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WEDNESDAY THE 27TH JULY, 14

.The House resumed at 4.50 pm.

PRESENT:
Mr Speaker . . « e e w (In the Chair)
(The Hon A g Vasquez CBE, MA)

" GOVERNMENT:

The Hon Sir Joshus Hassan CBE, MVO, QC, JP - Chief Minister

The Hon A J Csnepa -~ Minister for Economic Development and
Trade .

The Hon M X Featherstone - Minister for Public Works

The Hon H J Zammitt -~ Minister for Tourism and Sport

The Hon Major F J Delliplani ED - Minister for Housing, Labour '

and Social Security .
‘The Hon Dr R' G Valarino -~ Minister for Municipal Services
The Hon J B Perez - Minister for Education and Health
The Hon D Hull QC - Attorney-General
The Hon R J Wallace CMG, OBE - Financial and Development'
Secretary
~The ‘Hon 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 Gerbarino Esq, MBE, ED - Clerk of the House of Assembly

PRAYER

Mr Speaker recited the prayer.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Mr Speaker, at Monday's meeting I sought an ddjournment’ until
L.30 today in order to be able to report to the House the out-
come of events leading to the question whieh is uppermost in
our minds and that is the question of the Dockyerd. A state-
ment is being made at about now in the House of Gommons and in
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the House of Lords on the situation, hence the reason for meeting
at this time. We are bound, under the terms of e resolution.
Paragraph 5 of the resolution which was passed in this House on

the 22nd February, committed the Government to full consultations
with all the political parties represented in this House before

any decision was teken on the commerciaslisation of the Dockyard.
That being the casse 1t was not in my view proper for me to come

and meke a statement, answer questions and then move a motion.

I thought we would have duplicated the events by doing so end, I -:-
therefore intend to move the motion now. I also,want to seek

your authority to read my statement because it embraces a number

of details which I cannot leave to notes alone. It 1s also my
intention at the end of this statement to give copies to Hon
Members opposite and to the press and to adjourn in order to give
the Members opposite an opportunity of considering the statement
and meet as soon as possible thereafter to debate the motion.
Unfortunately there has been some misunderstanding sbout prrocedure
which has led us to agree on the time that wolhld be required., I
had thought that if we adjourned today until a convenient time
tomorrow, at midday or so, the contents of the statement could well
be considered by all Hon. Members end the motlon subsequently de-
bated until all those who want to tske part have done so. I will
leave the question of the periocd of sdjournment until the state-
ment hee been read. If any matter of clarification arising out

of the statement can be made now within the Standing .Rules I would
be quite happy to do that but I should like to express that this

is a statement in support of a motion and not a statement.

. . . ]

MR SPEAKER:

Precisely, that is what I want to make clesr 10 Hon Members, that
what is happening now is not that the Chief Minister is msking &
statement on which Hon Nembers would be entitled to ask questions
for clerification, but that the statement will form part of the
moving of the motion itself. I think the rules are ‘required to be .
imposed liberally in matters that concern the interests of
Gibraltar to such an exient. I will therefore most certainly
give the Opposition limited opportunity, at the end of the moving
of the motion by the Chief Minister, to clarify any matters which
they may wish to clarify in order to enable them to be able to
contribute to the debate when we resume again. Yet let it be
clear that whilst I am prepared to bend the rules of practice
which I am entitled to do to some extent, I will not under any
circumstences have a debate within a debate and provided that I
am satisfied that the questions which are being asked are going
to ‘be for the purpose of clarification then I will not object,
otherwise I may have to intervene.

HON CHIEF WINISTER: .

Sir, perhaps I should stress again that had it not been for that
amendment I would certainly have come here with a statement but
the proposals thet I have, of course, have been made subject to
the fact that I have to put this motion to the House. The British
Government is not in that position, the British Government's
executive powers do not bind them as the motion has bound me and
that is why. I want to make it quite cleear.
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HON P J ISOLA:

¥r Spesker, may I just say thank you for the clarification you
are meking because I think you must appreciate, Mr Speaker, and

I am sure the Hon and Leasrned Chief Minister must appreciate,
that when there is a subject of this magnitude on which something
is poing to be sald it is usually done in the form of a statement
so that Merbers can then .question the statement and question the
Chief Minister on more than‘one occasion. Under our rules of
debate, if it i1s done in the form of a motion, we would énly be
able to speak once and we would not be sble to get clsrification
on our fears and on other mattews until the closing speech of

the Chief Minister. So, certeinly on the basis and on the under-—
standing that at the end of the Chief Minister's speech we may
ask a few gquestions Jjust to clerify the position, we are happy

to proceed on this basis. I must also say that certainly my
idea, I should say at this stage, that my idea of dicussions
between the different political parties in Gibraltar certeinly i
wasn't that there would be a formel motion in this House and a
resolution taken but I can raise that in the debste.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:
I didn't get the last part of the Hon Member's remerk.’
MR SPEAXER:

I think the Hon Member is trying to insinuste that if the Hon the
Chlef Minister had proceeded by a statement in the first instance
they would have had a better opportunity to clarify matters.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I dp not agree. We are going to have a full debate whereas if I
ligd made a statement el I would have done was say, “"This is what
has happened, you.can ask as many guestions as you like at the end
of the day". We sre bringing a motion to this House, whether it

is accepted by Hon Members opposite or not, we are bringing =
Government motion in this House which is going to be fully debated.
Insofar as clarification is concerned, if there are any requests

to give way for clerification in the course of the debate with any
of our Members, so long as the reguests are reassonable and are .
intended to clear the air, I shall certainly give way or sllow
MHembers to give way to clear up any matters that may be necessery.
So I tske it, Mr Speaker, that 1 have your permission to read my
statement.

SUSPENSION OF STANDING ORDERS
MR SPEAKER:

Yes, but perhaps you might wish to move the suspension of
Standing Order No. 19.
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HON CHIEF MINISTER:

well, I em coming to that in a minute. As the House knows, we

neve been engaged in the most intensive consultations with the
British Government for the past few weeks. I have been to see

the Prime Minister twice. I have held a separate meeting with

the Foreign and Commbénweslth Secretsry. I have held s long meet~-
ing with Baroness Young, Minister of State &t the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, responsible for Gibraltar, Mr Timothy Raison, --
Minister of State for Overseas Development, Mr Ian Stewart, Under-
Secretary of State for Defence Procurement, M¥r Ray ¥hitney, Under- °
Secretary of State at the Foreign end Commonwealth Office, and
numerous officials of the United Kingdom ministries involved. I
have held two meetings with Mr Stewsrt and UK officisls in
Gibralter. There have been exchanges by letters and telegrams
during this period. Paragraph 5 of the resolution passed in this
House on 22 February committed the Government to full consultation !
with all the politiceal parties represented in this house before
any final decision was taken on the commercislisetion of the
Dockyard. I am now in & position to bring e motion before this
House on this matter and I accordingly beg to move the susrension
of Standing Order 19 to eneble me to propose the motion without
the notice normally required.

Mr Speaker then put the guestion which was resclved in the affirm-
gtive and Stending Order 19 was accodrdingly suspended.

MOTIONS
HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I now beg to move in the terms of tﬁe motion standing in my name

;- which is: "That: This House resolves that the offer by Her
* Majesty's Government fto provide assistance for the establishment
‘of a ship repair yerd in place of the Navel Dockyerd at Gibraltar

be accepted and that the necessary measures to establish such .
ship repair yerd be teken accordingly." . !

Later in my speech I will go into the details of the outcome of
the meetings and exchanges we have held. ' The first thing I want
to say and I have to say it as clearly as possible because that
is the message that has come through all the way and that is that
the closure of the Naval Dockyard cannot be averted.

I know that there are some in parliament who disagree with the
policy of the Ministry of Defence in regard to the Naval Dockysrds
in Britain snd in Gibraltar and in regard to defence policy gener-
ally. Nevertheless, decisions of these matters have been teken and
every politiecian in this House will recognise the reality of a
parlismentary majority of 1hl or 147 which will ensure that those
decisions are implemented. I do not agree with those who think
that by going to our frienés in parliesment we would have gucceeded
in having the decision changed.

In reality, the fact of life which we have had to feace, is that,
however much we may all regret it, and I am the first to regret
it, the Naval Dockyard will close. The Naval Dockyard at Chatham
has slready virtuelly closed, with a loss of scveral thousand
jobs, and therse wss nothing anybody could do ebout that.
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I hope that the House will agree on this basic fact of the inevit-
ability of the closure, I hope that the House will also accept that
everything possible has been done by the Glbraltar Government to
argue against closure but, having been told twice, at the highest
poesible level in Britain, that there is absolutely no possibility
of keeping the Navel Dockyard open, I hope the House will also
accept, when I have finished my statement, that the package of
assistance which we have obteined from Her Majesty's Government
and which will accompany the closure of the Dockyerd is a good
package and an earnest, first of all, of the totrl and unmistake-
able commitment of the British Government, the British Parliament
and the British Nation as a whole, to the protection and defence
of the people of Gibraltar and, secondly, of the efforts which
Gibralter Government Ministers have made in order to secure that
package.

Let me remind the House, first of gll, that the Ministry of Defence

originally planned to close the Naval Dockyard on 3{ March 4983,
four months ago. At that time, the whole of Gibralter, as has
heppened on other occasions in the last twenty very difficult years,
© became united. The political parties represented in this House

and the representative bodies, including the Chamber of Commerce
and the Gibralter Trades Council, sipned a memorsndum to the
British Government, the message ‘of which wes to seek the British
Government's agreement to the avoidence of the 'demaging hiatus!'
which would occur if the Naval Dockysrd were to close before some :
alternative was found. : . . .

The signatories of that memorandum will recall that what they put
their names to was & request for time so that the necessary in-
vestigations and consultations could proceed on the possibility
of finding an elternative.

The British Government accepted and granted the reguest for time.
The target date for closure of the Naval Dockyard was changed to
31 December 41983. Closure in 1983 was importent to the British
Government; for their own reasons. The latest statement on the
defence estimates presented to Perliament very recently states,
and I quote: "The Gibraltar Dockyard is to close later this year
and we are engaged in discussions with the Government of Gibraltar
about the possibility of the Dockyard subsequently coming under
commerical management."

On 30 June, accompenied by the Minister for Economic Development
and Trade, and after the meetings with the Foreign and Common-
wealth Secretary and the other Ministers and Officials to which
I have referred, I saw the Prime Minister.

I want, first of all, to inform the House, guite apart from the
Dockyard and related issues, of the message of warmth and total
commitment to Gibraltar and its people which came across, in the
cleerest termg, et my meetings with Mrs Thetcher. This will be
no surprise to the House. As will be seen as I procecd with my.
speech, the statements of support we have received are not mere
words. As I give the details of the outcome of our negotiations,
the House, end Gibraltar as a whole, will see that the British
Government is putting lts money where ites mouth is, to an extent’
vhich, even in the light of the substantisl aid we have received
in the past, is unprecedented.
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I hope this House will share the view I have consistently express-
ed over a period of twenty very difficult years thst the British
Government is solidly behind us. I have stuck my neck out, in the
past, on this belief. I am sticking my neck out, more than ever
before, on this guestion of commercimlisstion and related issues.
I will stand or fall by them.

I may well be asked why, on this particuler occasion, I did not
attempt to rally &ll concerned in Gibralter with a view to unity
in the face of the problems shead of us. The answer to this is
that I felt that my colleesgues and X hsd a responsiblility, &s a
Government, ‘to go into the whole matter thoroughly first with the
British Government to assess what might be achieved. We have Gone
so =snd, as the House will see, we have achieved a very considersable
amount. There were times during the negotiations,K when, in spite of
the obvious goodwill which undoubtedly exists on the part of the
British Government, both the British Government and ourselves,
because'of our different constraints and our differences of approech
in certain respects, looked over the brink of the precipice, & pre-
cipice over which neither side would have wished to fell. .

It is a matter of relief, to both of us, I am sure, that we have
avolded the precipice and it is the considered view of my colle--
agues and myself that the desl we have been able to make with the
British Governmént is not only the best achievable but also a good
one in itself. As I make this statement todsy, an announcement is
being made simultaneously in the House of Comnons and the House of
Lords outlining the outcome of our negotiations. There, of course,
they will not be giving the extent of details that we are giving
now because they ere only meking a statement and not moving a motion.
Thet outcome will be seen by many in perlisment,. and indeed in
Britain as & whole, as & generous one. The House does not need
remninding of the current situstion in Britain. Chatham and many
industries have closed down or contracted and no alternstive has
been provided by the British Government. Millions gre unemployed

.in Britain and in many other countries. Against that sort of

background, outsiders, and not only those hostile to Gibraltar,
will, as I say, regerd the outcome of our negotistions as gener-
ous, whstever some people in Gibrsltar might think.

My colleagues and I now throw our full weight behind the arrange-
ments we have agreed with the British Government and we earnestly
end sincerely call on Gibreltar for unity in pursuing these to a
successful conclusion, & conclusicn which I a&m certsin we cen
achieve if we unite but which will be frustrated, with ell the
dire and grievous consequences wihich will then undoubtedly ensue,
if any of us, on either side of -the House, or in any sector of
public life in Gibraltar, were to place party, political or any
other interest sbove the good of Gibraltar ss = community for
which we have fought so hard snd so long.

I can now tell the House that one of the results of my meetings
with Mrs Thatcher is thet Her Majesty's Government will not now
close the Dockyard at the end of tanis year but at the end of

41984, until which date it will continue to be run and managed by
the Kinlistry of Defence. This 12~months' deferment was obtained
only at the end of the most strenuous and difficult negotietion and
after taking the matter to the highest level in Britain. The presént
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Government in Britain is not one which, having made & decision,
lightly changes its mind. Thet the decision to close the Dock~
yard on the 31st December this year'should have been changed and
a full year's extension granted, particularly against the back-~
ground of closures and other severe measures in Britain which
heve gone shead inexorably, is a measure of the British Govern-
ment's understanding of our problems and, if I may sa&y so, of
the determination end perseverance of Gibraltar Government
Ministers. . !

The yeer's deferment came about as a result of the personal inter-~
vention of the Prime Minister after I myself had gone to No. 10
Downing Street and put the problem to her. I should like to take
this opportunity to thank her publicly Ffor it. In doing so, how-
ever, I must also mske it cleer that we have achieved the meximum

" possible deferment of the date for closing the Naval Dockyard and °
that, in our view, no further deferment is possible. It is accord-
ingly also our view that we should now, in the closest cooperetipd °
with the British Government Departments concerned snd with the
commercial operator, lessrs A & P Appledore, put our best efforts
towerds préparing Gibralter for a commercial ship repair yesrd and
-ensuring that it succeeds for the benefit of those who will be
employed there and of Gibraltar as a whole.

Once I have set out some of the more important points relating to
the conversion of the Dockyard and its.role, I will announce the
second msjor breakthrough in our negotistions with the British
Government. : -

It is, I believe, quite possible that the arrangements for the
.closure of-the Naval Dockyard and its substitution by a commercigl-
ly operated yard are not Tully understood. I will therefore do my
best to explain these arrangements at least in broad outline. I t
would also say that it is my intention to distribute to the public
at large soon after the meeting of this House, a leaflet which will
‘summarise, in the briefest possible form, the implications for the
individual worker, and for Gibraltar as a whole, of the closure of
the Naval Dockyard and of the arrangement we have.agreed in order

to meet that contingency.

The first point I wish to make is that the preferred commercial
operator, A & P Appledore, had requested £11 million worth of
Navsl work during the early years of commnercielisetion. One other
major outcome of our .negotiations with the British Government has
been that this sum of £41 million has been incressed to & sum of
£14 million at current prices. ' This programme of assured naval
work, notebly on Royal Fleet Auxiliaries, will be provided during
the firet 3 years of commercial operation. This addéitional amount
of work was offered personally by the Prime Minister st the fipst
meeting I held with her on 30 June.

In addition, during each of the first three years, work will also
be available on smaller iinistry of Defence cralt, such as royal
maritime auxiliary services harbour craft, to en approximate annual
value of between half a milllon eand one million pounds. Such work

on smaller craft will continue beyond the 3-~year period and for the

Toreseeable future at a level to be asgreed in due course between the
Ministry of Defence and the Gibraltar Ship Repeir Company. The
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* @ibraltar Commercisl Yard, when fully run in will be sble to tender

on & basis of full equality with Unlted Kingdom yards for further
work on royal fleet auxiliaries. .

i 3 for
As has previously been amnounced, the Dockyard land and assets
the newpcommercial enterprise will be transferred to the'Gibraltar.
Government free of. charge and the Gibreltar Government w1;1 then

jease them to the Gibreltar Ship Repair Company.

To support the esteblishment of the new cogmercial yard Her
Majesty's Government heve offered to contribuie a total of up to
£28 million to meet initial costs of conversion, working capitel,
and operating losses (if any) in the first iwo years of commer-
cisgl operstion. Agreement on new commercial work practices is
essential if. the yard i1s to succeed. Funds for the project will
only be committed after satisfactory assurances have bgen gbtalned
from the workforce on new working practices.. Such funds will how-
ever be availsble as soon as these assurances ere obtained and
prior to closure of the Naval Dockyard. The flow of funds there-
after, will depend on the maintenance of these working practices.

I will revert to the question of working practices later.

We have agreed with the British Government that a state of
redundancy will be declared in September this year. This does
rot meen that Dockyard employees will be made redundant then.
Wnet it means is that, once that stete of .rcdundancy is declared,
any employee of the Dockyard who wishes to leave his emp}oyment
will, subject, of course, to the reguirements of ithe efficient
running of the Dockyard, be sble to ask for redundancy payments
snd leave. i

At a later time, individual redundancy notices will begin fto issue.
Throughout the period up to vesting day, the Commercial Sbip Repeln
Company, through its commercial manager, will be identifying indivi-
dual workers whom they will wish to re-employ immediately after
the 31st December 498lL4, when they tske over the management of the
Dockyard from the Ministry of Defence. By the sctual date of
transfer from navel to commercigl masnsgement all employees should
have been declered redundant. They will receive full redundancy

- payments which will be made in accordgnce with schemes in opera-~

tion in Gibraltar, the terms of which are comparable with those

in the United Kingdom. Those employeces identified for immediate
employment in the commercisl yard and who have not been taken on
in the transition pericéd beginning now and ending in December 1984,
will be immediately re—employed. Others earmerked for employment
will be taken on as the commercisl enterprise cevelops.

During the time leeding up to lhe estsblishment of a commericel
yard, A & P Arpledore Internationel Limited will continue to be
engaged on & consultancy basis funded by the Overseas Development
Administration so that preperastions for comnercislisation are not
interrupted. It is envisaged tnat discussions between Appledore,
as commericsl managers designete, and the workforce should start
as soon as possible.
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It is our belief, once we accept the inevitabllity of the closure,
that, given good management and marketing, given the necessary
up-to-date equipment, and given the full cooperation of the work-
force, a commercial dockyard can succeed. The commerciasl operators
predict that, by the middle of the first year, if the dockyard is -
running well, they will be employing & totel of some 750 ang,
assuming that the necessary levels of productivity are achieved,
thus attracting the work to Gibralter, they envisage employing
Just under 1300 by the end of 1988, that is to say, they expect

to employ, by that date, & workforce larger than that employed

in the Naval Dockyerd today.

