered at the air terminal was because there 
being no one there permanently and we found an awful lot ,of 
people going in, damaging the seats, damaging the toilets, and 
I think we all know the state it was in before and the state it 
is in today which as I say, I think we can be very proud of. 

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA: 

Mr Speaker, under the same Head (b), the engagement of three 
additional clerical officers. I wonder why that is necessary 
and where they are? 

HON H J ZAMMITT: 

Mr Speaker, those three Clerical Officers were taken up by the 
Department in anticipation of the opening of the frontier, that 
is, when we thought the frontier would open not in the way it 
has opened. Out of those 3 we only have one who we have posi-
tioned at Four Corners. With regard to the other two, I think 
I am accurate in saying that one is being paid by us but absor-
bed by the Police Department and the other one is somewhere in 
Secretariat. Although they are included in my vote because 
they really are our, girls, we really have no major function for 
them to work for the Tourist Office and therefore they, are de-
ployed elsewhere but, hopefully, when things get better they 
will be doing tourist work. 

Item 17 Head 24(1) Touridt Office, was agreed to. 
•, 
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Item 18 Head 25 - Trading Standards and Consumer Protection 
EON t2 T SCOTT: Item 1 Head 101 - Housing 

Mr Speaker, this is 
although the sum is 
to me rather out of 
charges of Balances 

HON A J CAI,nPA:  

a matter of personal interest, Mr Speaker, 
obviously quite small, 2500, but it seems 
proportion in respect of repairs and freight 
of precision. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Chairman, might I ask Government, 
this project now as envisaged at the 
tender? 

HON H K FEATHERSTONE: 

what is the total sum of 
time of going out to 

What happened, Mr Speaker, is that these precision balances 
have to sent to the UK either for testing and or repair every 
3 or 5 years. What has probably happened is that because the 
last occasion that they were in fact sent may have been say 
three years ago, an estimate was made of what it would cost to 
have them repaired and to meet the freight charges and the 
estimate provided was 2700. In fact, When it comes to the 
crunch and arrangements have been made, we have found that over 
the intervening period the cost of having the service provided 
and for the freight charges has turned out to be much higher 
than what we anticipated. If it were an annual thing we would 
be able to keep tabs on it rather better but certain balances 
are sent every 3 years, others every 5 years and so on. They 
are the standard balances against which other balances in 
Gibraltar and other scales are tested. 

Item 18 Head 25 - Trading Standards and Consulner Protection was 
agreed to. 
Sbhedule of Supplementary Estimates Consolidated Fund (No 4 of 
1982/83) was agreed to. 

HON DR R G ITALARINO:' 

Mr Speaker, Sir, before we get on to the Improvement and 
Development Fund, I would like'to clear up a matter which was 
raised by the Honourable and Learned the Leader of the Opposi-
tion. The Committee of Enquiry 1982 final report says, and it 
is page 7-3(4) and I shall quote:' "An administrative Officer 
located at Vaterport and supernumerary for an initial period 
should be given specific duties related to financial and personnel 
matters. Areas of influence appropriate to this post would 
include, amongst others, purchasing and contract coordination, 
stores and stock control administration and management accountant 
system development. The City Electrical Engineer and his Deputy 
should set out a programme of managing systems and procedures 
that require development and make the administrative officer 
responsible for their successfhl implementation". Mr Speaker, 
this is one of the recommendations of the Committee of Enquiry. 

MR SPEAKER: 

We will go on with the Improvement and Development Fund. 

Schedule of Supplementary Estimates Improvement and Development 
Fund (No 24 of 1982/83) was agreed to.. 
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I am afraid, Sir, I do not have that information at hand but I 
can sett:it to the Honourable Member. 

Item 1 Head 101 - Housing, was agreed to. 

Item 2 Head 102 - Schools 

HON A T LODDO: 

Mr Chairman, the remark says "Cost of project revised". Is it 
because there has been further eouipment brought in, or is it 
because it was underestimated? 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

I beg your pardon, I seen to have been at cross purposes. 
Wasn't the Honourable Mr Scott's question the total sum of the • 
Westside School? 

MR SPEAKER: 

That was on Housing. We are now on Head 102, Schools. 

HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

I apologise, I noted it.down that he wanted the total sum of 
the schools. I will give him the total sum of the Castle Ramp 
Scheme. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

And the original tender sum, the original estimated sum. 

HON H K FEATHERSTONE: 

Yes, I will do that for you. And now, if Mr Loddo w111 be kind 
enough to repeat his question. 

HON A T LODDO: 

Yes, Mr Chairman. These £52,000. "Cost of the project revised'''. 
Is it merely that there was a mistake in the actual costing or 
is it that there has been further equipment brought in subse-
quent to the initial costing? 
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HON M K FEATHERSTONE: 

Most of it is further work that had to be done. There was a 
considerable amount of asphalting that had to be done and 
electrical supply had to be fitted in and there were some minor 
increases in actual costings. 

Item 2 Head 102 - Schools was agreed to. 

Item 3 Head 108 - Telephone Service was agreed to. 

Item 4 Head 109 Public Lighting was agreed to. 

HON W T SCOTT: 

Mr Chairman, one last general comment if I may. We are very 
much concerned on our side of the House at the low figure that 
appears under Supplementary Estimates for the Improvement and 
Development Fund and this we can only take as obviously the lack 
of development particularly within the construction industry 
which is at a dearth in Gibraltar. • • 

Schedule of Supplementary Estimates Improvement and Development 
Fund (No 4 of 1982/83)was agreed to. 