Nobody can be certain that these targets will be achieved by the
dates stated and there is no doubt that, initially at least,
Gibraltar's economy will be adversely affected. It is with this
in mind that our second objective in the negotiations was to try
and achieve the conditions under which other economic ‘activity
might be generated in Gibraltar. The first essential requirement
for commercial development is land and the only way in which this
requirement can be met is by asking the Ministry of Defence to
release areass suitable for such development. ' .

As the House knows, the current errangements afe that the Ministry
of Defence must hend over to the Glbraltsr Government such land
and property as are no longer regquired for Defence purposes. I am
able to announce, first, that we have negotiated with the British
Government & new agreement on the guestion of land currently held
by the Ministry of Defence. This will be formelly ratified short-
ly and full details will then be made public. The two maln new
features of the sgreement are that reclaimed lsnd will in future
be treated in the same- way as natural lend and that new arrange-
ments for payment for land and property transferred, which will

be considerably more beneficisl to us will apply in future.

I am sure the House will recognise the importance of the advance
vie have made in thig vital eresa. ’

But the terms of en agreement, by themselves, are not ehough. It.
is necessary also that practical steps be tsken to obtain the lang
to which those terms will apply.

The House will be glad to leern thet we have taken two major steps
forward in this respect. Those concerned on the British Government
side in the negotiations will be the first to agree that these
negotiations were as difficult as those over the deferment of
closure of the Dockysrd. The immediste result is thet the British
Government have egreed that the sites slong Queensway which are
currently occupied by the NAAFI Headquarters, the PSA main stores
{inciuvding the meritime section), the Army Watermanship Training
Centre and_ the Queensway Club will be relesseé to the Gibralter
Government as soon as the Gibraltar Government sre resdy to pro- .
ceed with their development end’ alternative facilities can be
provided elsewhere. The sites I have menticéned comprise the whole
#rea between the Technical College to the north and the north gate
of the dockyard to the south. The House will agree with me that
this is a most valuable and extensive prime waterfront site.
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Instructions have alresdy been given to the Government officials
concerned to give the utmost priority to the work that needs to
be done to finalise drafi schemes for the development of these
sreas and to invite potentiasl developers to consider them and,

if they_so wish, to put forward schemes of their own. Our object-
ive is to place the Government in a state of readiness to proceed
st ns early a date as possible so thet the land can be transferred
end the development commence.

In the meantime, the Ministry of Defence, in consultation as mey

be necessary with the Gibralter Government - I will refer io this
again in a moment - will be considering how and where the facili-
ties at present available to them at the Queensway sites can be
reprovided. The House will note that the release of these sites
falls outside the normal patiern, which is that land and property
are transferred from the Ministry of Defence when they are surplus
to defence reguirements. These sites and the bdbuildings on them are
not surplus to defence requirements. They are in active use and will
Teed to be reprovided elsewhere before they can be vacated. The cost
of reproviding them will be very substantiasl and will run into
several millions of pounds. The House will be glad to learn that
that cost will be borne by the British Government.

‘The House will also sppreciate. that the building industry will , .

benefit considerebly from the work that will be genersted not only
in the commercial development of the Queensway sites but also in
the reprovisioning of the Ministry of Defence facilities. Indeed,
it may very well be necessary, once the existing slack in the
building industry has been teken up, to supplement the local capa-
city by bringing in firms from Britain.

I turn now to another site of very consierable.development pot-
ential which the British Government hes slso agreed to nhand over

to the Gibraltar Government .2s a result of our negotistions.. I
refer to the Rosia Bay area. The agreement that has been reached |
is that, if there are development projects involving the area from
Engineer Battery along the shore to Rosia Bay and west of Nuffleld
Pool, Her Masjesty's Government would be prepareé -

(a) To hand over Rosia Mole and adjacent areas of the
bay and to provide continuous access along the
littorsl west of Nuffield Pool when work on the
relevent development is ready to proceed; and

(b) To consider handing over the other aress of land
between Engineer Bettery and the Nuflfield Pool.

Fortress headgusrters and its associgted facilities would be
excluded from the areas which might be considered for handover.

The Instructions which have been given to officisls to give top
priority to the preparatory work conrected with the Queensway
sites extend to the Rosia Bay area as well. .

In addition to the agreement to release the sites I have referred
to, the British Government have undertsken to look further at their
long term property requirements for essential defence purposes to
see what other slites mipht in the future be released to the
Gibraltar Government. This review, however, cannot be completed
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until the Ministry of Defence have had sufficlent time to assimi-
lete fully into their planning the effects ol the concentration

of the naval base and the release of the Queensway and Rosia sites.
The British Government have given us’'an sssurance thet they will
not unduly delay the provision of slternetive facilities so as not
to frustrate any development of the Queensway and Rosia asreas. We
for our part are carrying out our own land use survey, which wve
expect to complete by October 1983.

We have made one more, ery significant, step forward in relation
to land. At the moment, the existing administrative machinery
consists of three bodies. PFirst of all, there is the Develop-
"ment end Planning Commission, a body whlch includes some represen-
tation of the services depasrtments and of the PSA/DOE, but not at
,the highest level. Secondly, there is the Land Bosrd, a body
which desls with, and advises -on, the allocation of land, if and .
when land becomes available, to the private sector. Thirdly,

there is the Forwarad Planning Committee which deals with develop—
ment programme.

It is our view that there should be superimposed upon these three
bodies a new committee, at a higher level, which will desl with
this all-important gquestion of the future use of land in Gibraltar.
Land in Gibrealtar is not only a very scarce economic commodity, it
is, apart from our entrepreneurial skills end our wits, as a people,
the ‘only economic commodity we have. It follows that we must make -
the best possible use of every inch of land in Gibreltar.

Let me straight away say &t this point, as a digression, but an
important one, that it must be made absolutely clear to sll con-
cerned that the Gibraltar Government places the greatest import-

ance on the continuation of the services presence in Glbraltar,

of the Naval Base, the Army presence and the presence of the Royal
Air Force. 1 made the Gibraltar Government's position on these
issues very clear when I proposed the motion which was passed in
this House on 22 Februery this yesr.

There are two-levels to this. The first is whet one might describe
as the policy or strategic level. That, I think, is already clearly
understood. At least, our position on it was made plain in PFebruary.
The other level 1is whsat one might almost call the personal level.

I think one can say, with some ssatisfaction, that, owing on the one
hand, to the heads of .services in Gibraltar, and to a1l tnose
expatriates who work under them, and, on the other hand, if I may
say so, to ourselves as well, services/civilian relstionships in
Gibreltar ere excelient.

Ve are now entering a new era. On the one hend, and for reasons

of major defence policy, the activity of the services in Gibraltar

is contraecting, notsbly in respect of the Naval Dockysasrd. This has
hsppened before. I remember thet, when the withdrawel of 224 squed~
ron was announced in the sixties, we all thought it was the beglnuing
of the end. e surv1VPd that ~ as we surv1ved other defence cuts
over the yerrs.

We in Gibraltar welcome the presence of the services -~ and not only
for economic reasons but also because we too belong, in our own
small way, to the Western.Alliance.
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It mey be thet the British Government's decision to transfer
certein areas in Queensway and Rosia to the Gibraltar Government
willl ceuse concern and regret in services cilrcles. We too regret
this. But it cannot be possible for Britain to withdraw from the
Dockyard, the main economic base of Gibraltar, which has served
Britein so well and for so long and, at the ssme time, to hold on
to prime areas of possible development which could offset at least
some of the effects.of Britain's withdrawal. Ye must be given a
Tair opportunity of developing our own economy.

It is our own very sincere hope thet our position in these matters
will be “fully understood and appreciested by the heads of services
and their respective staffs. Ye hope they will uncderstand that
Gibreltar is Tighting for its survival - a British survivel. We

" hope, accordingly, that services/civilien relstionships will con-

tinue, as in the past, to be excellent. If the services are being
called upon to make some sacrifices, so are we. . The personnel of
the services spend two or three years in Gibraltar, for us, it is
our whole future that is at stsake.

I referred just now to & new consultative body to be superimposed
on our existing planning machinery end I said thst this was a very
significent step forwaerd. The sctual composition of the consulta-
tive body and its terms of reference have still to be worked out
and, agreed in detail. The broad intention, however, as I have al-
ready indicated, is thet the two major land-holding suthorities in
Gibralter, ie the Ministry of Defence and the Gibraltar Government,
should work together, in the closest possible consultation and,
hopefully, in the best spirit of mutuel undersitanding of each other's
needs, to ensure that every single inch of Gibraltar land is used
to the greatest mutual benefit.

To expand slightly on this point, what the British and Gibraltar
Governments have agreed on in principle, subject, as I say, to
actuel-iterms of reference, is thet, for the first time, we will

be in very close touch on every aspect.of lzand use in Gibraltar. .-
Our own land use survey, to which I referred earlier, will be
metched, in this hew consultative body, with ¥inistry of Defénce
land requlrements. Our own local knowledge, toyn planning expert~
ise and our plans for commercial development will be injected into
the deliberations of the consultative committee. The service
depsrtments will thus be able, better than before, to understand
our aims and objectives. We, for our pert, will alsc be better
able to understand their constraints sné their reguirements, to-
gether, I am certain, we shall achieve the true British compromise.

Sir, I referred eaerlier to the offer made by the British Government
to ¢ontribute up to £28 million to meet the intial coste of conver-
sion of the Dockyard and other cosis and I said thet the funds for
the project will only be committed sfter satisfactory assurances
have been obtained from the workforce on new working practices.

The funds will begin to be made available as soon as these assur-
ances hsve been obtained and before the Neval Dockyard closes.

The conversion work can then begin. While it was essentiasl for us
to obtain & year's deferment of closure, it is also important that,
once the decision to commerciaslise is maée, the necessary steps to
that end are taken with all possible speed so that the new enter-
prise can begin to operate and tske 1ts share of the ship-repair
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market at the earliest possible date. The sooner this can be
done, the sooner it will be possible to build up employment in
the dockyard to the levels which Appledore have set as their
target snd which, as I said earlier, could eventually exceed
the existing levels in the Naval Dockyard.

I am sure it will be recognised by all concerned that the success
of the new commercial enterprise, the achievement, once more, of
the full employment we heve enjoyed in the past, and the re-esta-
blishnent of our economy on & firm and secure footing depend, from
now on, and as never before, on the Gibraltarian people as a whole
end on the management snd workforce of the future commercisl yard
in particular.

Ve in the Government have done 8ll in our power to achieve the
best starting off point for the future. The critical issue now

is the agreement of the workforce to the sort of working practices
without which the commercial venture will assuredly fail. Such
feilure would mean the collepse of the Gibraltar economy and would
bring sbout the degrading situastion of tudgetary aid from the UK
with all its political =snd social consequences. e would then
have a much lower standard of living and of sotial services than
we enjoy at present, our finences would be controlled st the whim
of the British Government, we would be living on the charity of
the British taxpeyer and would forfeit the higher standard, which
is now asvailaeblie and potentially within our grasp for the future.
I cannot believe that any Gibraltarian would wish to see this
happen. .

I understand end respect, of course, the stand which haes so far
been tsken by the trade-unions here that, if commercielisation
must heppen, then it should only happen if there is no loss of
Jjobs and no worsening of pay levels and existing conditions of
service. With respect, that is unreslistiec. Of course, if
commercialisation proceeds, there must be changes. I would add,
in parenthesis, that if commerciaslisation does not proceed, and
in the knowledge that the Navel Dockyerd is going to close any-
way, the changes which would.then ensue would be immeasurably
worse, not only for the workers directly concerned but for the
whole of Gibraltar.

This places a tremendous responsibility on the leaders of the
trade unions in Gibraltar end on each individual worker. I urge
those leaders and those individuels to reflect deeply on this
matter. In a very reel sense, the future of Gibraltar depends
on their decision. . .

I said just now thst changes are ineviteble. The first of these
will be growing unemployment, a disease already en epidemic in

Europe and elsewhere. The Government has been carrying out, in
consultation with the trade unions, and because of the unemploy-

ment which alresdy exists in Gibraltar, a review of its employment -

policy in the civil service and more generally. This review will
continue. Its objective is to achieve social justice and to ensure
that the employment availeble is shasred fairly. " I am sure the
Government can count on the full cooperation of the unions in this
respect because the sole intention is teo protect those members of
our community who, temporarily at least, will be in difficulty.
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The projections of future employment in a commerical dockyard

are a matter of Judgement on which the experts differ. Whether
the most favourable projections can be achieved depends not merely
on the market but on the efforts of management and workers.

The second inevitable change will be in work practices. This is

a matter for discussion and agreement between the commercial
operator and the workforce and its representatives. Though it is
not a matter for the Government, we are of course ready, with our ..
knowledge of local conditions and of our own people, to use our
good offices to assist in the discussions if both sides wish us

to do sad. :

I do not think the workforce need to be too apprehensive about the
changes in work practices and conditions which must come if we are
to succeed. These changes must be real enough to make.us competi-
tive but I am certain that they will not be so severe as to make
them unacceptable. It is our wish that the best possible relations
be established between Appledore and the workforce and I believe
that the two sides will do everything in their power to understand
each other's requirements and constraints. .As I have said, we
stang ready. to assist if asked, ' both at political and civil service
levels.

I would add just one more point on this subject. That is, that the
sooner the discussions between Appledore as the future managers,
and the workforce cen begin, the better. Nothing can move until

those discussions have been satislsctorily completed. ,

I have said that .an enormous recponsibility lies with management,
trade unions and the workforce. But it lies slso with all of us.
There sre two mejor aspects to this. o . :

The first is & matter of responsibility for the Government. It is
up to us as ministers, and to the civil service, to ensure that we
achieve the greastest possible efficiency and sense of urgency in
exploiting the opportunities for diversification of the economy
which are now available to us and which we have the highest moral
duty to pursue as a necesssry complement to the efforts which the
Dockyard workers are being called upon to meke.

These opportunities consist, first, of the commercial development of
the sites now made available and, secondly, of a much more intense
effort in the promotion of tourism.- The Government pledge themselves
to give these the utmeost attention and priority. )

The second major responsibility for the Gefence end strengthening .
of the economy lies with esch individuel Gibralterian.

In December, 41962, I welcomed the pertisl ovening of the frontier,
for humanitarian ressons, s & gtep in the right direction. At
that time the British Foreign Secretary and the Spanish Foreign
Minister had agreed to meet in the spring with &-view to the
implementetion of the Lisbon Agreement. It wes the Gibraltar
Government's view that the economic consequences of the restrictive
and discriminatory nature of. the partial opening of the frontier
would not be serious during the short period before this fourth

* Spanish commitment to honour the Lisbon Agreement.
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It became clesr, following the Spanish Foreign Miniater's talks in .
London on 17 and 18 March, that the prospects of the implementation
of the Lisbon Agreement had receded further than ever. A few days
leter, on 22 March, in the light of the new situation, I made a
statement in the House of Assembly in which I advised against the
expenditure of lerge emount of money in Spain. Though it seemed at
first as if it mede people think more sbout the matier, that advice,
by and large, has remeired unheeded. The extent and freguency of
visits to Spain by Gibrsltarians continue to be excessive and
severely damaging.

+

The public is entitled to know the conseguences of not taking that

advice. These are estimated to be (1n a full yeer):
Less in nationel income . - &£5 million )
Loss to Government revenues . ~ £2 million

nr

Potential loss of job opportunities =~ 300

As I said in my statement on 22 March, this is a free soclety. The °
people of Gibraltsr are free to undermine their own economy if they
80 wish. ,

The Government, in consultation with the other political perties in"
the House of Assembly, the Chamber of Commerce and the Gibraltar
Trades Council, have cearefully exemined possible éounter-measures.
The Government have concluded, hitherto, that no measures should be
teken which might be seen as curteiling the liberty of the indivi-~
dual or imposing unpleassant restrictions. The Goverrnment hope that
their previous advice will be heeded and that it will not become
necessary to teke unpalatable decisions. t

The real remedy lies in the hands of the Gibraltarian individusl.
I repeat the advice which.I gave on 22 March. I repest it most
strongly. Short-term personsl benefit will inevitsbly lead to
longer—term economic difficulty for the community as a whole. I
am not overstating the problem when I say that it has now become a
matter of patriotism.

I must make particular mention, in this context, of the special
responsibility which lies with Gibreltar's trading community. I
appreciate and understénd their difficulties, but if the consumer
at large, which of course includes traders themselves, are to show
restreint in spending in Spain, the trading community ss a whole
had to take this into account in their pricing policies. Other-
wise, there will result the most vieious spirsl.

Sir, I have spoken at some length but it seemed to me that the
occasion called for this. T would not, hoviever, wish sight of the
wood to be lost for the trees. I want therefore to summarise
briefly the main elements in the agreement we heve resched with
the British Government gsnd the principal points I have made about
the wey in which, as I see it, all of u$ in Gibrsltar should feace
up to the immediate future.
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I’ summarise as followse:

We have achieved a year's postponement of the closure of
bthe Navel Dockyard. Bubt that closure is inevitable and
no further postponement is possible.

The amount of naval work te be macde available in the first
3 years will be £1L4 million on royal fleet auxiliaries
with an additional amount of between half a million and a
million per ennum on an on-going basis.

The Gibraltar yard, when resdy, will be able to tender for

* naval work in the future on the same terms as UK yards.

The dockyard land end assets reguired for the comhércial
yard will be handed over to the Gibraltar Government free
of cherge.

Her Maaesty & Governnment will contribute a total of up to
£28 million to meet initiel costs of conversion and other
costs.

Agreement between the operator and the workforce on new
work practices' in order to achieve commercisl coumpetitive-
ness 1s essential.

The funds allotted to the project will only become avail-
gble when asgreement on work practices, which should be
reached as soon as possible, has been achieved.

A state of redundancy will be declared in Sepiember.
Voluntary redundancy will be possible in zppropriate cases.

Inédividugl redundancy notices will be iessued during the

subsequent period as appropriate.

Redundancy » payments will be comp arsble with those in the

. UK.

Management of the Dockyard until 31 December 1984 will
continue under the lMinistry of Defence. There will then
be & clezn break and the commerciasl operator will then
take over.

The commercial operstor will, céuring the transition perieg,
and subsequently, select those workers who will be employed
in the commercial yerd.

We have negotiated with the British Goverrment a new agree-

ment on the question of land surplus to defence recuirements.

The British Government have agreed to transfer prime develop-

ment areas at Queensway ané Rosia.

The reprovisioning costs of the fscilities in these areas,
smounting to severel millions, will be borne by the
British Government.

190.



45. The Government will give utmost priority to work connected
with the development of these areas and will pay particuler
attention to the development of tourism.

16. A new MOD/Gibraltar Government Joint consultative body will
be set up to deal with policy issues relating to land.

17. 'The Gibraltar Government look forwerd to the continuation of
the excellent relationship which exists between the services
and the civilian community.

18. Everyone in Gibralter - the workforce, the trading community,
individual Gibraltarians, the commercial operstor, the civil
service - is called on to mske a very SPEClal effort to pre-
serve and strengthen the economy.

19. Excessive expenditure in Spain has now become a matter of
patriotism.

20. Employment policy is being reviewed in consultation with
the unions. .

S8ir, this House is concerned, in debating the hotion I have proposed,
with one.of the most serious and important matters it has ever been
called upon to consider. I am confident that, in the interests of
Gibralter as a whole, all Hon members will reflect most carefully on
what I have had to say. I beg to move.

Mr Speaker then proposed the questlon in the terms of the Hon the
Chief Minister's motion. -

HON P J ISOLA:

The Hon Chief Minister referred to an sgreement in his summery
between the Gibreltar Government and Her Majesty's Government and
he hes also told us that the Prime Minister or somebody would be
meking a statement today at 4.30 in the House of Commons. Does the
Chief Minister consider that this is the process of fulfillment of
a motion that was amended on the 22nd February when he sgid that
full consultations should take place between all the political
parties represented in the House of Assembly before = final deci-
sion was made on the commerciaslisation of the Dockyard? Is he not
in fact presenting us with a fait accompli? An agreement has been
made, he has got a majority, aend no consultations have taken place
between the political psrties represented in the House as resolved
in thet motien.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I think the answer to thst is quite simple, Mr Speaker. I have
not signed an agreement with the British Government on the terms
that I have spoken, I have made the reservation that I am sgubject
to the House accepting the terme of the agreement and that is why
I am moving a motion in the House.

191.

~

HON P J ISOLA:

I won't pursue thet. I will say something about that in my adéress,
Mr Speaker, but. it seems to me a very odd way of proceeding. The
Hon Chief Minister has summarised the amount of aid or what is
involved. Am I right in thinking that under the £28m he has referred

-to, which the British Government is going to put into the Dockyard

and which was referred to by the Prime {inister sbout three weeks ago
in esn answer she gave in the House of Comilons, were included £11m of-
naval work. He has now mentioned £28m and £1Lm, am I to understand
that nayal work now goes up from £1m to £i4m or is it £26m in which
there is £141m of naval work and there is 2lso an additional £4Lm?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

No, there were two rigures in the statement or in the understanding.
£28m was for the carrying out of repairs, on the starting off, gett-
ing it into practice and bearing the losses of the two first years
of operation. The £11m was promised navel work irrespective of the
£28m for the initiasl three years. That figure hes now been upped
by £3m, at present day prices, -which was not indicsted in the
original £41m; up to £{4m worth of work during the first three
years of the operation.

HON P J ISOLA:

So that as I-see the position in finasncial terms, as far as the -
Naval Dockyard is concerned, what has been achieved since the
announcement and how it is proposed to be done has been: an extra
£3m of public money from the United Kingdom going into naval repair
work and deferment for a year, is that correct?

7

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

In respect of the Dockyard alone: £3m more of work, apart from the
small craft, and one full yeer of full naval operations during 4984.
This on its own we would not haye accepted ss justifying our support-
ing commercialisation, and that is why we drew & oroader outline of
other areas on which we needed to support the economy snd Gemanded
the price that we have been able to obtain.

HON P J ISOLA:

I am sorry to ask so many gquestions, it is just a question of
clarification. The other point is, as Ter as development aid is
concerned, that there has been no inecrease in the figure spart from
the handing over of land thet the Hon and Learned Chief Minister
has referred to, is that correcit?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Development aid has been obiivious to this.” It was originally

- presented by the British Government as being pant of what they
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called 'the Dockyerd package'. We said that the £13m of develop-
ment aid in the present programme hed nothing whatever to do with-
the Dockyerd, that that had been committed - and they had taken
long enough to give us that money - bBefore the question of the
closure of the Dockyard ever erose and therefore one thing had
really nothing to do with the other. The £13m of development aid
is something whieh wes given to us in respect of the support and
sustain policy on the Spanish restrictions.

HOK P J ISOLA:

But then equally, I suppose, the handing over of land in Queensway and
so forth has nothing to do with the Dockyard's commercialissation
either?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

It hasn't got anything to do with commercialisation but it has to
us made it possible to accept the inevitable, which was commercial-
isation, because it was the granting of prime sites for development,
the economic activity of which will meke up for the difference
between the present spending and the possible future limited spend-
ing in commercial yards in certain cifcumstances. That is why it

is 8ll one package. We would not have accepted one without the
other. The £3m were offered st the first meeting with the Prime
Minister but we were far from egreement in other areas at that
meeting. This was the subject of further consultations, namely
handing over, free, of all the litiorals from the Dockyard -to the
Camber, which is being used now, end the British Government repro-
visioning elsewhere to allow that land to be developed for the
benefit of Gibraltar.

HON P J ISOLA:-

Just one last question, if I may. - Could I ask the Hon and Learned
Chief Minister, at whdat time .did the Government form the view
that the closure of the Navel Dockyard wes inevitable and irrevers-
ible and thet there wes no future in meking an attempt at an appeal
to Parliesment with possibly the same chaznce of success 28 in the
British Nationality campaign?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

It is terribly difficult to put an exact dste. This hes been a
growing process. Some of us had the feeling thet it was inevitable
and I think the letters that have been answered by Ministers to
individual MPs who have written and so on mske il clesr. The fact
is that they have no more need for it, as they said, and it wes =
matter of judgement whether they would close it or not. Our Jjudge-
ment is that they were going to close it anyhow and therefore we
wanted to make the best deel possible and give the essence of the
reguests contained in the memorandum a period of transition to be
able to ebsorb the shock e&nd slso obtain other aid in respect of
lend esnd so on, that would make it possible to soften the blow

thet would have to come anyhow.
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HON A J HAYNES:

Doees the Chief Minister consider that no other negotiating body
would have been able to extract coceae

MR SPEAKER:

No, I will not allow that guestion. You are not clarifying any-
thing on the statement.

HON J BOSSANO:

Mr Spesker, I don't want to clarify enything in the statement, I
want to speak on the motion. ’

b

MR SPEAKER:

Well, thet will come 1n due course.

HON®"J BOSSANO:
But I want to do it now.

MR SPEAKER:

No, you cannot.

o1
HON J BOSSANO:
Why not? .

MR SPEAKER:

I beg your pardon, perhaps I will explain. 4 wish had been ex-
pressed by’ the Opposition, which I thought you concurred with, that
they needed time to consider the Chief Minister's address on the
motion before they could reply. If you still wish to take the
opportunity now, I beg your pardon, there is no reason why you
should not but I would have felt that you wanted time to consider
and study the statement before.

HON CHIEF NINISTER:

I didn't want to be accused of wanting to bulldoze thé motion.
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HON J BOSSANO: '

Is the Hon Member saying that the motion in fact, under the agree-
ment or whatever it is he has got with the British Government, will
not be implemented unless he has a unanimous vote in the House?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

No, no.

HON J BOSSANO:

So then it does not make any difference
He will. still do it,

No, he is not saying that.
if I vote against now, or in a month's time.
am I right? .

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Ve ere not taking the vote today anyhow because fourteen Members
may wish to take part.. I don't think we would finish even if we
stayed overnight. I did not want to be accused of proposing a
motion of a serious nature on which Members might say that ‘they
were not ready. If the Hon Member is ready, perhaps he was resdy
before listening to me but that does not matter,...

HON J BOSSANO:
Mr Spesker, I was ready

MR SPEAKER:

Perhaps I will interrupt you at this stage to ask whethér there
are any other questions for the purpose of clarification that the
Hon Members from the Opposition wish to ask? There are not any
questions I see. .

HON J BOSSANO:

Let me say, Mr Speaker, that the motion before the House is: "That
this House resclves that the offer by Her Majesty's Government to
provide assistance for the establishment of a ship repsir yard in
place of the Naval Dockyard at Gibraltar be asccepted and that the
necessary measures to establish such & ship repszir yerd be teken
accordingly", and that that offer has been- kmown to this House for
a considersble aemount of time. The offer is not what the motion is,
wnich is what I am going to be voting on, obviously I am not going
to be voting on Rosia or . « + .
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HON CHIEF MINISTER:

No, let us get this thing right in order that we do not have un-
necessary crossing of words. Let us get this thing right. By

the nature of the resolution of the 22nd Februsry I have to bring
the motion in the terms on whieh I hsve done it but I would not
have brought the motion if I had not haé the other things tied to
the motion. I respect the Hon MNember's views on this matter but

I went to make it quite clear that he camnot, he may if he wants -~
to, but it would be idle to try znd limit himself to the wording

of the motion and nct deal with the rest, becsause without the
packagé I would not have brought the motion. So long as that, is

~ clear it does not matter.

HON J BOSSANO:

Pefhaps the Hon and Learned Member will clear one thing for me.
It does not follow from that, I take it, that if commercialisation
does not in fact materialise he won't get Rosia or the NAAFI or

Queensway, does it?

" HON CHIEF MINISTER: ' . . S .

I think it follows, yes 1t follows, it is a package.

HON J BOSSANO:

Well, certainly, Mr Spesker, that meens.that this House is voting .
on an-offer where the right to our lend. is now conditioned on :
whether the workers in the Docliyard accept totelly unscceptable

work practices which haven't even been spelt out to them: That
means that the workers in ‘the Dockyard, lir Speeker, are having a
pistol put to their heads and not only are they being threstened
with unemployment and economic ruin for Gibraltsar, but they are
being told that the right of the Gibralterisns to the Queensway
seafront depends on them accepting Applecore. ¥ell, then I think,

Mr Speaker, that if nothing else wes reguired to convince me to vote
against this motion, that in itself would be suificient. Let me say
that I did not intend to spesk on that part of the statement made by
the Hon and Learned the Chief Hinister because, as far as I was con-
cerned, the fact that thst ares has been handed over to the Gibralter
Government is not something on which I would quarrel. Although I
must question whether it reflects such great generosity on the part
of the British Government, since I glrezéy believe that the whole of
Gibralter belongs to us, ir Spesker. EZut, I see that it is in any
case conditioned to alternative sites being found for the facilities
that ere there and users being.found fer the plsces that are left
vacant., I think it 'is worthy of note that the Commend Education .
Centre, which wes handed a considersble time ago to the Government of
Gibralter, still hasn't found & user. So that, in fact, we may be
handed white elephants to add to the long list of white elephants we
have inherited over the past. Nevertheless the principle that the
land should be handed to the people of Gibraltar, to whom it really
belongs, is one that I would not wish to quarrel with. So I will
concentrate on what is really important. ' Is ithere anything in this,
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Mr Speeker, that changes the assessment that the House, the workers
in the Dockysrd and the people of Gibraltar have get to make as to
whether, becsuse the British Government has decided that they no
longer have a further use for their naval yard, it necessarily
follows that we have to swallow a privete ship repair yard which
they have been trying to ram down our throats for two yesars,
beceuse they sweeten the pill with enough sugsasr .to meke it go down
our gullets more cesily. Well, I can tell the House, Mr Speaker,
that, as far as the GSLP is concerned, we will oppose the commer-
cialisation of the Dockyard today as we did initially and we see
nothing in the terms that the Government of Gibraltar has brought
back to make us think that its chances of success are any greater
now than they were when PEIDA studied the matter, when Appledore
produced its proposals, vhen Coopers and Lybrand and A R Belch
Associates produced their report or when Mr Michael Kingsley, whose
report was financed,by the taxzpayer of Gibraltar, produced his.

Let me tell the House, Mr Speaker, that I was shown that report
today at one o'clock and I was told that I could not guote from it
and that I could not make any pert public because it was top secret.

The report belongs to the people of Gibraltar who paid for it. I
was told that the reasons for not being able to quote from it, Mr
Speaker, were; (a) that it was commerciallin confidence —~ and I
read it through and there is no reference to any firm of any
decleration of interest of any firm that could be dsmaged by.the
publication of that report, in my judgement, and if there is I would
iike to be shown where it is -~ (b) that it conteined material which
could be detrimentel to our interests because it might be made use
of by Spain. As far as. I know, I have been told in the sireet this
morrning thet in Spain.they alresdy knew yesterday what I have Just
found out ten minutes ago here. So I do not think, Kr Spesker,

that that is truec either eand I think that these red herrings are
brought out whenever informsticn is being kept under wrap. I don't'
really think that it is fair to the public of Gibraltar to expect
this House of Assembly to ‘have to debate a matter if we cannot quote
reports which have been made available for us. If I say that I am
voting against this motion because of something that the consultent,
which we paid £20,000 for, has seaid, I cannot say it because it is
confidential. So it is my word against anybody else's word and I
don't think the fact that I em here in this Housec of Assembly at a
maximum until Febvrusary, well before the Dockyard closes and well
before the commercial Dockyard starts, gives me a right to privil-
eged information and to decide. I am convinced thet any person,
‘regding that report will come.to the conclusion that in fect the
Chief Hinister, simply on the basis of that report, should hzve gone
beck to the British Government and sgid: "{e have got a report now
thet seys that this will not work!. Perheps he can conlirm that the
report seys that it doesn't work, or does one bresk confidentiality
by saying just that? The report does ssy that, ir Spesker. In fact
I can tell the Member that having looked at the report this after-~
noon, at éne o'clock as I said, and after reading the report's
gloomy anelysis of the prospects of success of Aupledore, I can tell
the Member and I can tell the House that there is a fundamental
error in the report which means that the position is even gloomier
than the report says it is. It is an error which should have been
pickked up. There is a very important figure in that report from
whicéh a lot of other figures flow snd that figure heppens to be
incorrect and the conclusion, which a.very gloomy conclusion, is in
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fact an over—optimistic one if one tekes the accurete figure.
Having seid that, Mr Speaker, I can come back to the projections
that Appledore made. The figure of £286m, Mr Speaker, is not new
money that the British Government has suddenly given. It is, in
fact, the figure that Appledore ssid was reguired, £28m. The Hon
and Learned Member is misteken. The £11m was never includéd in
the £28m. The £11m was over and above the £28m.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I neve?r said anything.

HON J BOSSANO:

No, the Hon and Learned Leasder of the Opposition said that.

HON P J ISOLA:

I asked about it.

HON J BOSSANO:

Asked about it, yes. Well, I can tell the Hon lNember it was

never included. I can tell the Lon Member that, in Tact, when

the Chief Minister said today that they had put their position

very forcefully to the British Government in that the £13m given
under ODA had nothing to do with the Dockyaré, I was glad to heer
him sey so because when in fact he defended the £413m last December,
he defended it precisely on the grounds, end he made a statement in
this House and said so on television, that it hzd to be taken ageinst
the background that we were getting £40m or up to £40m for the Dock-
yard's commercialisation. Well, that means that if the £LOm Had not
been there the £13m was not enough or does it not mean thet?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

No, the Hon Member is so clever, he hslf-quotes and mis-guotes.
What I said wes that that was an indicstion of their help, that
ageinst that background they were giving the money that would come
into the Dockyard. What I would not sccept and what I mede clear,
thst is why tlhere is no mention of it in the statement or in the
package, is that it should form psrt of a packsge in respect of the
Dockyerd when it had nothing to ¢o with it.

HON J BOSSARO: )

I am grateful for that clsrificstion. It mesns, lir Spesker, thst
although we ma2y lose Queensway ané Rosia he will not lose the £1 3.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

They are virtually spent now.
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HON J BOSSANO:

I sm glad to heer that. Well, then, Mr Spegker, we have a situa-
tion where, in December last year, the Hon lMember came beck from
UX and snnounced thet, on top of the £4m the Gibraltar Government
had slready been given, there was a promise of a further £9m and
that this £13m hed to be taken against the background of up to
£40m available for commercialisstion. In fact instead of being
up to £40m we now have £41W or £4i2m.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

If the Hon Member would give way. I am sorry but it will help.

There is work which is not quantified here regarding money thet
has to be spent by the Minisitry of Defence to reprovide the .
Naval Base in enother place. That is not included in this figure.

HON J BOSSANG: ' : ' ¢

The reprovisioning costse for areas that are released within the
Dockyard, I teske it, Mr Speaker, becsuse it mentions separately
the others. Well, that, in fact I think, was never included in
the originasl provisions either. It was something that was left

in the air. Coming to the real point, Mr Speaker, if this House

is to resolve to eccept this offer of assistance in setting up a
commercial Dockyard in Gibreltar, should it be sufficient reason
for the House, the fact that the Chief linister has had to go to
the highest level in UK, to the Prime Minister herself, to get

that level of assistence, even if we ourselves are not convinced
that the proposition will work. It secms to me that the Chief
Minister has done nothing to persumde the House that commercialisa~
tion will work other than to say what Appledore said a yeer ago,
that if everybody put his nose to the grindstone it could work.

I think we need to say that the question of the rates of pay and
the gquestion of the level of productivity increases mentioned by
all the consultants, sre things that will need to be put to the
work force. I think it is most unfeir, Ir Speaker, the way this
matter is being put. I am talking here as a politician not as &
representative of the Trade Union Movement and the Trade Union
Movement itself, in consultation with its members, who are the ones
directly sffected, will have to make up their own minds how to
react to this proposel. I can see little here to produce any
dramatic change of ettitudes end I can tell the House thsat, as

fsr as I am concerned, I find it totally incompetidle with funda-
mental principles of trede unionism thet we should have a situa-
tion where not only is the £26m with strings stteched, which as g
trade unionist I would find objectionable, but that, in fact, the
release of 1land to the Government of Gibraltar has got the same
strings attached. Thet is, if the unions refuse to cooperate with
Appledore then the Gevernment of Gibralter will not get the land
from the MOD. That is totslly unaccepteble politiczlly, Mr Speaker.
It is also unacceptable, I would have thought, to any body thst has
got 8 trade union background that Appledore should be given £28nm
provided they can deliver the goods in terms of changed work
practices and reelly what do we have here? I will tell you what

ve have, lMr Spesker. We have a situation here, which I was told
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once the unions wanted to do in this House, as teking a leafl out
of a Spenish book. It seems to me the British Government is
taking a leaf out of a Spanish book. The Spaniards often used
to say, prior and post the Lisbon Agreement, that their under-
standing of the situation was that removal of restrictions would
be conditionel on progress in the negotiations. Here we have,
that the release of the £2&m will be conditional on progress in
the negotiations bétween the unions snd Apgledore snd thst, in fact, -
even at the end of the dsy they will still be holding back, as it -
were, a retention fee so thet if the sgreements sre there and

are nok complied with, I am quoting from the Hon znd Learned
Members statement, then the rest of the money may not be forth-
coming. So that it will have to be not only the agreement to

new work practices but the maintenance of new work practices.