The Schedule was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 2, was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 3, was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

Clause 4,  was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

The Long Title was agreed to and stood part of the Bill. 

THIRD READING 

HON ATTORNEY-GENERAL:.  

Sir, I have the honour to report that the Immigration Control 
(Amendment) Bill, 1983; the Public Service Commission (Amendment) 
Bill, 1983; the Trade Licensing (Amendment) Bill, 1983; the 
Public Health (Amendment) Bill, 1983; the Traffic (Amendment) 
Bill, 1983; the Public Utility Undertaking (Amendment) Bill, 
1983, and the Supplementary Appropriation 1982/83 Bill, 1983, 
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have been considered in Committee and agreed to, in the case of 
the first three Bills, that is, the Immigration Control (Amend-
ment) Bill, 1983; the Public Service Commission (Amendment) 
Bill, 1983 and the Trade Licensing (Amendment) Bill, 1983, with 
amendments, and in ,the other cases without amendment, and I now 
move that they be read a third time and passed. 

Mr Speaker then put the question which was resolved in the 
affirmative and the Bills were read a third time and passed. 

PRIVATE MEMBERS' MOTION 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Mr Speaker, I beg to move that: "This House considers that 
Spain has no jurisdiction over the Gibraltar airfield and should• 
have no say in its present or future use". Mr Speaker, the 
motion that I bring to the House has the same purpose as many 
other motions that I have brought related to the aspirations that 
Spain has over Gibraltar and the questions that I asked in the 
earlier part of the House concerning the right of the Gibralta-
rians to determine what the nature of the relationship between 
Gibraltar and Spain should be should Gibraltar be unfortunate 
enough to have to suffer the consequences of the implementation 
of the Lisbon Agreement. Mr Speaker, the Spanish approach to 
the question of the airfield is one which has suffered on a 
number of occasions. It has been a longstanding argument•put 
forward by successive Spanish Governments and successive Spanish 
Foreign Ministers, that quite apart from the issue of the title • 
of Britain to Gibraltar in the Treaty .of Utrecht, that such 
title did not include the airfield which according to them is 
built on ground outside the city walls and outside the provisions 
of the territorial area conceded to Britain under the Treaty of 
Utrecht. Given that argument which, of course, Britain at one 
time offered to refer to the International Court and was not 
taken up by Spain, given that argument, it is reasonable to 
assume' that the question of the airfield could figure prominently 
in any Spanish demand for concessions as a quid pro quo for the 
lifting of the frontier restriction's entirely. We also know, 
Mr Speaker, that when the pedestrian opening was announced, 
particular attention was drawn to the question of the Gibraltar 
airfield by no less a person than the President of the Spanish 
Government who made •some mistaken comparisons about the sUbsi, 
dies that flights to Gibraltar received, presumably thinking that 
because Gibraltar is a cabotage route it necessarily follows that 
fares to Gibraltar are cheaper than they are to Spain. In fact, 
there is plenty of evidence to suggest that as far as charter 
operations are concerned, anyway, the opposite is more, likely to 
be true. But, nevertheless, in the eyes of the Spanish citizen, 
the emphasis that has been put by the Spanish media on this 
suggests that it is an area which will be considered sensitive 
by the Spanish Government. And the argument that has been put 
has been put on the basis that a lifting of the blockade against 
Gibraltar should not result in Gibraltar gaining economically at 
the expense of Spanish economic interests. Therefore, one can 
visualise the possibility that was being mooted 12 months ago, 
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when there were very strong indications that the frontier was 
scheduled to onen on the 20th of April following the meeting in 
London in the beginning of the year between Mrs Thatcher and ' 
Senor Calvo Sotelo, it was then being mooted that the Spaniards 
had already been given strong indications by Britain at that 
stage that movement on the airfield was possible. It is also 
said that it is not something that would be floated for the 
first time since it was in fact previously floated during the 
course of the Strasbourg process. Given those considerations it 
is not, I put it to the House, unrealistic to think that in the 
area of economic cooperation that the Lisbon Agreement mentions, 
the Spanish Government could 'be putting the case that the coopera-
tion should lead to Spain having a say over flights landing at 
the Gibraltar airport and eventually a measure of control over 
reducing their own personnel. At one stage the plan that seemed 
to be going round in political circles in Madrid with the last 
Government was one where the Gibraltar Airfield would effectively 
be serving the community of Gibraltar and the community of La 
Linea as if it was effectively on neutral ground and therefore 
on arriving at the airfield one would not be arriving at 
Gibraltar, one would decide then whether to take one road which 
would be the access road into Spain, or another road which would 
be the access road into Gibraltar but one would not need to go 
through Gibraltar customs or through Gibraltar immigration in 
order to go straight into Spain. That seemed to be an idea that 
was thought to be particularly attractive to Spain as something 
practical, something consistent with e conomic cooperation men-
tioned in the Lisbon Agreement and something that could be sold 
politically as a major breakthrough for the Spanish side. I 
think it is important, Mr Speaker, that the Spaniards, if they do 
decide to go ahead with the fill opening, should be left in 
gbsolutely no doubt that they can expect nothing in exchange. 
I asked in an earlier question whether the Chief Minister could 
tell me what were the measures pfeconomic cooperation that Lord 
Belstead had in mind when he said in answer to a recent question 
in the House of Lords that the British side would be wanting to 
raise things with Spain and the Chief Minister was not able to 
tell me what Lord Belstead was thinking about although he give me 
an indication that he had some idea which he is not in a position 
to divulge of what might be discussed under that heading. I 
think it is regrettable that he is not in a position to divulge 
that because I think one of the things that we are suffering 
from, and have been suffering from for many years, is that things 
are being discussed which affect the whole of Gibraltar and which 
very few people know about and I think people are entitled to 
express an opinion before it is discussed. I think it would be 
to the advantage of the Government to go into anything armed with 
the weight of public opinion for or against any particular stand 
that they have to take. In asking the House to support my 
motion, I feel that I am asking the House to take a stand which 
would have overwhelming public support in Gibraltar. I have no 
doubt in my mind that any Gibraltarian asked whether 'he would 
agree with this motion would answer affirmatively, except for a 
small minority that believes that there is a need for reconci-
liation with Spain and define, in my judgement, reconciliation 
as giving in to Spanish demands. I do not believe that this is 
necessary because as far as we are concerned there is nothing to 
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be reconciled over because we have never quarrelled with any-
body, Mr Speaker, we have been subjected to a campaign to bring 
us to our knees which we have resisted for 15 years.and it seems 
to me that we are in greater danger now than we have ever been 
throughout those 15 years when the tactic has 'been altered and 
we need to be much more on our guard now when the tactic of the 
other side has been altered. I think, Mr Speaker, that the 
Honourable Member also in an earlier cuestion gave me to under-
stand that although the Lisbon Agreement did not enshrine a 
commitment that the Gibraltarian element in the British delega-
tion would be able to veto things that it was inconceivable that 
the British side should propose anything without the agreement 
of the Gibraltarian representatives and that if it was attempted 
the Gibraltarian representatives would come out publicly dis-
associating themselves from this and asking for public support. 
I welcome that assurance from the Honourable and Learned Member 
and in putting forward the motion, let me say that I am doing so 
to ensure that he is not put in a position of having to do that . 
by being asked to agree to something like this which I am.sure 
would be against his wishes. 