I read a report at one o'clock and it is nothing new, I knew about
it before. Presumably, Mr Speaker, without bresking the oath of
secrecy I1.had to take at one o'clock to read that report, for which
I paid with my taxes, presumebly I am gllowed to guote where the
report agrees with me because then I can say that I am guoting my-
So let me assy, Mr Speaker, thet it is well known that when
one tries to introduce drastic changes irrespective of 'what arrenge-
ments may- be' signed, the people on the shop floor may simply back
the horse and refuse to deliver. It heppened in British Leylend,
it happened in British Steel, it hapiened in many ship repsir end
many steel industries where dramatic changes have been sought.
Therefore the situation is thet, presumably, oy meking the behavi-
our of a small group of workers the 1link string upon which every-
thing else depends, it must be thought that the pressure from the
rest of the community will be so great onh those people thest those
people will have to accept all the chsrges that nobody else is
being reguired to accept, only the 300 or 400 in the Dockysrd. I
said before, Mr Speaker, that I was convinced that this would not
work. I will devote the time and atteniion thst the statement
merits, Mr Speeker, in due, course but I think we ought to get rid
of all the extraneous matters for the purpose of this édebate,

like the frontier and patriotism and so on. I do read things very
thoroughly and I have read every report that every consuliant has
written. Although, as far &s I can see we might have saved a lot
of money and consigned them gll.to the waste paper basket because
this was a fait accompli before tne whole thing sterted end it hes
not moved an inch. All that we are getting is window dressing.

The paper in which the package is wrapped has been made more attrac-
tive: We have put a little bit of tinsel, we have put in a little
bit of Christmas packaging but the packzge is the: same peckage and
the package is unacceptable to me politically snd should be un-
acceptable to the people of Gibreltar srd unacceptable to the
leaders of people of Gibralter beczuse we sare being made to carry

a can for something that is not of our own meking. The Tritish
Government has had Gibreltar for nothing for yesrs, kr Sreaker.

e shoyld not fall over backwards, overwaelmed by their generosity
in giving us our Dockysrd back free of charge. /e should be gues—
tioning why they have had it for 247 years free of charge., We
shouldn't be saying to ourselves: '"How wonderful they are, they
are going to move their naval base from one end of the Rock to the
other and they are going to pay for the move. They are not charg-
ing us for the move, fantastic". This is totally unacceptable,

Mr Speaker, politically. I want to meke it guite clear because I
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believe that it is important in an issue as clearcut as this, to

separate one's political objections end one's role in another HON P J ISOLA:

field. As fer ss I am concerned, ss a trede unionist, my .advice ‘ .

to the Trsde Union Movement must be that this thing must be put I would like to start, Mr Spesker, at 3 pa. Let me tell. you
fairly and squarely, without window dressing one way or the other, that the speech from my Hon Friend, Mr Eosseno, was entirely
in front of the people concerned. That has becn my view all predictable as simost, I would sey, the statement of the Hon
along, to let those people Gecide. I believe thet it would be and Learned Chief Minister. However, we have consldered a lot
totally wrong to hold a pistol to these peoples hesds &and sgy to of reports, he heas given a deteiled statEfent and we woulcé like
them: "Look, on the one hand you have got this which implies & .. to make a detalled reply, not purely & mctiion. ‘

lot of things in the future and which has got 2 big unknown
guestion mark. So it may succeed if you work very hard, if the

ship repair market improves, if your productivity is ten times ¥R SPEAKER:
greater than those in Lisnave and el11 the rest of it. On the
other hand there is total chaos, msss unemployment, you will be And what are you suggesting?

out of work, mertial law in Gibralisr, the Dockyard closed, no
alternative, they keep Rosia, they keep Queensway". Well, Kr

Spesker, what sort of choice is thst? We might as well have gone HON P J ISOLA:
to the UK and said: "Tell us whet it is we are supposed to ask .
for and we will sign for it?". I think, Mr Sypeaker, that the Hon 3 o’clock tomorrow.

and Lesrned Chief Minister hes obviously tried to get as good =&
package as he could. 'I éo not dispute that. I &o not for one
moment impute on him any motives other than to try the best that
he thinks he can get for Gibralter but I am telling him that, as
far as I am concerned, the best thazt he has got is nowhere near
good enough and politically he will not. hsve my support.

MR SPEAKER:

3 o'clock tomorrow afternoon.

HON CHIEF MINTISTER:

¥R SPEAKER:
2.30 pm.

¥ell, I would like to heer the feelings of the Eon the Leeder of
the Opposition. : A .
_ MR SPEAKER!} ) .

HON P J ISOLA: Would 2.30 pm be acceptable?

As J explained to6 you, Mr Speeker, it has been a 1oné and detgiled - '
statement and we certainly would like to leok at it very coldly, 'HQN P J ISOLA:

anglyse it and then give our views snd I think that we 1a efer . : .
to recesss - - & wou prete Ko, Mr Spesker, why should'it be 2.30, wky not 3 o'clock. The

™ : Hon and Lesrned « « o« «

MR SP : o
¥R SPEAKER VR SPEAKER: . .-

It has been suggested that we should recess until tomorrow after-

noon at 2.%0. Would that be accepiable? Order, you will 8%t ‘adkn. Kow you cen szand up. I am asking

you a simple question. Would 2.30 be acceptable?

T w " l'\-:. N
HOK CRIEF MIKNISTER HON P J ISOLA:
I suggest that, if it is possidle, I would 2ike it g little earlier
and have an hour in the morning. I thirk, hsving regerd to the
benefit that the Hon Leader of the Opposition hes had not only of
hesring my statement but elso the statemrent of the lesder of the
GSLP, I think meybe. they need less time to consider it. Anyhow my
rreference would be for 12 o'clock but if it is ebsplutely necess-
ary I am prepared to do it at 2.30 pm. -

No, Mr Speaker, I would like 3 o'eclock. ' Let me say one other
thing, we would like to consider the full text of the stastement
that the Prime linister, or whatever ®riiish Minister, has mede
today at L4.30. W#e would certeinly like o see and examine thet
one because the Hon and Leesrned Chief ¥i-ister has given the
Gibralter Government's stetement ené he -es given Tacte 2né so
forth in support of the Gitraltar Goverrnzent's statement. We
are very interested in reséing what the =ritish Government has
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said publicly in the House of Commons and in the House of Lords.
I don't know whether that will be available to Members of this
House by 2.30 tomorrow or 3 o'clock.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I hope it will be available either tonight or first thing tomorrow
morning. The statement is, of course, considerably shorter because
I have gone into the whole background. I have seen the statement.
It only summarises what I have said but I am sure that we will have
a copy of it first thing tomorrow morning together with the reac-
tions in Parlisment, perhaps.

HON P J ISOLA:

That is what I was thinking of. The statement end the reasctions
in Parlisment. We are.very interested in sctually seelng that,.
Mr Speaker. The Hon end Learned Chief‘Minister has teken approx-
imately five weeks, Mr Spesker, to increase the British Government
offer by £3m. I think it is not unreasonable to give the Opposi-
tion an extra half hour.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

In view of that impertinent remark I do not agfee.

MR SPEAKER:

Order, order. In fairness to all that has been ssid and in the
light of the fact that the Opposition do agree that 2.30 would

be acceptable I do not feel that half an hour is going to make

any difference whatsoever so we will now recess until tomorrow

afternoon at 3 o'clock.

The House recessed at 6.15 pm.
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The House resumed at 3.05 pm.

MR SPEAKER:

I will remind the House that we are now on the Gebate on the
motion moved by the Hon and Learned Chief Minister. I have pro-
posed the motion and Mr Bossano has already spoken to it. Before
I go any further, I feel I should explain that yesterday when we
recessed I did ssy that we would recess until 3 o'clock, believe
me, it was & slip of the tongue. I should have said 2. 30 as Hon
Members will recall that T said at the time that half an hour
would not meke any difference to the studying of reports.

HON CHIEF MINISTER: : .

If I may, I want to clarify two matters, one which is elsrifice-
tion of a question I was asked yesterdsy andé enother one which I.
think will help Hon Members in sppreciating the situztion. In
the first place, I wes asked by the Leader of the Opposition, -
yesterday, at what stage we had come to the ccnclusion that the
Dockyard would close anyhow. I spoke to the fact that it had
been seen coming &s & result of Beroness Young's letters and so
on, I would like to. mention something I should have menticned
yesterdsy that, of course, the final coup to the matter wes dur-
ing my first meeting with the Prime Minister. That was the first
thing I asked for and she said: "It is out of the question'.
That was at the highest level, directly, on my first meeting with
the Prime Minister. There are two other points which are import-
ant. Hon Members nmay already have had the statement made by Mr
Stewart and they will see that there is a paregrsph there which
unfortunately was omitted from my statement due to the hurry in
which it wes prepared. After all, we finished with the Prime
Minister after 5 pm and the statement had to be svailable within
2li hours. Part of it was finished on the plane. The British
Government's undertaking, given generally on this matter for the
record, which should have been in my statement reszds as follows:
'If there are any future &ifficulties fcr the Gibrsltar economy
Her Majesty's Government would be preparec, in line with the
policy of supporting Gibraltar uurlng the precsent border restric-
tions, to look at the. whole economic and budgetery situation with
2 view to consider if whether and, if so, vhat further messures of
support might be necessary or justifisble in the circumstences of
the time'!, That is the ené of the psrzgrapn. Ve considered this
satisfactory becsuse it wzs raisec by me with the Prime- Minister
at the meeting held the dsy before yesterdzy. The other point I
Have to’'clarify which came up yesterdsy and which the Hon NMpr
Bossano may have misunderstood, with justificetion, but which I~
ought to clarify, is that the early transfer of the Queensway and
Rosia sites 18 not conditional on acceptance of commercialisation.
It is being offered to mitigete the effects of closure of the
Dockyard, in recognition of the need to offer the economy a wider
base to develop.
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HON P J ISOLA:

Mr Speasker, I am sure the Hon and Lesrned Chiel Minister will draw-
great comfort from your words about the mistzke made yesterdey but
-1 don't know whether he will drew comfort from what we have to say.

Mr Speeker, I did say yesterday . . « « «

MR SPEAKER:

¥ay I say that whether the Chief Minister draws coafort or not from
the words that I said is not relevant in any manner or form. What
is relevant is to inform the House of what my intentions were and
nothing else.

HON A J CANEPA:

Mr Spesker, I don't know vhether this speaker system is Working as
it ususlly is but we are finding it difficult to hesr.

‘¥R SFEAXER:

The Hon end Learned Lesader of the Opposition has started his contri-
bution by saying that perhaps the Chief Minister has drawn comfort
from whet I had to say sgbout the recess yesterdsy afternocon but per-
heps the Learned Chief Minister will not draw comfort from whet he
hes to say now. 3By way of explanation, I have seid whet my inten-
tions were yesterday afternocon. It was not said in order to give
cornfort to anyomne but to state what my intentions were.

HON P J ISOLA:

‘That was only mesnt, Mr Speeker, by way of comment not as a contri-
bution. I am just checking up, Mr Speaeker, on what the Chief
Minister hes just said in answer to what my Hon Friend Mr Bossano
sald yesterdsy. I was just checking whether that is whst he said
yesterday,I donft know. If it isn't, Mr Speaker, let me say
streight awsy, &s you hesrd yesterday when I wss asking that the
House should recess until today, I did ssy thet we in.tle Opposi-
tion wanted to snalyse very closely what the Hon and Leasrned Chief
Minister hed said and we also waented to see what was said in London
and compare notes. Obviously this is a normal preceution we would
teke on a motion and on & subject so grave and.so imporiant for the
future of Gibraltar. Ve did not fail to pick up the passage that
the Hon endé Learned Chiefl Minister has mentioned. We are frankly
amszed, Wr Speaker, that if thst wes pert of the agreement which
the Chief Minister came to with the British Govermment, that it
doesn't appear in the statement, in the very detailed statement,
that he gave the House yesterday. ile said that he would be en-
larging on what wes being said in Lonédon, in order to give the
House much more detail about it because, after all, in London they
were only interested in the outlines. It is amazing to us that
such an important and significant statement by & Rritish Winister
shoulé not have been reported in this House yesterday. It is

quite amazing unless the Chief Minister didn't know it was going

to be made. I don't know.
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HON CHIEF MINISER:

I mm sorry, if the Hon Member will give wey. It 1s a 27 page
statement, the one I made. The last vages were being typed
whilst I wes in the House and it was an onmission, & technicel
omission. I was reeding sndé I was concentrating on the state-
ment. It became obvious todey. It is not thet I didn't know,
of course I knew. It is obvious. The point is that somehow
or other it was omitted and I think I ought to say so now.

HON P J ISOLA:

Mr Spesker, after I lef't yesterday I was acked by the Broad-
casting Service whether I would give an interview on our reac-
tions to the statement and obviously, for the seme reasons

that I didn't wish to gpive our resction here, I wasn't going

to give a reaction to the Broadcasting Services. I expleined
that we would be giving our views to the House and then, of
course, we would be free to comment. I hope thsat is understood
and appreclated. Ir Speaker, the subject before the House is a
subjeet of profound significence to Gibrzltar snd its economy.
We on this side of the House ere azmazed that ‘& decision of such
importance to the Gibraltar ecoromy snd to the future of
Gibraltar should have been teken by the Gibraltar Government on
its own and without any consullaticns with the political parties
in the Eouse 1in respect of which consultaticne we have under-
takings from the Chief Ninister and the Goverrment., I think it
is perhaps helpful 1f I recall or I remind Merbers of the House
of the attitude of my party to the guestion of the closure of
the Naval Dockyard. Ve have consistently advcceted & policy of
unity on the part of Gibrsltar as to iis attitude to this
importent matter. We have always said this beccause we feared
that. vnless there was a unified approach we would have a situa-
tion which I am sorry and very s&d to sgy we zre poing to face
today. + A situstion of a divided Gibreltar. Thsat is the

worst possible situation for Gibrziter to be in. It has been .
brought gbout, Mr Speeker, by the cesires, if I msy say so, or
the conviction of the Gibraltar Governmernt theat cnly they should
declde the future of Gibraltar as Tar os the Dockyzrd is con-
cerned. That, in our view, has been totelly wrong. Iir Speeker,
it is now just over two years since the Defence “hite Psper was

. issued, in June 1961. We will recall thei when it was issued
‘there was, of course, consternstion ané d&ismay in Gibraltar

even though the White Peper itsell did rnot say thet the Gibraltar
Dockyeard would close. I remerber writing e letter to the
Governor on June 29th, 1981, just over two years &go, in which

I expressed the fears of my perty as to the possible effect on
the economy of the Defence White Feper. I ended up by saying:
"If it becomes necessary Lo consider alternative ways of ful-
£illing the British Governmeni's obligstion to susport the
economy of Gibraltar, it is my fira wview and recuest thet the
Opposition should be consulted very closely on how the British
Government would propose to discherge thet obligation. You will
appreciate that any sliernative way of fulfilling the British
Government's obligation to support the economy of Gibralter
would reguire some very in-éepth siudy end decisions likely to
heve profound effects on the future of Ginraltier end its eccnomy
and indeed on the way of 1life of its people. I hope
I cen be reassured by you on these maitilers and on my
interpretetion of the oiTicigl policy document.
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As this matter is, of course, of very great public inter-

est, I am forwarding a copy of this letter to the Chierl Minister
and to the press media". Between June, July and August, I had a
lot of correspondence with His Excellency the Governor in which

I did not get the reassurance: that we wanted from the British
Government. This was, thet in the same way &s in foreign affairs
where the whole of Gibraltar 1is concerned and where the future of
Gibreltar is concerned the Opposition is consulted, on the future
of the Dockyard which goes to the whole base of the economy of
Gibrelter and affects its whole future, the Opposition should
equally be consulted. The most we achieved, :{r Speeker, was the
institution of a Committee chaired by the Governor and composed

of Members of the Opposition, Ministers, Government Officlals,
officiels from the Ministry of Defence and representatives from

the Trades Council, Banks, the Chamber of Commerce and the Shipping
Associastion. Very early in the life of that Committee Mr Bossano
thought, -for ressons best known to himself, that he could not any
longer participate in that Committee and left it. Once he had left
it all interest was gpparently lost in the Committee and after sbout
one more meeting the Committee was wound up. I do not know whether
that was the Governor at work or the Hon and Learned Chief Minister
but certainly, 'es far as we were concerned, we were ready. and will-
ing to attend. I say this, Mr Speaker, because it is well to
remember the number of occasions that we on this side of the House
have appesled for a united approach. We did it immediately after
November 41981, when the British Government announced the closure

of the Naval Dockyard. At that time with our usual uninhibited
enthusiasm, if I can put it that way, I did write a number of
letters to Members of Parliement complaining, strangely enough,

M¥r Speasker, about the same thing I am now complaining of as regards
the Chief Kinister. We complained about the failure of the BRritish
Government to consult the Chief Minister and the Gibreltar Govern-—
ment before announcing the closure of the Dockyard. The Chief
Ninister himself complained about this in this House in one of the
strongest statements I have heard him make. As & result of this
Foreign Office officials flew to Gibraltar the very next dsy. The
British Government did to the Chief Minister what the Chief Minister
has now done to us. They made their decision and then came to con-
sult us about it, in the same way as the Gibraltsr Government has
made its decision, signed an agreement and come to the House of
Assembly for the rubber stamp. Ve complained bitterly sbout that.
We gave the Chief Minister our full support on that occasign, Mr
Spesker, and we appealed again for a Gibraltar view. The rest is
history, a memorandum was drawn up and we all agreed to get together.
It is. true that my Hon Friend and the Gibralter Tredes Councill é&id
branch off a bit and did their own lobbying in England but a memoran-
dum went out. We all went to London as a united body in March, 1982,
I think it was. It was abcut eight dsys before the Falklend Islands
were invaded. '/e presented a joini view, a united view, to the
Minister in London. The Minister then wes K¥r Humphrey Atkins who
only lasted 'five days sfter our visit. After that, well, we came
into more recent history. Studéies were made and we on this side of
the House were provided with dertain reports on the &iversification
of the economy and on the possibllity of a commercial Dockyard for
Gibralter so that we could look at them on a confidentigl basis. I
received a number of letters at that time, in December 4981 when
Lord Carrington was Foreign Secretary. He wrote back to one of the
Members of Parliament I had written to, Lord Boyd-Carpenter, and
quoted from the White Paper and what 'was said by the British Govern—
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ment in the White Paper. He went to the root of the present situa-
tion when he seid: '"Consideration will be given to slternstive

ways of fulfilling the Government's obligetion to support the
economy of Gibraltar if 1t is decided tnast the Dockyard work there
cannot be kept up indefinitely. This consideration will be under-
teken in closest consultation with the Gibraltar Government". This
was the undertaking in the Vnite Paper snd the base today, Mr Spesker,
is this. This is what it is a1l sbout. It is not: We close the
Naval Dockyard and take whatever we give you'. It is not sbout that.
It is about not closing the Xaval Dockysrd unless we Iirst find an
alternative way of fulfilling the British Government's obligation

to support the economy of Gibraltsr. Of course, Kembers of Parlia-
ment would have asked yesterdey whether the British Government was
offering too much. Of course, they might think it generous,
especially after the Gibrelter Governmenu had alresady accepted the
offer. Of course,.they might -wonder about work being lost in
England. Although it is significant, M¥r Speaker, thst we are talk~
ing of 1% of the total of ship repair arnd naval-work in England.