Mr Speaker then proposed the question in the terms of the Hon-
ourable J Bossano's motion. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Yr Speaker, I just want to say that I had not anticipated that 
we would get through the first part of the proceedings so early, 
and in fact some notes that I had prepared for the motion are 
not yet ready. We might save a lot of time if we could adjourn 
until the afternoon and proceed with this motion then. 

1.EZ SPETAXER:  

We will then recess until this afternoon at 3.15 when we will 
continue the debate. 

The House recessed at 12.25 p.m. 

The House resumed at 3.35 p.m. 

MR SPEAKEE: 

I will remind the House that when we recessed for lunch the 
Honourable Mr Bossano had moved his motion on the airfield, I 
had proposed the question and now I will invite any Member who 
wishes to speak on the question before the House to do so. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Mr Speaker, I had intended to deal at length, in fact I was even 
locking at the old recordS and command papers before Mr Bossano 
spoke about the question of the legal jurisdiction to provide 
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ample evidence to show that the attitude of Britain with regard 
to the sovereignty over the isthmus that Britain has stated ' 
categorically that it has no doubt whatever about the lawful 
sovereignty of the land on which the airport was built, but it 
is unnecessary for me to go over that because a lot of what the 
Honourable Member has said I accept and in fact he has stated 
the position himself, so I do not think that I need go into that. 
I was also pleasantly surprised to find that I could agree with 
a great deal of what the Honourable Member said on this matter 
in support of his motion. However, there are two points on 
which I disagree with him and I would wish to deal with these 
first and then I will talk on the substance. The first point is 
that he said that a number of things have been discussed in the 
past which affect the people of Gibraltar and the people do not 
know anything about that and that in his view the people are 
entitled to know and to express an opinion before they are dis-
cussed. Well, in reply to a question on Tuesday I said that 
matters tube discussed in negotiations under the Lisbon Agree-
ment must necessarily be confidential at this stage. This is 
the normal position of any negotiator in any kind of activity 
and I can publicly state that I have never been a party in dis-
cussions of this nature in the pest to anything that was either 
contrary to the principles which I hold or which would be repug-
nant to the people whom I represent on the ticket on which I : 
have been represented. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Can I clarify the point for the Honourable and Learned Member. 
I was not confining myself to the Lisbon Agreement, in fact, the 
memorandum that we took to the British Government signed by all 
the representative bodies, today, a year later, is still not 
known to the people and I am not sure the constitutional propo-
sals that he took to Britain in 1975 have been Made public yet, 
8 years later. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

Be that as it may, I thought the Honourable Member was dealing 
with, not the Lisbon Agreement about which there has been no dis-
cussion, but I took it by analogy he was dealing with matters 
connected with foreign affairs on which one is consulted. I take 
that point, and in fact, as I told the Honourable Member yesterday, 
I have copied for him of the document to which he referred, one 
of them. The second point which I want to make in disagreement 
is related to the first and that is that the Honourable Mover 
said that he had no doubt that any Gibraltarian, except for a 
small minority, would agree with his motion. I agree with that 
and I am sure that the Leader of the Opposition agrees with that 
too. This illustrates the point that both the Leader of the 
Opposition and I are sufficiently .in touch with and aware of 
local public opinion to be able to deal with these matters which 
come up affecting Gibraltar without having to discuss them in 
the House and making them public and giving the people the 
opportunity of expressing an opinion beforehand. One has to 
lead and not be led from behind. The opportunity will always be 
available, if necessary, once proposals are made and need to be 
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considered.. I think that for that purpose all the necessary 
procedural safeguards already exist. First of all, the Leader 
of the Opposition and I will be present at ministerial level 
talks and will express our views as necessary and appropriate 
on such matters as maybe raised. Secondly, any proposals which 
are made at subsequent talks at official level will be ad 
referendum and the Leader of the Opposition and I will have the 
opportunity of being closely consulted on matters relating to 
Spain which relate to Gibraltar as we have been for many years. 
I said 'also earlier, at the meeting that there were areas of 
relations between Britain and Spain in which Gibraltar wasn't 
directly concerned and only insofar as Gibraltar is concerned 
our voice must be heard but I would go as far as agreeing that 
anything that has to do generally, whether it applies to 
Gibraltar or not, that one must be careful because we must be 
careful that in an indirect way the nosition of Gibraltar is not' 
undermined. Finally, of course, the House is already on record,. 
as I quoted the other day, to the effect that it considers that 
any proposals which relates to the rights and interests of the 
people of Gibraltar should not be acceded to without the agree-
ment of their elected representatives who will be safeguarding 
the legitimate rights of all sections of Gibraltar and the 
identity of its people. Those are the exact terms of the reso-
lution which was passed in 1980 which I quoted earlier in this 
meeting. I do not think that it is of advantage to Gibraltar 
and in fact it could be contrary to Gibraltar's interests to 
discuss publicly what our attitude would be to any particular 
proposal that might be put forward before the proposal is in 
fact made. We might be even inviting and putting ideas into 
people's heads as to what they might reise,.or by finding out 
the areas which one has spoken about they could interpret that 
as being areas where we would be prepared to give way. It is as 
delicate as trade union negotiations at high level with employers. 
I agree with the Honourable Mr Bossano that the question of the 
Airfield has figured prominently in the past as a matter of 
particular interest to the Spanish Government and it has been 
mentioned recently in connection with the partial opening of the 
frontier. Indeed, I think.there is as much a misunderstanding 
about this in high Government circles in Spain as I found there 
was when we went to Strasbourg and Paris with the former Foreign 
Minister about what they called the "overnighting" which they did 
not understand very well. To speak about Gibraltar's competitive 
of heavily subsidised air transport from London as being a menace 
to the Costa del Sol is I think sneaking .quite clearly about a 
matter on which they are not well briefed, if I may say so with 
the greatest respect of the new Government in Spain. I think 
they have really not got it right, they just do not know. But 
they are too far away to know, people around here may ,know. I' 
also agree that the question of the airfield may be a major 
feattre in the area of economic cooperation in any negotiations 
undertaken in pursuance of the Lisbon Agreement. I agree finally 
with Mr Bossano that in any such negotiation :it is necessary to 
ensure that Gibraltar's economic interests are safeguarded. It 
is with this thought in mind that I think it is desirable to 
propose an amendment to the motion which might help to allay the 
Honourable Member's fears even though, as I have stated, all the 
necessary safeguards alThadyexist. And let me warn the Hon, 
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ourable Metber that I do not propose to move that all the words 
after "This House" be deleted. In fact, I propose to leave his 
motion completely untouched except for one word which is conjunc-
tive which doesn't require it there, it requires it at a later 
stage, so he need not be unduly concerned about that. I have had 
the occasion previously, both in this House and elsewhere,.to 
draw attention in particular to the words "mutual benefit" in the 
paragraph of the Lisbon Agreement to which I have just referred. 
For instance, in my submission to the House of Commons Select 
Committee on Foreign Affairs I said, and I ouote "The phrase 
-'mutually beneficial basis' obviously excludes any matter which 
might be prejudicial to the rights or interests of either side -
or even, simply, not beneficial to one side or the other"'. I 
also referred to this Question of mutual benefit in 4uestion No 
88 that I dealt with on Tuesday. Although our views on mutual 

*benefit are well known, I think they might be well expressed once 
again in the context of this motion and in the context of the 
fears expressed by the Honourable Mover and therefore my amend-
ment is to propose: (1) that a comma should be inserted after 
the word "airfield" in the motion and that the word "and" should 
be deleted, and (2) that the following words should be added 
after the word "use" in his motion: 'and any proposals for 
practical cooperation - we must really take into account that 
there may well be talks and this matter will be raised and 
therefore I think if I may say so, even strengthen the positioh, 
certainly the concern of the mover in this matter - any propo-
sals for practical cooperation in relation to the use of the air-
field.will fall to be considered under the terms of the Lisbon 
Agreement and must accordingly be of a mutually beneficial 
nature'. I think this will be helpful to us as well in any'talks 
if the question of the airoort is raised because it will stress 
our belief in the part of the Lisbon Agreement on which we rely 
so much, apart from the commitment and so on, of the fact that 
anything that must be done must be of mutual benefit, that is, it 
cannot be for the benefit of one pearty to the detriment of the 
other but to the benefit mutually which means that it must be 
agreed by both sides. Sir, I beg to move. 