Of course, MP's would guery it. hat was our job, M» Speaker? Our
job was to ensure a good public relations exercise within Parliament
to explain the position of Gibrelter. Our job was to have made sure
that the British Government had sgid clezrly: "This is not a case.

_of charity for Gibralter. This 1s a czse of fulfilling solemn

commitments given by us to the people of Gibraltar at the time ‘the
Spanisrds had restrictions on Gibraltsr when we said that the
Spanish cempaign, which continues to this day, shall not succeed".

It is not.a cuestion of tsking money out of a yard or teking money
from Tom, Dick and Herry itis & guestion of fulfillment of the
British Government's obligation endorsed in the Government's

Defence Review. One knew thet lir Dalyell, for example, wes certsin
to query it. He is the one who even tcdey wents the Pslkland
Islends to be given back to Argentina without any more deley and
Gibraltar in the bucket. He wanted Spein to be consulted on what
happeried in Gibraltar. Of course; but he is just a medman. ~ He is
just one man there who hardly carrles eny support st all in Parlia-,
ment. Of course, these problems were there. That was why there was
a need, Mr Speaker, for & Gibraltar view for a united stand and for
an appeal to Parlisment if necessary. However there was no need Tor
the Gibraltar Government to take decisions over our heads and to say:
"Well, we have come to the conclusion that there 1s no way of chang-
ing the Prime Minister or the British Government. ‘We came to the
view thet it was no use pgoing to Parlizment since nothing would
happen". ' ‘What would the outcome heve been if we had taken that view
on the British Nationality legislation, Mr Spesker, when the British
Home Secretary, the Foreign Secretary znd everybody else in Parlia—
ment repeatedly said no? If we had given up then, what would have
been the result? We would now be British Dependent Territories
Citizens. I am not seying, far be it for me to uucgest ¥r Spesker,
for one moment that if we had in fact cersulted with each other,
used the best brains in Gibraltar and brought everybody into it we
woild have succeeded. I am not saying that we would have succeeded
but what I 6o sey is thsat it woulé have GTeen worth giving it a
chance and that the Government has preserted to Gibralter a fait
eccompli. Their coming to the House is merely psying lip service to-
an assurance that we would be consulted before a final decision was
mede. The Chief Minister has told Mrs Thatcher: "I pledge my full
support to it but this is subject to the epprovel of the House of
Assembly". Yet 1t is a thing which he knows he 1s going to get
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because he has got a majority in the House. We .deplore thst
particular tactic, Mr Spesker. We do not deplore it because we
look at it just simply as a political expedlency. It 1s because
we feel and we feel strongly, Mr Spesker, that the deal the
Givralter Government has brought bsck from Loncdon does not meet
the situation of Gibraltar. We are angry, distressed and dis-
appointed thet we have not been &ble to have a go et it because
we know now thet the decision has been made. The British Govern-
ment has made its statement supported by the Gibraltar Government:®
and the doors are closed and locked. There is precious little we
can do except cry and shout and that is not necessarily going to
be successful. Mr Speaker, for the Hon and Learned Chief HMinister
to ask this House to refer to the resolution of February 22nd,
41983 and after quoting paragraph 5 thereof sgy that this is the
consultetion he is bringing to the House is to misinterpret the
motion and whst was sald, not just by us, but by himseilf at the
time. This is not consultation, Mr .Speaker. This is trying to
go through the process to put the blame on us, if we vote sgainst,
for any problems that arise as a result, and they will arise. Mré
Speaker, the Hon and Learned Chief Minister recognised the problem
that this would bring when he spoke in the debate on the 22nd

February, 1983, on my amendment. The amendment that full consulta-
tions should iteke place between 811l the political parties represented

in the House of Assembly before a final decision was made on the -
commercialisation of the Dockyard was proposed by me, Mr Spesker,
and supported snd asccepted by the Government side. In support of
it T ssid that we had to have consultations, we had to get round
a table and talk before fingl decisions were made. In that debate
too, the Hon and Learned Chief Minicter promised to let us have

consultents®' reports etc. so that we could form a view. In a gues-—

tion time peried, I think it was in March, 1983, when the Govern-

ment confirmed that they had received the consultant's reports, the

Hon snd Lesrned Chief Minister, referring to the reports, said:
“we must Tirst look at them. We must first read them. We must

first form a view ourselves of whet we think about them and then we

will let you heve them". In fact we got them, I believe, in the
- week commencing June 43th of 1983 when I was away from Gibraltear.
But where are the consultations, I'r Speaker? Let us see what the
Hon end Learned Chief Minister seid. I quote from page 67 of the
Hanssrd Report., He said: 'full consultation is fully accepted by
the Government and in fact it was 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 leazve behind if there

wes no agreement”. This is whet tie Hon and Learned Chief jinister

821 in this House in February. "There may have to be a consensus
or there may have to be a parting on the ways but at least every-
body should consider that, when the time comes". 8o this has just
not happened, Mr Spesker. It has not happened. I don't know why
it has not happened. ‘We were given 8ll these reports to look at.

We had a presentation by the Gibraltar Government's consultants and

we also had a presentation by Appledore, the preferred operators.
vWe elso were asked to look at a report prepared by consultants

appointed by the Gibraltar Government to check on the consultants
appointed by somebody else and on Appledore, a double check. The

Hon Mr Bossano has complained that he was esked two deys apgo. Well,

I was asked, I think, s day before he was. He sew it yesterday I
saw it the day before. A very wise thing and one which we agree
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with. However they do notl seem to have taken much notice, if I
mey say 50, Mr Spesker, without Gisclosing any secrets, of whet
the double check report said. Thet is what has concerned me in
the last forty-eight hours; seriously concerneé me. So, Mr
Speaker, let me say straight awey that we deplore the lack of
qonsultation there has been. Ve deplore it because we feel that
if we had all got together, a better package, put it that way,
might have been obtained. I think that even the Prime Minister
of England, however impressed she might have been by the ¥on end
Learned Chief Minister and she must have thought him an impress-
ive character, if she had had three people representing the
volitical parties in the House of Assembly with & united front
end asking only for what we feel we deserve and we ere entitled
to, the question will never be answered, Mr Speaker. It is no
use the Hon and Learned Chief Minister suying that "they are
quite convinced that the Prime Minister would not have changed
her mind", because the Prime Minister herself said on the actual
day the Hon and Learned Chief Ninister was flying to London on
his third visit to Parliament, "The Dockyard will close" - she
dldnft give a date - “end thet is irreversible". We know that
and if the Prime Minister ssys that, it is difficult to move her.
Tpat may not be impossible if she is made to reslise the real
situation of Gibraltasr. Ir Spesker, as you sre aware, or as the
House 1s aware, I wrote to & pgreat number of liembers of Parlia-—
mgnt on the 414th June, I think it was, asking them to support
Gibraltsr. I told them that it was possible thst the commercial-
isation of the Naval Dockysrd was not visble. I didn't say it
wasn't possible, I just said that it wes prossible from what one
hagd hegrd. At that time, &'t that momeni of vime, K¥r Speaker

I was in London gnd I had net reed the consuliants! repBrt or’
the project study group report or whstever. I had not resd that.
I to;d them that it was possible and thet therefore we thought
we might need their help. I wrote to a great numbér of Kembers
of Parlisment at that time. Let me say straicat swey the reasons

Jvhy I wrote at thet particular peint. I heve ot bin

. y vr r lar point. ve got an Hon Member on

:thls side of_the House, my Hon and Gallant Friend Major Péliza,
and, although I should not prejudge what he is going to ssy, I

have a suspicion thst he feels rather strongly that ti -
ciglisation of the Dockyard is not viable. Sﬁgwev:r, 2? fﬁ?fer
time I could only go by whet I myself had heard Goverrment
Minmisters say in the House zt the time of the budget. I had
heard the concern of the Finencizl and Development Secretary
the concern of the Minister for Economic Development and of ’
course the Hon Major Dellipiani who said guite clesrly: "In my
view commercialisation is not viable". Wnen I wroie on June
1st~to ?he Chief Kinister inviting = united all-party avprosch
to Parlisment on the issue, it was because I had grave %uspicion
that commercialisation was not viable and that we hed a struggle
on our hands. I told him that, apsrt from anything else, I
vould certainly be writing to start getting swuort. I éid. I
won't refer to the correspondcnce thast follcwea: Lr Speaker. B
The only thing I will say is thet, as fer as we or tais side of
the House or the Democratic Party of Rritish Gibrszltar is con-
cerngd, we have all along trieda to help in the process of
optalning s viable solution for the problem thal is created by
the British Government's decision to close the Kaval Dockyard.
Our stand has always been: 'Don't close but if you are going

to close, don't close until ycu have got a vieble economic
elternative becuase that is not whal we say it should be, it is
vwhat you yourselves have sgid it would be. e will consider ways
and means to providing an slternsetive, 8 viable cconomic alter:'
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native'. Mr Spegker, it is difficult for us, without breaching
confidences, it is difficult for us to say vwhy we do not consider,
and I am confining myself to the commercislisation of the Dockyard
part of the deal, why we do not consider that to be a good Geal
and one which we can support. Before ssying that, however, let me
just touch on the guestion of the lend thst the British Government,
as pert of the psckage of the new Lands lemorandum, has sgreed to
hand over prime development sites to Gibraltsr free of charge. MNr
Speaker, that is a generous move, the Government has done well to
get.that and I em not complaining sbout that. I think that the
British Government's sgreement to reprovide these areas at their
own expense ls fair and reasonable and we thank them for that. Ve
do not wish a confrontation with the British Government. We do not
look for civil war in Gibraltar, Mr Speaker. We look for what is
fair and for what is just but let me tell the Government one thing
on this lands deal. Does the Government seriously believe that it
can get private capital to develop in Gibraltar in view of the
situation that Gibraltar is in today? Has there been any develop=-
ment started or commenced in the last yesr since the Spaniards
opened the frontier in-the way they did? Have the Government for-
gotton the diversification of the economy report.that was handed
to me on a confidential basis? So agein I cannot say very much.
However, its provisions seemed to believe thai diversification
depended fundamentally on an EEC type of opening of the frontier
‘and not this blockade that we have got, not this siege that we
"have got that is bleeding us and bleeding us to death. How does
the Government propose to get developers to spend millions of
pounds in Gibrealtar in the present economic climate of Gibraltar
and in the present situstion vis—-z-vis Spain? What has happened
with the old Command Education Gentre? We have been told that
there have been no takers. What is happening with the eastern
reclamation? What has happened, Kr Spesker, with the car park at
Casemates, with buildings going up and so forth? I am sure it is
positive. They sre going to build a car park so that the people
who teake their cers to Spsin can obring them back and park them
there. That, lMr Speaker, that is our problem, the problem of
having diversification of the economy with a siege at our door is
not an eesy one end we all know it. What is happening with the
hotels? What is their occupancy rate, a bit higher, Kr Spezker,-
but what is it? Are they vieble today? I am amezed tc read in
the statement of the Hon and Legrned Chief Minister that they
premise to have g push in tourism, that they promised to do some-
thing ebout it. VWell they heve been promising that, Mr Speaker,
ever since they came to office aiter the famous two years and ten
months and the situation hes in fact deterioreted, possibly not
for ressons of their own, but these are the facts of economic
lit'e, Mr Spezker. Therefore, in the context of the Dockyard and
the recession that thsat will bring, we think, frankly, that the
giving of prime sites, good as they are in themselves, does not
provide economic answers to the economic problem tnet Gibrsltar

is fscing today and will fsce when the Dockysrd closes. That is
what we are concerned gbout when we are talking of a visble °
alternative economicelly. Not buildings and lands agreements

that make the land ours snd the buildings ours but deoes not pro-
duce economic sctivity. Whsat we want is that the Naval Dockyard,
if it has to close, be replaced by an economic viable alternetive.
It is to thsat, Mr Speszker, that I would now like to turn. Let me
take up the Chief linister on one, well, I wouldn't call it small
point, but I think a significant point on the question of the
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Appledore proposals. We are frenkly véry worried gbout it. We
were impressed when we had the presentastion. There is & lot of
professionalism in Appledore. They have won the Queen's prize

for export. They are professional people and they gave us =
presentation of what they hope to achieve. Frankly, Mr Spesker,
the Hon and Lesrned Chief Kinister did in fact refer to one of

the things they hope to achieve. That was that in the fourth

year of their operation, I think he mentioned 1989 or 41988, there
would be, if all went well, 4,300 jobs in the Dockyard. Kore than..
there sre today, more than are to receive redundency notices. How~
ever I think, Mr Speaker, that the Hon and Learnred Chief Minister
is being less than fair to the House if he just tells us whst
Appledore hopes to achieve in 1985 snd doesn't also tell us what
the other people think. The expert consultants think, and certain-
ly the latest consultancy report to the Government for which we sre
paying and in respect of which we vobted £20,000 in this House, with-
out disclosing any secrets, seems to indicate this, that Apple-
dore were-living in cuckoo lend when they msde that estimate. What
concerns me, Mr Speaker, is what the Chief lMinister himself has
seid in this House. He has disclosed something new itoday that we
didn't know when we had the Appledore presentation. ILet us recall
the Appledore situation. They ssid in their original submission

.to the Glbraltar Government that they would employ 755 people in

the first year of operation. Then, Mr Spesker, some time later =
report appeared in the Chronicle under which they said they would
be tsking on 300 or 355 at first. Any mere takers would depend on
developments. Of course, thet caused sn outery snd then the explana-
tion was given by Appledore to the public, I think, but it wes .
certainly given to us in their presentation, theat it was impossible
and we understood this, it was impossible to cmploy 755 people on
day one because you hzd to, somehow or other, get going and get
organised and so forth. Thet wzs, Mr Spezker, in the context of

an opening of a commercial yerd on the 1st Jenuary, 41984, six months
away, when, from what we hecrd them say and from their presentation
and the dates that they had to be given, we knew that it wes a
practical impossibility to start a commercisl operation in the Dock=-
yard on the ist January, 1S64. ¥tle felt that if there was just the
slightest bit of good faith on the part orf the British Government
towards Gibralter snd we believe there is a iot and a weslth of good
feith and good feelings towzrds Gibraltar, the British Government
itself would quickly recognise that the 1st Januery opening date was
an impossibility. A practiczl impossibility possibly caused by the
British election in June or something else but they would know thst.
But now, Mr Spesker, when they have got & whole yeer now becsuss of
the deferment - and I congrstulete the Government on achieving that,
that is a plus, we will give credit where credit is due, we thought
they would get six months, ir Spesker, they got & year, that is a
plus - we have tglk in the statement of the Chief ¥inister of coming
to an sgreement with the Union, as I hope they will do if this goes
on, and of Appledore's hores of having zbout 755 employed by the
middle 'of the year. With more time now to plan the whole thing,

Mr Speaker, it should be possible, shouléd it not, to have more
employed on 1st Januery 41985. It should be & much easier prospect
but what does the Chief Minister tell us in his statement, perhaps
it 1s an error. He tells us that Appledore hopes to have sbout

755 by the middle of the year, it is no longer three months after
operation, it is now six months, Mr Speaker. With more time to
prepare, it is now six months before they employ 755. If one reads
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carefully the consultants' reports as, I hope, we have done, one
sees thet obviously the increase of the numbers to be employed,

and this is clearly & commerciasl matter, would depend on the -
business the Naval Dockyerd gets. That is how the numbers will
inerease and it will increase on the basis of a number of oiher
factors, thst must be obvious. What we question on this side of
the House, Mr Spesker, what we guestion is not whether Appledore
are first class operators but whether the business 1s there.

That is the big problem, Kr Speaker, that a commercial yara faces
in Gibrsltar ané everywhere in the world. Will a new yerd just
sterted off suddenly teke away the 1ittle bit that there is from
211 the experienced yards in the world who will be reducing their
prices to compete, not with us, but with each other. What sort

of chance is there for a commercial ship repsir ysrd in Gibralter
in the economic climate that exists today in the ship building ahd
ship repeir industry. Yhereas one is prepared, I suppose, to make
an act of feith, when one has no other choice, in the Appledore
proposal, one becomes less and less and less prepared to make such
an act of faith when one heers reports from experts and consult-.
ants that the propositions put forward by this firm are unrealis-
tic, that their hopes are unrealistic and all the other things

that we have hed to read in these consultants' reports. This
helps, Mr Speaker, to reinforce the point and the complaint that

I have mede about lack of consultation because i1f the Gibraltar
Government had called me in end the Hon Mr Bossano in and sadd:
"Took, we are now going to London. We have accepted that the
Dockyard is closing, we cannot help that, will you Join us in

this? What do you think gbout ii? What do you think of the
reports you have heard?" I must meke one complaint, Mr Spesker,
that one report, the one I rezd two days ago, twenty-four hours
before debate in the House on the matter, I noticed wae dated

43 June, 1963. I think it would have helped us enormously to

‘have seen thst report a lot sooner that we were actuslly allowed ¢
to see it. However, it reinforces the point I made thst it is
impossible for me to srgue when I cannot disclose what is in the
report. It is impossible for me to argue on factors I cannot dis-
close but merely on general impression and to try and convince the
Government cn the matter and that there is need for thought as to
an alternative. That is why I am glad of the yesrs deferment
because I believe there has to be a lot more study done, lir Speaker.
I would like to know how and in what way the changes that have bBeen
negotiated with the British Government have decisively changed the
situation from a very poor outlook, which is whet the Government
was projecting during the budget time in April, 19€3, s gloomy
prospect sbout Dockyard commercialisation, the Appledore proposals
and their report of 'a project study was there with tkem. They had
it then and they knew that the £28m figure wes there then end the
£14m naval work figure was there then. \What has changed the Govern-
ment since they told us all in the budget that it might be imposs-
ible to govern Gitralter because it couldn't put them in a situation
to govern Gibreltsr? ‘What has changed that position between April,
1983 and today? The extra £3m of naval work? Does that mske zn
unviable commercial ship repair operation viable? They hsve haé a
deferment of one yesr, Mr Speesker, and they have had a bit of land.
V/ell, & lot of land, acres of it. They have got a lot zlreacdy
themselves which they never develop and don't do znything about.
How does that help the economy? How does that help employment? How
does that help the building industry? If the Hon and Learned Chief
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Minister had sald and hed announced, end I am not blaming him for
not doing it -if he hasn't got it he cannot announce it, that on
top of handing the buildings over, the British Government was
glving the Gibralter Government, £86m, £%9m, £1O0m or £6m, £5m or

£h4m, whatever million pounds to get economic activity going in the
building industry, then 1 cen understand it. That is not the case,
as I understsnd it. If the Hon and Learned Chief Minister has said
that development &id is sometning quite apart from 211 this, till
when &re we going to walt, Yr Speaker, on that? This is basieslly,
Mr Speeker, what we want to know. What is it thet has changed the
Government from a gloomy proepect verging on resignation in April
to accepting a deal which is substantially what wes on their plate
from the consultants in April, 4983%? I ask another thing, why
haven't they got, Mr Spesker, the sort of guarantees that they have
been recommended that ihey should get from their own consultants?

I cannot go further then that? Our view is that the case for
commercislisation as' a viable alternative has not been made out
and therefore the British Government commitment to find eslterna-
tive ways for fulfilling their obligestion to sustain and support

. Gibraltar is not met by a commercialisation of the Naval Dockyard.

We wonder, Mr Speaker, whether there ought not to be further
studies made into the diversification, for exemple, of the Navel
Dockyard suggested by other operators who put provosals to the
Gibraltar Government. How can the Gibrsltar Government stick
loyally and completely with an operstor whose projections and
whose opinions have been so severely criticised by expert consult-
ants employed by the Ministry of Overseas Develorment and employed
by the Gibraltar Government? Surely some doubts must be in the
minds of the Government as to the operztors claims to the desir-
ability and viability of commercielisstion. I would certeinly
have very serious doubts sbout it if I wes sitting where the Hon
and Learned Chief Minister is. With those reports I would have
them and I feel bound to say, MNr Speaker, thet I cannot go into

. details because-they have been handed to us confidentially. We

feel, Mr Spesker, that the Governmnent should teke this extrs
year's grace that has been given to the Naval Dockysrd to look
further into the matter of viebility ané into the sort of assist-
ance that Gibraltar requires if it is to survive s a viable
economic unit. The Hon and Learned Chief Minister thought it
necessary in his speecH to refer to the otner part of the economy
that is being affected by the Spanish siege, the private sector.
He referred to how we are being bled by the manner of opening of
the frontier, with the Government losinrg £2m in revenue a year and
the people of Gibraltar £5m e year. He alwost referred to how he
felt himself, well not slmost, he did, he appezled to the patrioi-
ism of the people of Gibrslter on excescive expenditure ir Spain.
I would certsinly like to hezr him tell the Jouse once e&nd for all
that the Gioraltar Brosdcesting Corporstion will not be gllowed to
advertise Spanich producits, Spsnish services ané Sd»anish villes in
Spain out of public monies voited by this Xouse lo yromotle exactly
whet the ZJon ané Lesrned Chief Minister has ceclled unpstriotic, the
spending of&ll our morey 'in Spsin. A Government subsidised Corpora-
tion, subsidised to the tune of nesrly £im, goes on cheerfully
tezking advertising time on prime advertising spzace, calling on the
peorle of Gibraltsr who have spenl a whole day in Spain swimming
or buying vegetables and sit at home to wetch comething about
Gibraltar and then they dangle the carrots of villas of £40,000
and all thie business. The Government has to be meaningful, Mr
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Speaker. Of course Gibraltar is a democracy, of course the Hon
end Learned Chief Minister cannot stop people going to Spein,

of course he cannot punish them for being unpatriotic and so

forth, but he can control what is within his control. I mean, I
wanted to be consulted on the appointment of the Chairman of GEBC,

I know. That was his perogative to get an impartial person. The
Governor in Council can give direction. Well, lets see some
leeGership in that direction, Mr Speaker. And what I sald sbout
the economy being bled by the Spanish seige is a very relevant
factor in the issue of commercial viability. I remember resding

a report which was optimistic about diversificetion of a commer-
cial dockyard with an open frontier and the development of the
private sector. Diversificsation held good economic prospects.
However I also remember the same report saying that with the
frontier closed though, it would be a very different story. This

is worse than a closed frontier because this ie & leak of a con-
sidersble amount of capital from Gibralter. Mr Speaker, in order
that a judgement can be made rationally by the people of Gibraltsr
on the package that the Chief Minister has negotiated and brought
back to Gibraltar, it is our view that the Government should make
public the reports, all the important parts of the reports in
reletion to commercial viability, in order toe ellow the people to
meke a judgement on it themselves. Because, ¥r Speaker, the issues
before this House are of profound importance, not just to the
Government and the Opposition, but to the whole future of Gibraltar
and its economic viability, in view of the difference of opinion
thet there is on both sides of the House, it is our view that the
Government should test their proposals in a general election. I
notice that Mrs Thatcher, not Mrs Thatcher, I beg your pardon, yes
I think it was Nrs Thetcher, Sir Jeffrey Howe and Barones Young in
the letters that ihey wrote to all members of Parliesment, that I
wrote too, said that the British Government would not force on the
Gibrsltar Government anything they do not want. By the same token,
¥r Spesker, the Gibralitar Government should not force on the people
of Gibraltar anything they do not want. That is why we think that
the Government proposels should be tested in a generel election.

Mr Speaker, I am therefore moving an amendment to the motion of the
Honourable and Learned Chief Minister which encompasses all I havye
said. Perhaps, if I could give it to you, Mr Spezker, and I could
perhaps read it. It follows the traditional form, Mr Speaker. I
move that the motlon be amended by the deletion of sll the words
after the words: "This House" and by the substitution of the
following ‘words:-

1 Deplores the feilure of the Government to adhere to
paregraph 5 of the motion passed by this House on
February 22, 1983 to the effect thet full consultation
should tske place between gll the politiczl parties
represented ln the House of Assembly before a final
decision was made on the commercialisation of the Dock-
yeard. -

2. Considers that the British Government pledge contained
in the Defence White Paper of 1981 to find alternative
weys for fulfilling their obligations to sustain and
support Gibraltsr in the event of Her Majesty's Dock-
yard closing, is not fulfilled by e project of commercial-
isation of a Naval Dockyard which is not likely to be
commercially visble on the terms agreed. *
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3. Welcomes the deferment of the closure of the Dockyard
for one year and urges the Government to institute
immediately investigations simed at ensuring a viable
alternative for the Gibraltsr economy.

L. Urges the Government to meke public the Reports on
~which it has acted in deciding that commercialisation
of the Naval Dockyard is viable on the terms snd con~
ditions that have been agreed. -

5. Calls on the Government to hold a general election in
*  @Glbreltar to test whether the proposals they have
negotiated unilaterally with the British Government
have the support of the electorate.

M Speaker, I beg to move.

Mr Spesaker proposed the question on the terms of'the Honoursable
P J Isola's amendment.

MR SPEAKER:

We are now going to spesk on the amendment. I will be liberal on
any Member who wishes to spegk on the amendment to the extent that
if he wanders into the genersl and the original gquestion before

the House, he will not be allowed to speak subseguently. Of course,
there is a fair amount of srea between one question snd the other

and I will be liberel today. However, I will not countenance any
repetition. . - .

Do I take it that there sre no contributors to the amendment?

7

HON J BOSSANO:

I would have preferred it if the Government had intended to support
the amendment. Before spesking on the amenément let me just say
that it seems to me Mr Speaker, that there is & coniradietion in
the amendment and perhaps you would clerify for me whether it is
possible to move motions that-contrzdict themselves. I would have
thought, Mr Spesker, that if the Government were to accept what
Clause 3 of the amendment suggests, then presumsbly they wouldn't
be required to do Glause 5, aliternatively if they do Clause 5 they
wouldn't be reguired to do Glause 3, I would imagine, Mr Speaker.
; would heve thought that if they saccevt that the year's Geferment
is usqd to carry out further investigations becsuse we deciged
gccorcing to Clause 4, that commercisliscstion on tre present terms
is not viable, then you don't go to an electior to get support for

something that is not viable, vwaich is what they are asking one to
do in Clause 5.

MR SPEAKER: .

There may be & contradiction. Whether it is deliberate or not is

* another matter.but it is not for me to decide on such matters, The
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amendment is scceptable as drafted, whether it is non-gequitur
is snother matter. :

HON P J ISOLA:

Can I just explain the point, it did occur to me, lir Speaker.

" Whet that is intended to convey is thet investigations should

start now. An election would probably take a little time.

MR SFEAKER:

Let it be said, and I should meke this complete and utterly
clear at this stage, that when there are complicated gquestions
before the House and where it is possible for Members to vote
in favour' of psrt of the guestion and not others, it is possible
to have separate votes, but of course it is something that has
to be decided at & later stage.

b

HON J BOSSANO:

I think that the only difficulty with the motion, Mr Spesker, let
me say, is not as to the content of’ anything of its five individual
constituents. The only problem that I see in the motion is, that
the Honourable Member, in his exposition, has discovered a range of
different ideas, none.of which necessarily recuire the other to be
true. I mean I think each of those five pzrts stand on their own
right independently and therefore, I think, irrespective of whether
comnercialisetion is viable or not, one cen deplore the failure of
the Government to consult. I think, in fact, if it is the view of
the House, as indeed it is my view, -that the proposals which have !
been presented Tor commercielisation have had a very substential
.question merk put on .them by those who have examined them, and not
just by people like myself who were ggainst them from day one, then
it seems to me that to ask the Government to test public support
for that is in contrsadiction. I think the Govermment can legit-
imately be asked in this House if they are themselves convincsd

and if they are in a situation where they can make up their own
minds to support commerciszlisation when the rest of the House of
Assembly is not.” I think it 1s legitimete to say to the Govern-
ment: “Well you rezlly haven't got the right to sign an agreement
which, in fact, has to be implemented in 41985, when there has to

be an election in liay 198L at the :latest", This is a point that

I have already made in my contribdution yesterday. It isn't binding
on whoever may be there in 1985. I think that if ihe Government
itself is convinced it is legitimate, I think if we are asking

the Government te reconsider its own position, then - perhaps I
coulé move an amendment to overcome that problem and I wonder

if the Honoureble Member would agree thet thst might do the trick -~
by saying after the word “agreed' in Clause L or, alternately, if
the Government refuses to freeze, as it were, the agreement on
commercialisation then perhaps they ought to be asked to test
public support for it. ILet me say thet my only reservetion on
asking the Government to go to an election on this issue is that

as far as I am concerned, even if the Government went to an
election on an issue like this and they got . .the support of the
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electorete, to my mind it wouldn't convince me that the commer-
cial dockyerd is viable, and il the crux of the matter rests on
whether it is viable or not, then I think that the fact that the
electorate supported the Government would not be conclusive
proof that the people want commercialisation. It very much
depends on how you put the qguesiion before the people becsuse it
may well be that if you put a situastion where you say to people:
VThe British Government is only preparsdé to provide money for
commerciglisation -and nothing else", I don't know whether the
Gibraltar Government has been told thst, we heven't been told in
the House of Assembly whether in fact this is the case, but it
seems to be, Mr Speeker, implicit to some extent in the fact
that the £28m is conditional. I am gledé that the Honourseble and
Leegrned Chief Minister has cleered up that the questicn of the
land is not conditionel on any agreement with the union. I
found that highly objectionable when I got that impression from
the answer he gave me yesterday. I am glad thst this is not the
case, but it apparently still is the case and one can see how it
would be the case, that if there is £28m to be invested and if
Appledore itself has said that it will not take on the management
of the dockysrd unless 1t can get certsain guarantees from the
Unions as to what it considers to be necessary to mske the thing
successful, then the British Government would then stand idle
from day one. Does that mean that if commercislisation is out,
then there is no money for anything else? Well, if it means
that then I have no doubt what a lot of people would say given
those two options. However bad Appledore mazy be, however doubt-
ful the outcome may be, it is better than nothing, yes, there is
no guestion gbout it. I think we need to know vhat it is we are
asking peorle, because certainly I am objecting to it on the
grounds that I haven't seen esnything to change my mird, as the
Honourable and Learned Lesder of the Oprosition has said. If
people were ssked: "Will you sccept this which is nighly dubious
or nothing?" and they accepted this which is highly dubious, it
doesn't stop it being dubious. It seems 1o me that the Govern-
ment itself, from the reaction I have just had, has not, in fact,
fundamentally altered its mind. I think the answer to the Hon-
ourable and Learned Leader of the Opmosition's question as to
what had happened to make them change. their mind, is that nothing
has happened to make me.change my mind. hst hes heppened is

. that the British Government has made it clesr, that, as far as

the British Government is concerned, they ilhemselves are convinced
that this is the best solution for Gibralter. Therefore whether
we like 1t or not we have to lump it. I woulé have thought that
that is in fundamental conflict with the letters the Eonourable
and Learned Leader of the Opposition has beer quoting and I would
have thought that, perheps, that lends weight tc hie srgument in
the first part of the motion, ir Speszker, zboul ire lsck of con-
sultation. If the Government is beinp told one thing and the
Leader of the Oppositicn is being told arnother, then perhsps if
they were cble to tell each cther what they have been told inde-
pendently, whoever is putting up these conflicting views might
be caught out. I don't know, I heve certeinl: no contect with
either Members of Parliament or the British Covernment on the
question. I have only to base my judgement and my unwillingness
to support the commerclalisatipn proposals on the regquirement
for success. I am basing my own political oprosition to this
obviously I think a deferment of the closure of the Dockyard for
one yesr is welcomed in the sense thst if somcbody was going to
find themselves unemployed in Janurry 1984, tlen whilst what we
want is that they should noi be unemployed at 211, it is prefer-
able that they showld be working tihrougheut 1984 and
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not be out of 2 job until 1965, but is that the case?

I mean before we go into welcoming the deferment, have we got ‘a
deferment of one year, because I am not so sure that we have, Mr
Speeker. It seems to me that we have a proposel that the actual
final day of the closure of the Naval Dockyard will be December
1984, but as-opposed to the situation we have today. Let me say
that I think the Honourable Member in his own stetement, when he
talked about the British Government having already given us more
time, I don't reslly think this is accurate, Kr Speaker. The
Honoursblie Member said the British Government accepted and grant-
ed the request for time, that is the reguest for time in the memo-
randum we all signed. Well we didn't sign a memorandum asking for
the target date to be moved from March to December 1963. I think
the Honourable Xember is completely wrong in thet, ebsolutely and
completely wrong. Yes, the Honoursble Member says: "How long is
s piece of string". Well, it depends on who is holding the string.
" The Honoursable lember will recall thet the memorandum whichwe all
took to UK was signed by all the representative bodies after the
return of the Trades Council from visiting Mr Rlaker in UK, and’

¥r Blaker in UK, before the memorandum, had elready told the Trades

Council that the final date for closure was December 1983. We
couldn't therefore be asking for a deferment from March to December,
when the Memorendum came after we had already been told that the
final date.was December. We were told in Februaery that the target _
date was March but that, in fact, the commitment of the British
Government was to commence and to complete the closure within 1983.
I remember Mr Peter Townsend of the IPCS asking whether this meant
that the final date was December 1983, and the answer from Mr .
Blaker was yes. After that we 8ll signed the Memorandum asking for
a deferment. It must follow logicelly, that if we have already been
told that the meximum that the Dockyard will be kept opened is
December, 1963 and you go back and ask for more time, you are asxing
for more time beyond December, 41983. Therefore, the paragraph, Mr-
Speasker, is inaccurate. The Honoursble Member said that we all
asked in the Memorandum for more time and thet the British Govern-
ment granted the request by moving the date from March to December.
I am telling him that we asked for more time after we had been told
that the date was December, so the Honourable Member must be wrong
in his interpretation.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

What I was seying is that the Memorandum only asks for time and
elthough this time mey have been grented as & result of the effort,
further time has been granted now.

HON J BOSSANO:

I accept that lr Spegker, I am not trying to tzke swsy the credit
from the Honourable iember for having achieved & deferment. Vihat
I am guestioning, and I am going into detasil in a minrute on that
becsuse it is part of the motion -~ I am not guestioning that and
I em not trying to taeke that awey from you, what I am saying is
that in his statement he saié thet we presented a memorandum in
¥arch, 41982, where we mentioned the date of 41985, where we said
that we wanted sufficient time for a viable zlternative to be
identified and he says in his statement that that was accepted and
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granted. I say to him that, as far as I em concerned, and I don't
know whether the Honourable and Learned lember when he speaks will !
tell the House whether he was & signatory to the Memorandum esnd
whether he thinks that that request wes accepted and granted by
saying .December 1983, but I can tell the Honourable Member that
certainly I signed that Memorandum after I had already been told :
that it was closing in December 19€3 and s far as I was concerned

I was asking for a ‘deferment beyond Decexber 1983.

HON P J ISOLA:

In a report of a meeting with the Minister for the Armed Forces,
Ministry of Defence, Mr Peter Blaker, on the closure of the Dock-

yerd, held on the 28th January 1982, in which he wds present - I

got the minutes of his union, I don’t know why I have got it - it

is reported that the Minister said the Gecision had been notified )
for the 23rd November and the Government would Be consulting the
Gibraltar Government sabout what heppened after 41983, I don't know

why I have got these minutes of the meeting thet he hsd.

HON J BOSSANO:

We circulated it to all the members of the representatlve bodies.
We don't keep confidential documents. I think that is important
because I want to come to this guestion of deferment. As Ffar as

I am concerned, Mr Speaker, there was this united stand for agk-
ing for a deferment beyond 1983 and I think the statement made by
the Chief Minister that this had been accerled and granted by
noving it to December 1983 wss wrong. I seid guife clearly when
we came back that the answer haé been no znd it appears that, in
fact since then, the Chief Minister has achieved what the three

of us could not. That woula ,eppesr to be tne case. I am asking
if that is indeed the case. ‘Have we got e deferment or is that
‘conéitionel on the unions sgreeing to sccept commercialisation now?
If the unions turn down commercialisation now, is the closure date
still December, 1983 or does the year's éeferment stand? In fact,
if a year's deferment doesn't stend, then perhsps we shouldn't rush
into welcoming the deferment and we certsinly should not ask the
Government to carry out further 1nvest13aulons into other alterna-~
tives to Appledore because there won't be a deferment unless we
accept Appledore. Is that the case or not?

HON CHIEF MINISTER: )
My understending of the situstion is thet the year would show
whether the workforce would be prepared to work in a commerclal
dockyard or not.

HON J BOSSANO:

I can see that, Mr Spesker, if the sum of the practices that

Appledore claim will achieve an improvement in productivity were
to be tested in the existing environment, that might be a greater
indication of their probability of success than anything any con-
sultant says. At the end of the day, however much expertise the
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consultants may have, it is still a hypothetical situation. I

mesn, one is predicting what may happen in- the future and one is’

not testing it, as it were, on the ground. I accept entirely

thet if you have got a situation where the unions agree to intro-
duce some of the ideas ol Appledore within a Naval Dockyard, then,

it can be seen whether those ideas cen be made to work and if they
work whether they have produced that much increase in productivity.
"That is an empirical way of testing, if one likes, some of Apple-
dore!s theories. I wo.ldn't argue with the loglc of that. It seems’
to me that this question of prior agreement, perhaps I am being over-
suspicious or over-caulious, dbut it seems to me that this prior
agreement which sppears to be linked to land is not now linked to
lané but is certainly linked to the £26m. If the situation is thet
the move towerds commercialisetion or the. setting up of a commercial
dockyard is not agreed with the unions at an early stage, between.
now snd December, would the deferment still stand, whether it wes to
test their ideas or otherwise, or is there a condition attached thet
between now snd December . . . .