Mr Speaker, then proposed the Question in the terms of the Hon 
the Chief Minister's amendment. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr - Speaker, I am going to speak on the motion and the amendment 
because I don't think there is a need to sneak just on the amend-
ment. It is one of a series of motions that Mr Bossano brings 
from time to time to state the obvious as far as the House is 
concerned but he thinks and he feels that in Gibraltar people are 
worried about these things. And it is true, people are worried 
about any diminution of British sovereignty over Gibraltar and 
of course, as I understand it, all the political parties are 
unanimous in this as Gibraltar is. But I do not myself believe 
that there is a need for a motion on anything affecting 
sovereignty just because some newspaper somewhere mentions a 
possible solution or mentions this or mentions that. What 
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happens it that when a motion is put it rather makes people 
think that the thing is in doubt and there is no doubt as to how 
this House feels on the question of British sovereignty over 
Gibraltar. Mr Speaker, I venture to suggest that members of my 
political party, and I will not sneak for the other political 
Party, but certainly members of my political party, I would 
suggest feel rather more strongly cn the question of British 
sovereignty over Gibraltar than the Honourable Mover of the 
motion judging from what he says or what he has said in the pre-
vious debate on the Dockyard. There is a certain inconsistency, 
if I may say so, in the attitude of the Honourable Member. On 
one day in the Dockyard he starts a speech and proposes motions 
and amendments to motions w-ich he knows can only lead to one 
conclusion and that is really "Brits get out", the next day he . 
proposes a motion to keep the Spaniards out as well. So who is 
going to fill the vacuum, I wonder? Is it going to be us or is 
it going to be another country, is he advocating some other 
country coming in to bail Gibraltar out of its economic problems? 
There is a certain inconsistency in the Honourable Member even 
though he always claims to be extremely consistent in his argu-
ments. Then, Mr Speaker, there is nother point that I would 
like to make. As far as the whole of the House of concerned I 
believe that we all know where we stand on the question of 
Gibraltar and We all know where we stand in the Lisbon Agreement 
and we all know that as far as the Lisbon Agreement is con-
cerned the commitment in the Agreement to recognise the wishes 
of the people of Gibraltar and that they should be paramount is ' 
the big insurance that we have and we are all secure in that 
basis. What worries me about the motion which states the obvious, 
as I have said, and which we will support, is that it gives the 
impression, not in the House but it gives the impression outside 
the House that it is not just the Spanish Government that is 
trying to put pre-conditions to talks but also we are, too. The 
Spaniards on a number of.occasions leading LID to.Lisbon, have 
tried to water it down, have tried to say: 'Alright, we will 
talk but let us have first the problem of Spanish workers becoming 
EEC Nationals,'when they are not, in anticipation of it". The 
argument which has always been used against them on this has been: 
"No, you cannot come with pre-conditions. You are having an 
agreement, you are going to sit down and talk about the problems, 
well, talk, you cannot say I will not talk unless you concede 
this that and the other". This particular motion is useless in 
the sense that it is accepted by us, we all know the position, 
I.think the British Government is perfectly clear on the posi-
tion;  with regard how the elected members stand. I know the 
Honourable Member has the advantage of being able to put his 
views through a newspaper and he puts them regularly and they are 
known, obviously, to the British Government but as he does not 
participate in the bi-partisan approach on foreign affairs he 
has not really got direct access to the British Government. But 
the Honourable and Learned Chief Minister, and myself, are given 
ample opportunity to state what we believe to be the Gibraltar 
position and how the people of Gibraltar feel on the issues of 
sovereignty and on all the other issues that concern our security 
and our safety and' therefore we are always putting this forward. 
So I am sure that the Honotrable Member when he is putting this 
motion forward is not suggesting that we need to be reminded 
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about how we feel because let me assure him that we do not. Our 
position on Gibraltar, certainly the position of my party, is 
possibly somewhat clearer than the position of the Honourable 
Member who moves the motion, Mr Speaker, we have no doUbt that 
the whole of Gibraltar comes under British sovereignty and we 
have no doubt that the Spanish Government have no jurisdiction 
over Gibraltar and, as I say, it is stating the obvious to put it 
in a motion. We are in no doubt about that at all and we are 
eoually in no doubt that What the Spanish Government desires is 
not. a piece of the airifled but the whole of Gibraltar. What the 
Spanish Government desires is sovereignty over Gibraltar and, 
frankly, if people think that by offering them a bit of the air-
field they will go away and never bother us again, they are making 
a big mistake. Accordingly, Mr Speaker, there is no difficulty 
with us in sunnorting the motion and also, Mr Speaker, in suppor-
ting the amendment proposed by the Honourable and Learned Chief 
Minister to the motion because, clearly, if Lisbon is implemen-
ted in the spirit that we understand it, and that is in a spirit 
that is in the interests of Britain, Spain and Gibraltar that 
there should be no barriers between the countries, that there 
should be no continuation of a siege of Gibraltar of an attempt 
at the economic subjugation of Gibraltar by Spain, if that is the 
spirit of Lisbon, I am saying that is how we understand it, it 
may be it isn't on the other side, I do not know, but as we under-
stand it, if that is the case then, obviously, there are a lot of 
matters that can be raised and can be talked *about that, in my 
view, would not infringe on the essential principles by which we 
all stand. I think that the amendment allows people to talk 
about practical cooperation in relation of the user of the air-
field or the use of the airfield. Let me stress to the House 
that it is my party's view that when you talk of use you are 
talking of use, you are not talking of jurisdiction, you are not 
talking of control and you are not talking of any joint operation, 
you are talking of use, of possible use. I think that all of us 
are very aware of the problems that could arise if we gave it 
'any other interpretation and we are all aware of all the problems 
that arise and that can arise in .Anglo-Spanish relations with 
regard. to Gibraltar and in Gibraltar relations with Britain and 
Spain, we are all aware of these things and we must always be 
ever watchful about it. Therefore, we certainly, as the Honou-
rable and Learned Chief Minister has said, if there is a proposal 
that is to our benefit, then we might agree it. If it is not to 
our benefit then we won't agree it, it is as simple as that. 
Accordingly,.Mr Sneaker, I find no difficulty in supporting the 
motion and the amendment, we have no difficulty in supporting 
both of them and that is about all I think I have to say. We 
have put our view on the ouestion of sovereignty and so forth ad 
nausea in this House and elsewhere and I think I would be be-
labouring the point too much if I were to go through it all 
again. Mr Speaker, we support the motion and the amendment. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