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

No, I can say that that has never been mentioned.

’

HON J BOSSANO:

I thought it was imporfent, Mr Spesker, to clear that up. In thet
case I think it dis eesier to welcome the deferment for one yeer.

I agree entirely with the need to make the Reports public, and I
certainly think that it is extremely difficult to carry out a de-
bate. on a subject without making reference to documents which we have
all seen and which nobody else is supposed to have seen and con- t
sequently we carmot quote. I think that unless we are able to quote
from them, I mean, we haven't reslly, I think, Mr Speaker, we haven't
‘even hed'en opportunlty to, as it were, cross examine each other on
- what we think the Reports mean. The only time thet we have met has
been to hear san expos1tlon or an expansion by the people who have
written the report, where we have asked them guestions. Some other
things have cone out a5 a result of those auestlons which were not
in the Report and whlch are’ also very important. We each heve pre-
sumebly made our ‘own judgement on whet the implicetions «of those
Reports are. ‘I am not sure whether the judgement that I have made
differs considerably; from those of other members or not, but the
only way to test it, it se€ems to me, is to say what I thlnk the
report sgys ana flnd out if other people coincide or not. If they
don't then I should explain why I think that the report mesns A or

3. DNow that requires references to:erorts which presumably we are
precluded from doing until they are mede public, so I certsinly
suoport that they should be made pudblic. Let me just say one thing,
going back to the orlgnnal Peids study, when the white Daper wes
announced gnd to the lateSt liichzel Cassey Report, there is a con-
sistent tnreac running through it about the llwltatlons on whst is
avaeilsble. I think"that is one of the most important factors in

all this.  Thereforie it seems to me that when we are telking about
finding & viuble alternstive for the ecoromy of Gibralter, I am not
so sure what we can, expect to produce by having more experts or

more corsultants. It seems to me thst what every consultant has
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said so far, irrespective of what else they may have said -~ and
this doesn't Jjust go beck to Peidas, it seems to mé it goes even
back to the Report and other things which we have always thought
were loaded politically ~ but there is one censicstent thresd, is
that Gibraltar's economy without the ccoperation of Spain, has

got very 1little room for manoeuvre. Low that consistent thread
wHich is there in all the consultzrnts' rerports mesns that what
can be produced from Turther investigations, in sy Jjudgement, is
limited. It is that, in fact, also which needs to-be pointed

out to the British Government, in that what we can do out of
Gibraltar, has got to have a guestion mark put over it. I remem-
ber wherd we had the presentaticen from the consultants. They were
ssked about the Crinavis operation down the road. The consultents
themselves said, the consultants waich were assessing Appledore
not the consultants that were assessing the consultants, they said,
Y¥r Spesker, that they would produce & final report, which I have
not seen. I don't know if the Honcurable and Leerned Member heas
seen it. The final report of Coopers and Lybrand and A R Belch
Assoclates seys that this is azn interim one and that there is a
final one on the way, which I haven't seen end other lMembers
heven't seen either: They say there that there zre other fectors
inéluding possible Spanish reaction to & commercisl dockyard which
have not been gone into. I think thet needs to be gone into. Now
I remember that when the matter was raised with Appledore they
sort of, you know, put the idés thst Crinavis might be able to do
anything because Nikko Internationzl, which was teking up the
option to develop a yard down the roasd, wae a very specialist, a
very small Lirm and not in their league at &11. Viell I cen tell
the House that if that hed sny besring in deciding the Government
to support the commercialisastion proposals, that is totel and
gbsolute nonsense. I have hsd my own Hezd O0ffice in London carry
out an investigation of Nikko Internztionsl end it is an extremely

.powerful firm with gbout 50 subsidisries worldwide, including one
tin Algeciras and another one in the Canery Islsnds, dolhng sendé-~
!blasting, shiprepair work on hulls,

sand clearing end sll the things
that Appledore say they are going.to do in the Gibraltar Dockyard.

I would have thought that wss something that neeéed looking into. I
remember when Appledore wss asked sbout it, they seid that these
people don't count because they are just e very small firm special~
ising in boilers. Well it is not true, they sere .a very powerful
firm. r"hey ere. en international firm. They have got their Head-
quarters in Gothenburg. They have got gbout 50 subsidiaries world-
wide and two of their subsidiaries arc already in Spain, one in the
Canary Islands and one in Algecires. Xow what heppens if the opera-
tion, irrespective of all the goodwill and the hard work and every-
thing else that seem to be necessery reguirements, what happens if
they cannot compete, Spain mskes it her dbusiness, to 'meke sure they
éon't compete. In fact, the lsst Zeport, ir Syﬂaker, that we haa,
mzkes clear just how uncomneultlve an arez of business this is and

I don't see why this should be i secret. It's in every dsily nevis-—
paper in UK. I mean it may be nentioned by s rerorter, why should
that be a secret. +‘hen one opers & naticnal newepaper everyday one
nears how much British shipbuilders have lost in shiprepair work end
how the British Government is actuzlly considering pulling out of
repairing ships in UK beceuse lhey cannot compele with the Xoreans.
Yow what is the magic Tormula that will mske Gibraltar a success
where everybody else is failing. If Appledore have this nmagic
formula, why don't they go and tell lirs Thatcher about it, so that
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she cen tell British shipbuilders and stop all the redundancies?
I think, Mr Speaker, that we need a deferment of the dockyard. I
welcome the one yesr. I don't think it is enough but is is better
then nothing &nd I welcome the one yesr. However I am not sure
that it is a question of more consultents and more reports. I think
that the only wzy that we are going to be able to make a go of
Gibraltar is by a Tar more radical aspproach to how the Gibralter
economy is run. That requires more than hss been done so fer, more
than just saying thet ycu can have Rosla when you are ready with
something to put in its place, or you can have Queensway. The
Government may with the best wishes in the world, produce gll sorts
of plens but it isn't the plans. Presumably the British Government
is not going to hand Rosia asnd it is not going to hand Queensway over
becsuse we put up a model in Mackintosh Hall. e have put up a model
Tor the Main Street pedestrisnisation and we have put up a model for
the Command Educstion Centre. We have put up a model of each but'
they never get past the model stsge. Presumably they will want to
know that there is somebody ready to start work there. Therefore
the achievement of the Chief Minister, after all his trouble with
the British Government' in getting this extra land, may never get,
past the peper stege. I think that was the point the Honoursble’
. Member was making about people not being willing to put their money
here when there is the uncertainty about Gibraltar's potentisl,
with a frontier situation like we have today. So I will support
the motion as a whole. I think that the last Clause is ;the one I
have reservaticns about in the context of the.other four. I don't
have any reservations about asking the Government to go for a
general election because I have glready did that in the Budget. I
think that it is legitimate to say to the Government: "If we are
determined to go eshead with this, then you really have no right to
do it, unless you get a politicel mandate to do it. Although as far
as I am concerned, if they get a political mandate it won't necessar-
ily mean that the thing is successful and I am not prepared to supp-
ort it unless I am convinced that it is successful. But certainly,
it seems to me, that 1f we are asking the -Government to freeze the
Agreement and reconsider it, then they cannot do both things. They
caennot go to an election and freeze the Agreement. Therefore, I
would think thst the 5th Clause should be there as an alternative
to one of the others, presumebly the one which seys that they should
use the yesr to institute immediate investigations aimed at ensuring
a visble slternative and urges the Government to make the Reports
public. I think that in Clause 4 we are saying that, or we are
implying that we want them made public becsuse we don't think that
it is commerciazlly vigble. In Clause 2 we say that we don't accept
that the fulfillment in the White Paper is met by Appledore's pro-
posals and therefore, to ask the Government to go to an electorate
would follow, as far as I am concerned, ir Spesker, if the Govern-
nent were unwilling to sccept either 2 or 3 or 4. Then.the alterna-
tive would be 5. I am not guite sure how I would do it but perhaps’
arnother iember of the Opposition, if they agree with the point I've
made can think of & way of amending it. I think that as it stands,
guite frankly, we are asking it to do two things, one of which is
only required if the other 1s not acceptable.
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HON P J ISOLA:

~ I am grateful to the Hon Members for pointing out the drafting

deficiencies in my motion. It is not ususl for s lawyer to be told
by a trade union officiel that he is wrong but, certainly, if he
would like to move, after pararraph L4, the words 'or alternstively',
I think thet would meet the problem, and we would certainly accept
thet. I doubt that the Government would accept anything.

MR SPEAKER:

I will then propose the question which is that the amendment to the
original guestion as moved by the Honourable and Learned Leader of
the Opp051tlon, be further amendegd by the addition of the works 'or

.alternatively', immediately after the words "being agreed" in psra-

graph 4 of the amendment to the originsl guestion. Now does eny
Member wish to speak on the amendment to the amendment?

MAJOR R J PELIZA: . ’

. Well I think I would like to speak on the emendment, on the small

amendment because I think it is importent end I can cover ground;
more directly by directing myself st these two points which I think
are very relevant. I think, in fzet, it is great kindness on the
part of my friend Mr Bossano and the Leader o the Opposition. to
have almost given the alternative to the Government to find a way
out of the dead end thet they have cornered themselves into. But

I can see why not, Mr Speaker. I think .thet ithey would rather go

to an election than disclose what is contained in the Reports
becsuse if they were to disclose waal ic contained in the Reports,
perhaps literally, they woulé be hanging themselves. I, Mr Speaker,
discovered at the time of the supplementzry estimates thst there was
another Report of which we have heard nothing esbout.. It just eppesars
there as a vote for £20,000 and when I enguired the Chief Minister
said that this was another report on the report ihat they had had,
that this was one commissicned by the Government itself. It is an
ongoing report bui, of course, we will let you see it before the
debete. I was wonderirg when we were going to see it, but about two

: deys ago I was told thet it was possible to po the the Govermment

Secretarist and there have a look at the report. As soon as I
entered I was asked to remember that it was confidential end could
not be quoted. Quite honestly, ¥r Spesker, I just,could not swsllow
thet. I had been swallowing guite & number of reports so far, ell
of which.I thought were fairy tales.

IR SPEAKER:

with due respect to the Honoursble iember, will you listen to me znd
will you pleesse sit dowr. I will tell you why. You will soon be
entitled when you &re desling with the cmendment as moved by the
Honouragble and Learned Leader of the Opposition, to deal with para—
graph 4. A1l that we are dealing now with is whether ‘the words ‘or
alternatlvely' should be inserted betweer paragraph L4 and 5.
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MAJOR R J PELIZA:
Isn't that vhat I am trying . . . .

MR SPEAKER:

No, you are not, with due respect, you are not. That is why I
wented to sdvise you that it would have been better if you had
spoxen whilst we took the amendment to the amendment. We have
£till, and you will be entitled, to deal with paragragph 4 and
paragraph 5 on the amendment as moved by the Honourable and
Lesrned Leader of the Opposition.. All that you should spesk
sbout now.is whether the words 'or slternetively' should be added
or not. However if you want to do so, you are free to do so.

MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Mr Spesker, what I was trying to say 1s that I found it difficult
for the Government to accept either arnd this is what I am trying
to do to make & point that the Government camnot accept this for
the ressons that I am saying. If they disclose the report, Mr
Spesker, then there will be terridle +trouble in that this town
will see and everybody will realise how wrong the Government has
been in accepting commercislisetion when, in fact, the report, in
what I gather, says that thst would not be viable. Therefore, Mr
Spesker, the other elternative 1s whether they will go to an elec-—
tion and we are saying ¢o we sccept one or the other. What I am
saying is that I accept it because I think it is a way out for the
Government, if they really want to take it. They have trapped
themselves and they will find it difficult to follow either one or
the other.

Mr'Speaker then put the cuestion and on a vote being teken the
following Hon Members voted in favour:

The Hon J Bossano

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 following ion Members abstained:

The Yon I Abecasis

The dHon A J Caonepa

The Hon Major T J Dellipieni
The Hon i X Featherstone

The Hon Sir Joshua Hassen
The #Hon J B Perez

The Hon Dr R G Valarino.

The Hon H J Zammitt

The Hen D Hull

The Hon R J Wallace
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The Hon J Bossano's amendment to the amendment wes accordingly
paesed.

Debste continued on the Hon P J Isola's amendment, as amended.

MAJOR R J PELIZA: ,

The Government has very little to say since they have not yet,
since the Chief Minister spoke for the first time, had the
courage to stand up and express their conviction for what they
have done. I think thal should carry on., Hr Speaker, I will
now concentrate on the amendment and therefore I will cover a
l1ittle bit more ground.

MR SPEAKER:
On the amendment you canbe as extensive as you wish, provided

you later on don't wish to repeat yourself.

MAJOR R J PELIZA:

‘'T will do my best not to. I am sure you will call my attention

if ¥ do. As I said before, I wes shocked, Mr Speaker, when I
was told that we were not allowed to disclose the contents of
this report which we ourselves, not ODA,pzid for. We paid

£20,000 for it, perhaps more waen we get the full bhill. Here

‘we are having a debate in which perhaps the most imporiant issue

ever debated at this House has come for debating znd we are
incapable of making use of the informstion thot is availsble in
those reports, not only to meke our srpuments ;ore intelligently
based on the information but, in faet, depriving Gibraltsr as a
whole and also Members of Parliasment of the information that is
contained. in these reportis. I felt so annoyed, Ir Speaker, that

. I think I should put it on record in the House since this is a
- matter that has been raised by other lMembers of the House, lir

Bossano and the Leader of the Oprosition. I wrote letters to
the Chief Ninister there and then and I wes told thet I refused
to read the report because'I wanted to be a free sgent in this
House and be able to speak my mind without -any Torm of inhibition.
My thoughts I had gathered from previous reports, was that it was
not. a viable proposition and therefore I wrote this letter. T am
surprised that, before the éebate on the closure of the Dockyard,
the report commissioned by the Gibrazltzr Government is to remain
contidential and cannot be guoted. As this might irhibit me in
wvhat I may in conscience feel I mipht heve to say publiely, I
coqsider it is in the interest of democrsey and oi Gibreltsr thet
I d&o not reedé it under such conditions. %here is always a valid
resson why renorts should remain conidential in the kind of
closed Goverrment you are leeding. “The Preece, Cardew and Rider
Report on the Electricity Underteking is.a glering example of
such oppressive sttitude to which I so strongly oﬁject. If by
the time of the debate you can finé it possible to do away with
your suppressive attitude, kindly let me know and the informa-
tion it contains may enable my contribution to the debate to be
better informed. That lr Speaker is what I thought. The battle
that I have been wsging for a long time, on the guestion of letting
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people know what is happening, did not start when I went and_wrote
this letter to the Chief Minister. If you look st the records of
this House, I have esked for the reports to be made public and
certainly made available to Members of both Houses of Parlisment.

1 also know thet Mr McQuarrie, the Leader of the Gibraltar Group,
has esked in the House of Commons for the Reports to be made
evailable. The snswer given to him there was that it was up to the
Government of -Gibrelter. The Government of Gibreltar has not seen
it fit to do so. v Speaker, this is rather a terrible situation
for the Government to get itself into, in thet nobody knows, "here
or in England, whether this wonderful packesge deal that the Chiefl
Minister has brought back from the United Kingdom is good or bad.
He thinks it is very good and I hope he has not stuck his neck out
too much, because in his statement he says that this is not only
the best for Gibrelter but it's good in itself. I think now that
he has already said that it is good in itself. Although I ergue
against it now, I do pray that it does work in the interest of
Gibreltar end that it does turn out to be alright. However if it
doesn't, Mr Spesker, and in my view it will not, then the British
Government will turn round to Sir Joshua Hassan and say: "Mr
Chief Minister, you came, you accepted it and you even thought it
wes good in itself.. Not only the best for Gibraltar, but good in
itself". It is very strange that the Chief Minister, who has salways
been known for the evasive way in which he tackles every issue,
should have been so definite on this one, on which all the-Reportis
that I have read prove that there is nothing sbout them at all thet
shows that it is feasible. Yet he goes beyond all those reports and
says: "I know 1ts good in itself, it is the best we can have for
Gibreltar". I don't know why. Is it that he wss seduced .

by the Prime Minister-or.is it that he was coerced politically by
the Prime Minister? She is known to be cepable of doing both.

MR SPEAKER:

I will ask you to withdraw your last words.

MAJOR R J PELIZA: : .

Alright, I withdraw it.
said.
MR SPEAKER:

You have insinuated that the Prime Minister in the‘United
Kingdom is known for seducing peoplg.

I will remind the public gallery .

that zs e basis of democrecy it is right that they should attend

the sittings of ithe House of Astembly. They are here as specta-
tors and not to either make & comment or interrupt the proceedings.
I am sure that it has been done purely out of ignorance or emotional
stress but I would ask them to realise the ressons why we are here.
Yle ere discussing a very important matter and Members must not in
eny namer or form bYe inhibited in carrying out their cuties by the
fact that they are subject to comment or pressures from the Public
Gallery. I will not tolerate it, although I am sure that what has

I can see nothing wrong in what I have

happened has been done without intentlon, but it cannot be tolerated.
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- problem.

MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I was talking, Mr Speaker, in a political sense.

MR SPEAKXER:

Yes, but one must bé very cereful that ithe politicel sense
not have a double meaning.

does

KAJOR R J PELIZA: .