I do not accept the amendment, Mr Speaker, perhaps not surprising-
ly, I do not know whether anybody thought that I would. Let me 
say to the Honourable and Learned Member that. I won't go into 
his interpretation of his concept of how British we all feel and 
all the rest of it because in fact the reference to the question 
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of Spanish jurisdiction is the only area in which I mentioned 
that the dispute on sovereignty over the Rock, in Spanish eyes 
not in British eyes but in Spanish eyes, was different when they cone 
to the airfield which they claim is on land that was not inclu- 
ded in the original agreement and only to that extent did I 
touch on sovereignty in my original opening remarks. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

The Honourable Member is surely mare that an offer was made to 
take the issue of the airfield to the International Court of 
Justice. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

I am aware, I said so myself, in fact. There is no need to be 
reminded of it. Yes, I said so. I am saying that that is the 
Spanish view, it is not the British view and, in fact, Britain 
offered to have the matter decided legally in the International 
Court at The Hague, I said so at the beginning. The House knows 
that I am opposed to the Lisbon Agreement, that I have been 
opposed since it was signed and I an as opposed today as I was 
then and that I will do everything in my power to ensure that the 
agreement is not put into operation. All the motions that I have 
brought to this House are motions which reflect not only what we 
all feel and what we all know but what I think is because we all 
know and we all think that these things are the way we feel in 
Gibraltar are also fundamentally incompatible with the very spirit 
of the Lisbon Agreement, We have got the clearest example of 
that, Mr Speaker, in a motion that says that it is being amended ' 
to add words which contradict what thd original motion says 
because if Spain has got no say in the use of the airfield how 
can Spain then negotiate practical cooperation in relation to the 
use of the airfield? As far as I am concerned what Spain can do 
is to ask for landing rights in Gibraltar like Morocco or any 
other nation. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

But that would be the use of the airport. 

HON J BOSSANO: 

Well, Er Speaker, I think that if that is what is meant then we 
have to think of a word that is different from the words "use", 
because if we use "use" twice.., Yes, I know it is my word and 
I think it is the right word in the first place because having a 
say in the use of the airfield, Mr Speaker, means that Spain can 
determine to what extent the airfield is used and who it is used 
by, that is what it means, having a say in it, and in fact that 
is their view. Because apart from their claim in recent times 
they have made it absolutely clear that the military use of 'the 
airfield in itself is a separate issue over which they also feel 
they have a right to have a say. As far as I am concerned, if we 
are talking about a situation where we want to attract more air-
craft, more commercial use of the airfield, then it does not 
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matter what is the nationality of the airline. As far as we are 
concerned we treat them all the same. I don't think that Spain 
is entitled to be treated separately or differently from any • 
other nation and therefore I would move a further amendment to 
the amendment by deleting all the words after the word "and" and 
substituting the words: "that any facilities that may be granted 
to Spain in any future cooperation must be on the same basis as 
it would be to any other third country and clearly beneficial to 
Gibraltar's economy". That removes any reference to the Lisbon 
Agreement. I do not think that it is our business to talk about 
the thing being mutually beneficial. I thinklhe Honourable 
Member talks about trade union negotiations, well, I can assure 
him that in no trade union negotiations do either side, either 
the employer or the trade union side, go into negotiations with 
the clear objective of ensuring that what they come out with is 
mutually beneficial. They each go in with a clear objective of 
what is beneficial for them and what comes out of the negotia-
tions by definition is a compromise which is mutually acceptable 
and beneficial to the extent that it is beneficial. I don't mean 
it is the business of the House of Assembly to ensure that what-
ever is agreed is beneficial to anybody other than Gibraltar, 
that is our responsibility. We must ensure that it is beneficial 
to us and it is up to the other party to ensure that it is bene-
ficial to them. I certainly cannot support anything that makes 
reference to the terms of the Lisbon Agreement which I am • 
opposed to and I will continue to be opposed toa  and as far as 
the use of the airfield is concerned I think it must be stated 
clearly that the only thing that Spain can expect is to be 
treated in the same friendly way as you would treat any other 
country that might be interested in making use of the Gibraltar 
airfield and bringing more business to Gibraltar. I beg to move, 
Sir. 

Mr Speaker then proposed the question in the terms of the Hon 
J Bossano's amendment. 

HON CHIN2 MINISTER 

I think however realistic and in fact I give the Honourable 
Mr Bossano credit for normally being realistic, his non-
acceptance of the Lisbon Agreement gives him an ostrich like 
attitude of burying his head in the sand and pretending that it 
isn't there, but it is there, the British Government is committed 
to it, we have been consulted throughout and will be party to any 
talks arising out of it and there is no getting away from it. 
Another thing is that it is no use saying that the user of the 
airport shall be the same as any other third country because the 
proximity and the conditions under which because of the proximity, 
let alone anything else to do with claims or anything, I would 
have thought that it would be a much more dirricult situation to 
come to terms as to the user of the airport by South Korea, 
Thailand or Venezuela than it would be to come to an agreement, 
or what? - or Russia. I always forget that all the time but I 
hear he didn't even mention North Korea. So it is really 
burying your head in the ground and pretending it does not exist, 
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The Lisbon Agreement is one which we have to face and live with. 
It is extraodinary if you have regard to the overAielming or the 
great feeling about people, to say that he is entirely against 
the Lisbon Agreement certainly the bulk of the people are not 
against that as has been shown in practical terms and not 
against that part of the Lisbon Agreement that says the restric-
tions should be removed as has been practically been found by 
the figures I gave about the number of crossings of that fron-
tier, so anybody who says that he is against the Lisbon Agree-
ment which provides for the opening of the frontier and thinks 
that that is what the people want, the facts of life are very 
different. People are very British, people want Gibraltar to 
remain British, but, by God, quite a lot of people like to cross 
the frontier having regard to the numbers and that is what part 
of the Lisbon Agreement is about and for that reason, of course, 
WQ have to reject the amendment to the amendment. 

HON P J ISOLA: 

Mr Speaker, we will not support the amendment to the amendment. 
The Honourable Member wants to live without the Lisbon Agreement, 
he says he is opposed to the Lisbon Agreement and so forth, but 
we are committed to it, the two political parties, certainly my 
Party is committed to it with certain reservations which we have 
made pUblic and it is a fact of life that when he puts his motion 
about Spain having no jursidiction, he was referring to the 
Lisbon Agreement he obviously had that in mind, Why does he not 
want to have it mentioned? And what he says now could really be 
'more dangerous. The Honourable Member says "that any facilities 
that may be granted to Spain in any future cooperation" - that 
assumes that facilities will be granted, it-.assumes it - "must 
be on the same basis as it would be to any other third country". 
It may suit Gibraltar to give facilities to Aeroflot which we do 
not want to give to Iberia, for example, or somewhere else. 
This is a normal thing with air treaties, they are all bilateral. 
Britain doesn't say; "Right, I will make a bilateral air treaty 
with France", and follow those conditions with Germany, Russia, 
they are all different. It never suits a country to do a bila-
teral treaty on anything on the same basis witheiery country. 
That is just not a fact of life where nircraft and air communica-
tions are concerned so that is not necessarily beneficial to 
Gibraltar. And we have to be practical, Mr Speaker, we have to 
be practical in the sense that a Lisbon Agreement is going to 
take place and I would venture to sbggest that the concern in. 
Gibraltar now by the areat number of people - the Honourable 
Yr Bossano only puts motions down according to himself that 
everybody supports - but I would venture to suggest that a lot 
of people want to see the situation in the frontier normalised 
as quickly as possible. I notice that the Honourable Member has 
said sotto voce "so that they can spend more money", but we were 
alarmed when the frontier was opened, we made statements here 
but I notice that his party that was opposed to any sort of 
opening, that wanted Gibraltar to be left in peace here and 
tnat's it, and I have certain sympathy for that argument, said 
very little when the public started swarming over the frontier. 
He said very little, Mr Speaker, and it is a fact of life that 
the partial opening of the frontier damaging as it has been and 
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dangerous as it is, has been as far as the people of Gibraltar 
are concerned, has been reasonably popular. That does not mean 
that I agree with it, I certainly do not agree with it, Mr 
Speaker, and I would support any measures that pats the situation 
right but that is a fact and therefore I would venture to suggest 
that since this motion can only be taken in-the context of the 
Lisbon Agreement, let us not be afraid of mentioning it. I 
reject that amendment, Mr Speaker, which has been conceived in 
the imagination of the Honourable Member in his obsessive ob-
.struction of Lisbon. The thought that a motion that he produces 
should mention Lisbon I know is anathema to his way of thinking 
but unfortunately I think if Lisbon hadn't been there he probab-
ly wouldn't have moved the motion so why not have it in. Mr 
Speaker, this amendment really doesn't meet the requirements of 
the realities of the situation, doesn't meet the requirements of 
Gibraltar and doesn't meet the requirements of this side of the 
House, so we reject it. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Does the Mover of the amendment to the amendment wish to reply? 

HON J BOSSANO: 

I do not think I am going to be Successful in convincing the ' 
Honourable Members, Mr Speaker. 

Mr Speaker then put the question in the terms of the Hon 
J Bossano's amendment to the amendment and on a vote being taken 
the following Hon Members voted in favour: 

The Hon J Bossano 

The following Hon Members voted against: 

The Hon A J Canppa 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani 

• The Hon II K Featherstone 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon A J Haynes 
The Hon P J Isola 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon W T Scott- 
The Hon Dr R G Valariho 
The Hon H J Zanmitt 

The following Hon Member abstained: 

The Hon R J Wallace 
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The following Hon Members were absent froM the Chamber: 

The Hon I Abecasis 
iThe Hon D Hull 
The Hon J B Perez' 

The amendment to the amendment was accordingly defeated. 

MR SP-EAKER: 

We are now still with the amendment to the original question and 
any Hon Member who wishes to speak on the amendment is free to 
do so. I will then call on the Honourable and Learned the Chief 
Minister to reply to the amendment if he so wishes. 

HON CHIEF MINISTER: 

The ambit of the problem has been widely discussed and there is 
nothing I can add. 

MR SPEAKER: 

Then I will put the question. 

Mr Speaker then put the question in the terms of the Hon the 
Chief Minister's amendment and on a vote being taken the follo-
wing Hon Members voted in favour: 

The Hon A J Canepa., 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani 
The Hon H K Featherstone 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon A J Haynes 
The Hon P J Isola 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Bon W T Scott 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino 
The Hon H J Zammitt 

The following Hon Member voted against: 

The Hon J Bossano 

The following Hon Members abstained: 

The Hon D Hull 
The Hon R J Wallace 

The following Hon Members were absent from the Chamber: 

The Hon I Abecasis 
The Hon J B Perez 

The amendment was accordingly passed. 
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The Hon P J Isola 
The Hon A T Loddo 
The Hon Major R J Peliza 
The Hon J B Perez 
The Hon G T Restano 
The Hon W T Scott 
The Hon Dr R G Valarino 
The Hon H J Zamnitt 

ER SPEAKER: 

We now have the Hon Mr Bossano's motion,' as amended, and any Hon 
Member who wishes to speak on the original motion as it stands 
now and ✓ho has not spoken to the question before, is free to do 
so. As there are no contributors I will ask the Hon Mr Bossano 
if he wishes to reply to the original motion. 

HON J BOSSANO: The following Hon  Members abstained: 
Mr Speaker, I won't say a great deal and I will not try to abuse 
the fact that I now have the right of reply to introduce anything 
new. I will say, however, that having brought the motion to the 
House I think that the motion as amended to some extent appears 
to be saying one thing in the first part, the part that I brought 
certainly the spirit in which it is put, the acceptance of the 
possibility and I have no doubt in my mind that if in fact the 
Lisbon Agreement is implemented, which is still not certain, this 
will be a matter high in the agenda, just like the Spanish claim 
to sovereignty will no doubt be high in the Agenda even if the 
Spaniards appear to be prepared to put it on ice, and I think the 
inability of the other members to accept the motion as it stands 
is precisely because they are committed to the Lisbon Agreement 
in spite of the fact that their original reaction to it was any-
thing but welcomed when it was first announced. I think that 
this Question of reasonableness which permeates attitudes is 
extremely dangerous, I think it appears in the context of the 
Dockyard, whether we are being reasonable or not being reasonable, 
in answer to a question that I put in the last House of Assembly, 
and I am absolutely sure in my own mind that the whole condition-
ing, the cajoling•of Gibraltar into a particular stand, is going 
to be by successive appeals to our reasonableness and I don't 
think I am being unreasonable I think I am being totally deter-
mind to stick by the word and the letter and the spirit of every-
thing I have said in the past and I will continue to do so in the 
future. I shall be abstaining on the amended motion and I am 
glad that at least the original motion has not been entirely 
castrated, it has just had something added to it. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I will then put the question which is that: "This House consi-
ders that Spain has no jurisdiction over the Gibraltar airfield, 
should therefore have no say over its present or future Use and 
any proposals for practical cooperation in relation to the use 
of the airfield will fall to be considered under the terms of 
the Lisbon Agreement and must accordingly be of a mutually bene-
ficial nature". 

On a vote being taken the following Hon Members voted in favour: 

The Hon A J Canepa 
The Hon Major F J Dellipiani 
The Hon H K Featherstone 
The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan 
The Hon A J Haynes 
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The Hon J Bossano 
The Hon D Hull 
The Hon RJ Wallace 

The following Hon Member was absent from the Chamber: 

The Hon I Abecasis 

The motion was accordingly passed. 

MR SPEAKER: 

I understand that the Hon Dr Valarino has something to say, 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Yes, Mr Speaker, Sir. In order to put the matter right in reply 
to the letter that I wrote to the Honourable Mr Gerald Restano, 
let me explain that the reduction as in paragraph 2 of my letter 
is due to the fact that after 18 months and as in the original 
offer, a marginal reduction in the cost of hire would have taken 
place. However a large reduction (see paragraph 3 of the circu-
lated letter) which had never been previously-agreed to, was 
given on the Henschel set and negotiated in preference. At 
present the Departmentis being charged at the original rates for 
the skids and the necessary reduction will be calculated and off-
set on the final payments for the skids. 

HON G T RLSTANO: 

I would like to ask', when the sets were hired they were hired for 
a period of 12 months or 18 months at a certain rate and the rate 
thereafter would be reduced. Was the drop, in fact, never 
negotiated? 

HON DR R G VALARINO: 

Mr Speaker, Sir, they were hired for 18 months, the drop in fact 
was discussed and never negotiated because the Henschel set took 
preference and it was decided to accept a large decrease in the 
price of the Henschel set and this was negotiated in preference . 
to the marginal reduction in the cost of the hire of the skids. 
The amount which we are paying extra for the skids at the present 
time will be calculated in the final analysis and this will be 
offset in the final payments of the skids. 
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ADJOURRMENT 

The Hon the Chief Minister moved the adjournment of the House 
sine die. 

Hr Sneaker put the question which was resolved in the affirma-
tive and the House adjourned sine die. 

The adjournment of the House sine die was taken at 4.30 p.m. on 
Thursday the 24th February, 1983. 
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