One knows very well Mr Speaker, that no cother interpretation can

be teken. I mean, that would be very far fetched and certeinly

not what I have said. It is a fact that lMrs Thatcher has a very
persuasive personality. There is no question about it. Whether
this is put one way or the other to stress the fact, Mr Speaker,

it is so. That is becsuse, I am working towerds the situation,

and thet is beceuse the ground wss not vrepared, the Chief Minister
found himself cornered end has now cornered @ibraliar. That is the
Gibraltar now being cornered, it is going to be quite a
Job getting out of it unless, as my Hon Friend here has said, we
have a genersal electlon. I hope thet the Chief Minister, out of
what I would consider to be a true political, cemocratic wasy of
sorting things out, does the proper thing. I he wins the
election then of course he can be sure thst Gibrsltar, will then
have to unite behind whatever he may hsve done. As far as I am
concerned, that is that and I shell put my full weight to see thet
his conclusions come to a good solution. Whilst I believe, as I
do, that this cannot lead to the sort of wonderful future thet seems
to be indicated by what one reads in certzin reports, whether there
is going to be as much unemployment as there is now, and, in fact,
that 1t will be even better then it is now in that, Mr Speéker, I
am not so childish as to believe other people. Ferhsps the Chief
Minister has believed when everything points to something different.
Mr Spesker, I have here, the Wall Street Journal end it refers to a
Portuguese Shipyard ending a strike by offering to pay half of un-~
paid wages. The date of the paper is Friday 22né. It is a report
,from Portugal: "Workers striking at the Lisrave Shipyard to protest
‘pay cuts, agree to return to their jobs ir exchange for some back
wages'. They had not been getiinpg wages in the past. "The &,400

. employees and the shipyard owners, Lisneve Esalieros Navel de

Lisboa, agreed on 3 months truce while the compeny seeks financing
to meet the payroll. The workers were promised 505 of the wages
owed to them for Mgy and June, when they were psid only half their
pay. They stopged working three weeks ggo, 2lthough most continued
to show up at the shipyard for days. Tne egreement didén't set
strike pay levels, however the Cozpany posited a L5 million dollar
loss last yeer snd said it can'i.cover it's payroll without finan-
cial help". Thst Mr Sveaker, is Lisnave in Lisborn, 22 July. If

we extend ourselves, I can tell you Trom the same Journel since I
read it not so long ago, the shivrepair yards in Zollend, in Belgium,
in Germany, &ll of them have been cutting down their forces, ell of
them are being subsidised by their resveciive Governments. If we
come nearer, to Cadiz, the situation is not bettver, and if we look
.nearer here we get news in the Telegraph - and I won't reasd it, ¥r
Spesker, because most people have probably reaé it on Monday - that
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they intend to open one here in the Bay. So, surroun@ed by people
who may finish up by working for a rice bowl, we in Gibraltar are
going to try and maintaein the same sort of standard, that we are .
enjoying today, with cominercialisation. I fail to understend hqw
that is going to be possidle. I say, I wish it was true. How is
"it then that we have faced this businass on how prosperous we are
going to be. T haven't scen e sound market research. I haven't
seen &n anelysis of where all the ships that are going through the
Stregits are now going Tor their repairs. The reasons why they are
going for their repairs there, how much they are peying for the
work thet is being done, and what is the degree of satisfaction.
Kothing of this sort has been dene. If somsone hed made that market
research end had brought it te me and said: '"Dook, we cen offer
those ships that go, say, to New York a, b, ¢, d, and therefore I
think it would be more convenient for them Yo come here. Price-wise,
it would be better for them, so I think that we would have & chance
of capturing, say, ten of those, twenty of those, fifty of those ete,
therefore I think that we do have & viable proposition. Furthermore,
as obviously the firms that are now being used, will notice that they
are losing established clients, they are going to react to keep the
business. We can keep all this in reserve and then if they do that,
ve will do this znéd in this wsey we cen go forward". Having said that,
I will sey yes, commercialisation has a chance. But to tell me: " (x)
number of shipe go through the straits of this type or the other type
end I believe that this time we can get so many and the other time
we can get so many and we put them all together and we esre going to
be vieble". That to me Mr Spesker, is very short of being a pipe
dreem and I would not buy it and the proof ¥r Spesker, thst of the
60 firms that were interested, notwithstanding they were getting
good capital, £28m from the British Government and gnaranteed work
of £ilm or £11m is & good mroposition for any busincssman who is
prepered to put in, say, 1C0% of that or 20% of that, it is jolly good,
isn't it because you are geiting twenty million for every two million
¥ou put in, & good proposition, we have not found one. Of the sixty
we vere left with six, of the six three are supposed to-be very small,
of the three left only one was thought to be capsble of doing it. On
commercial grounds it is clear that thet is not the sort of proposi-
tlon ihat any businessmen, unless he has lost his senses, would put
eny money into it, except that they have, for certain, business people
wno may slready have room in Gibralter and were prepared to put in a
bit of money, perhaps out of patrioticism and the fact thsat they are
sore interested perhaps to come outside. There is perhaps a case for
that kind of business in Gibraltar. That kind of business hes got to
be more realistic that all the others because that kind of business
kunows exactly what it is doing, end it is no doubt to sell. My
Speaker, 'I heve had & look st Appledore. The report is silent on
the question of their financial situation. ¥e don't know whai king

i I made 1t & point of finding cut and I have, Mr

of a cempany it is.
Speaker. ¥From the financial statcment for the year 30 September

1982 in its Internstional Directors' Report, Appledore is very much
like an empty shell, very little. Therefore they are nct putting in
any noney. They are getting £300,000 this is all disclosed I am not

disclesing any secrets, £300,000 pounds a year of fees regardless of
whether the company makes money or not. Therefore, Mr Speaker, it

is very simple, the company is very difficult .to understand because
it has a lot of coapanies all over the place and it is very difficult
to understsnd the statement. One thing I can understand and that is
that ‘as regards A & P Appiedore, the approoriate profits carried for-
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'standsrd we have todeay.

ward on the 30 September, 41282 was £257 and 395 pence. This wes
for the whole compeny. I am sorry, £267,395. Thet is a fact.
There sre provisions here ststed. For instance, there sre
£222,000 which could be taxed and which they heve not included
in the sums because they have put aside into &n employees trust
over £300,000 - and by the way, the employees are mestly direc-
tors - which is subject to income tax. Then they would have to
reduce the amount by £222,000. Tpere is &lsc a2 pozsible claw-
back, based on the stoecks, of over £50,000 which again, il they
heve to pey tax, not only would the £50,000 be less, but elso
£400,000, which obviously is stock thet wes not there if one
calculstes 50% tax on that. So, lr Speaker, we look at the
assets, and these are gbout Jjusi over £300,000. They consist of
s lease, cars, of a computer, snd & word processor but that is
book value, Nr Spesker, book value. This means that if we have
to pay st the end of the day there will be no money there. One
can understand thet because it's essentielly, as you might say,

s consultant compeny and that is whet they are supposed to do.

I am not blaming them. They are doing what 1s in their interest
to do but that is not necessarily what is in the interest of
Gibralter. It is rather interesting for the Chief Minister to
sey then, in his Report, that the Eritish Government is putting
its money where its mouth is? The British Governaent is trying
to save money by putting money into commercizlisation so that
they are able to disengsge from the Dockyzrd. I don't know how
the Chief Minister can come to those conclusions. The British
Government, it is guite clear, went to disengsje. They don't
want to pay the £13m a yesr thaet ithey are paying now. Tnerefore,
they believe that it is a good propeosition toc pay £28m plus 4L,
say £40m redundancy money to Gibreliar, not to ihe workers, to
Gibraeltar end that is the end of thst. After ihat we have cert-
ain commitments which are not more or no less ihan the comaiimenti
which I think the Chief Ninister refusecld when nhe hed to chooce,
literally, he had to choose commercizlisstiion. Whal was the
alternative? The alternative, Ir Speaker, as I read {rom that
statement when he talks about budgetary e2id, was that a pistol
was pointed at the Chief Minister: =Bither you take commercial-
isation or there is nothing else. If thers was something else,

I would like the Chief Kinister to tell me what it was. Now what
was the something else. The somethirg else, cbviously, was
Ysupport and sustain'. Tow we cznrot believe, and I am sure the
Chief Minister will agree with me, thet the Britiskh Government

is going to sustain and suppori Zidbralitar to the tune of the

I don't believe thet it will. Therefors
what will they do? They will =&y, "If eight million pounds or ten
miilion pounds is what is reocuired to get things es .they are going
today, that is too much money'. That is whsat we mean Dy budgetary
aid. We know that there are lois of Goverrnment Deparitnents which
sre inflezted, we ¥now thst. iy Gcé, tkhey are foing it in Englend.
#e shell find a few insveciors coning round, having a gocd look
ané making things difficult for everybody becsuse they are just
notv going to pay what we are peying for cur own degertments.
Certeainly they are not geing to pay one nmillion tounds extra to
the Electricity Dewartment. I can tell you that. It is obvious

therefore, thst supvort and sustain wes the other alternative
that the Chief Ninister hed becsuse he prebebly was told: ‘vie are

closing the Dockyard willy nilly aznd either btake ihis or lesve it
tut otherwise that is that'. This is where 1 ihink the Chiefl
Minister went wrong. Well I thirk he went wrong at the beginning,
I thiwt it wenl wrong because he never united und mebilised
Gibraltar which is what was fitting. BRBesieslly it is this, when
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we needed a Churchill we got a Chamberlain. That is the position
of Gibreltar today. The Chief Minister lacked the coursge- to

do so and I hope I cen give him some today so that he does go to

an election becsuse this is the only way that matters can be

put right. I do hope that he gets thet courage to do it. He

did not heve the courage to say: "“Well that is not the way that

I zrm poing to see this problem. It's most unfair to Gibreltar to
put it in the position that you are putting ne now¥. If that is

the csse, I am going to openly say so. I am golng to say:
'‘Commercialisation is not a vieble proposition, &s far as I know
from the reports that I have, that I have paid for myself, end as
for the other alternative thet you give me, I don't think it is frir
that that is the position that the people of Gibresltar should be put
into after giving so many years of loysl service to Her Majesty's
Dockyerd. This, of course, was there, Mr Spesker, let us look back’
to how the whole thing started. In June 4961 the White Paper came '
out snd seid that, well, maybe some day it would happen. Chatham -
nhad the closure date for 1984, Glbralter wes more or less indefin-
itely until they found a vieble proposition. Then in November, .
through & guestion in the House of Commoris, the Goverrment of :
Gioraltar got to know that Gibraltar wes closing in 1983. That is
the way that we got to know about it. There was consternation and
incredulity, to use words that were used by the Government in ‘those
desys. Quite rightly, becsuse that is certainly not the way to treat
Gibrsltsr and I certainly would never have stood for that.  VWhat do
we do after thaet. Immedistely Members of Parliasment, on their own,
took it up. I, of course, immediately sterted writing. I can
sesure the Chief Minister.that I must have writien over two thousand
letters. The point is that immediately the Members of Parlisment
started putting up esrly dzy motions. I can read one, which I think
is perheps very interesting, by Patrick Cormack and Keith Speed, who
neke it guite clear in their amendment that they did not want the
Dockyard to close. They put it as follows: YThat this House deplores
the proposels to close the Gibralter Dockyard and after the out-’
standing loyelty dEisplsyed by the people of Gibraltar under years of
Spanish blockade and cslls upon Her ifajesty's Government to recon-
sider its decision, in view of the strategic importance of Gibralter
end of the effects on employment which the closure will have'. That
was the time, ir Spvesker, to have followed the whole mstter up. I
have said it time and time again in this House. I said it every time
thet I possibly could edge & word:in: YLleis meke the Gibralter
Tourist Office into a centre of information for Gibrslter. Lets get
Kembers of Perlisment reslly interested. TLets have a leaflet pub-
lisned”. The rerly I gothere, which I think was very mean, weas:

'Ye wents a Job in the UK'. I have plenty to do, lir Spesker, in the
U¥. 1 do not need to do that. However, I think that it is very very
szd that we should have missed thaet opportiunity because I am sure
that if we had dcre that then snd if we had pursued it, unitedé as we
é¢id the Nationglity Act, today we would not be facing the terrible
situation that we are likely to face. We lost that, Mr Spesker, and
the most we éid weas then in Merch 1982 when we wrote a memorandum,
on wnich we have been telking earlier today, to the Secretary of
State to whick, I personally, have not seen & reply. I do not know
whether there wes ever a reply. It shows the state of affeirs that
apperently nothing hepvened. If there was a reply, the people who
signed it - and certainly I didén't get to know - &nd if there was no
reply, nothing wss done to get it. I would like to read the import-
ent paresgravh of thet nmemorsndum becsuse it was not just to extend
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the time of the Dockyard. I will read it, it is number 186:
Uyore specifically, we ask that the closure and the action pre-
paratory thereto be deferred end that a continuing programme of
neaval work be provided until such time as CGibreltsr has hed a
fair and reasonable chence to identify, and in consultastion with
the British Government, estiablish a viable economic eliernative.

. We camnot suggest & precise period of extension because we cannoi

know how much time would be reguired to echieve this objective.
We must however meke it cleer that We cre not seeking deferment --
for its own seke or for any indefinite period. Indeed we are
advised that if and when it is established that a commercial
repair yard would be feasible znd viable, it would not be in
Gibraltar's interest to delay & vhased transition unduly". I
certainly agree. Nothing would I like to see more than for
Gibraltar to become economically independent. Thet would almost
be Gibraltarian sovereignty. That is what it would be but do
you believe that the Spanish Government, for one moment, is going
to sllow that 1o happen when that is tentamount to their losing
their cleim to Gibreltsr unless they use force. Whilst Britain
is involved with Gibrsltar there ere overriding matiers of west-
ern defence that we have seen before and, in Tfact, it s stated
in the Lisbon Agreement that the Lisbon Lgreement was in interest
of Western defence and sll the rest of it. There might bes other
nationsl interests whilst Britein is a party and has got the
purse strings. I think the Spsniards have &z hope thet, perhaps.
one day, they will force CGibraltarians to negotiate. In fact, I
will resd a letter that I sent to Mrs Thatcher last Sunday which
I would like to read with your indulgence,. because I think it is
important enough to have it recorded in-our Hansard.

MR SPEAXER:

If it is relevant then most certeinly.
/4

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA:

Yes it is, Mr Spesker. I will read the letter because there I
will quote what I was going to sdy. It is the 24th of July and
I managed to get someone on the plane who posted it from London.
"Dear Mrs Thatcher, Nothing is known of the negoiiaticns in pro-
gress but the comings snd goings of HKinisters indicate that,
whilst the decision to close the HFaval Tockysré is unfortunately
not likely to pe reversed, & packege Zezlwitn e commerciasl dock-
yard as its centrepiece is sbout to be Finalised. Your reply <o

a guestion in the Commons on the 9th July, I guote" ~ this is
what she said - "We believe thaet a comiercisl dockysrd provides

the best future for Gibreltesr, points to this. Forgive me if,
unlike you, I fail to understand why z commercial dockyard should
provide the best future feor Gibreltar, narticularly when Mr Lamont,
your Minister for Trade anéd Industry, szié cn the same ésy in
Parliement, znd I quote: It is the Government's view and also

the view of the Corporation thst it ought not ito remsin long

term in ship repair. It is undoubtecly the situation that there
is too much capacity for ship repair, unquote. In none of the
consultants reports pzid by ODA is there informetion based on &
sound merket research giving a detailed analysis of where the
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ships paseing through the Straits, which ere potential customers,
are being repaired .at present, what makes 1t convenient for them
to make use of those Yyards, the cost of the repairs and the
degrees of satisfaction. Nor -is there the counterpart informa-
tion to show that Gibralter will offer them something better than
they-are getting. Nor is there information on the maergins
Gibralter will have on reserve to regain the business gained once

the yards lose their established businessess and react commercial-

ly to regain their lost clients. The £30m or £4Om experiment is
being undertsken on the rough and ready assumption that x number
of ships pass through the Straits and that a sufficient percent-
age of them will be attracted to make the enterprise visble. No
wonder private investors have shown no interest to participate.
It shows that, on & commercial basis, there are no relisble facts
end figures on which to build a repalr yard as the mainstay of
thé blockaded economy of Gibraltar. On the political front, the
situation is even more precarious. " Spain continues to apply
measures to undermine the stability of the economy for which
Britain is responsible under the Constitution. She has been

. doing so since she forced the fish cemmery to close and followed

it up with a multitude of restrictions in the bay, air and border.

They have failed so far because they have been unable to inter-
fere with the conomic base of Gibraltar, the defence spending,
-on which primarily the Dockyerd provides the income with dignity
that gives the community self respect and a livelihood. The
economic ¢onsequences, if the income from the Dockyard is cut,
will raise Spain's hope of winning their economic war. I guote.
from a paper written in Spanish by Senor Antonio Gomez Lopez, =
Spanish Government officisl, in February, 1983, for the Revista
de Economis, and the translation is mine, quote: Britain's will
to negotiate, and therefore to compel the Gibraltarians to nego-
tiate will be made clear. if the announced reduction of British
aid to the Rock, which has been intimated with the possible
closure of the Dockyard, is effectively sufficient in the
measures so tsken, unquote. It is unlikely that Spain, with

. under employed repair yards in Cadiz and an unused one in the
Bay of Gibraltar with thousands of ship repair workers without
jobs in the area, is not going to compete fiercely, with Govern-
ment financial and diplomatic backing, to take away our potential
business. In the light of past experience it would be naive to
think otherwise. I have no Forelgn Office intelligence, from the
consultents' report or other sources, of possible measures the
Spanish Government could take to make the best of the closure of -
the Naval Dockyard nor whether Her Majesty's Government intends
to retalieste by meeting subsidy by subsidy, inducement by induce-
ment or coercion by coercion. Spain is said to have used such
tactics to attract ships from Glbraltar to Ceuta and Algeciras.
In the past, retaliation has been ruled out and substituted by
the support and sustain policy which has given Spain a free hand
with the restrictions. It does make sense both economicelly and
politiceally to retain the Naval Dockysrd for the present, to
phase into it commercial work coupled with the productivity
improvement outlined in the report and to simultaneously encour-~
age new developments and industries planned to be vieble in_a
fully open border situation when Spain, in accepting the Treaty
of Rome, has to respect the rights of the people of Gibraltar.

It would be tragic if you, Prime Minister, the Liberator of the
Falklend Islends were to give comfort, hope and encouragement
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to the Spanish Government to intensify their campalgn to bresk
the.will of the people to remain British. My eleventh hour
attempt to persusde you to re—examine the situation may not
succeed but at least I have the satisfaction of doing hitherto
what is within my power democratically possible as an elected
Member and & Tormer Chief Minister®. I felt, Mr Spesker, that
it was my duty, since the Chief Minister had in no way consulted
the Opposition and in fact having rejected at the last moment
my Hon Friend, the Leader of the Opposition, who has been bend-
ing backwerds all the time to try and act jointly with him -
certainly at his politcal expense, I could say that. - At the
1ast moment when he was going to see Mrs Thatcher he was told
he could not go notwithstending that a few hours before he had
been invited to do so.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

If T may, I would like to say that the Hon Member should kmow
better. The Leader of the Opposition has been acguainted of
the situatlon by the Governor and I hope he will be able to say
that that was not the way it happened.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

No doubt, Mr Speaker, my Hon Friend has got the last words and
he can expand on that. All'T can say is that, to my knowledgse,
this has happened and it is very, very regrettable that the
Leader of the Opposition was not there because perhaps, in
counsel with the Leader of the Opposition himself, it might
have been possible to find another formula other than the take
it or leave it one with which he was presented. I think that
this is lack of considerable statesmanship.on the part of the
Chief Minister who has been in office for nearly thirtéen years.
I think that there is only one explenation, ‘that it is both the
mental and physical fatigue of being in Government for so long. .
I cennot think of other explanations for such a behaviour, Mr
Speaker. This is. why I.think it is so important that an elecx
tion should be held as soon as.possible. The Lesader, Mr Spesker,
of the AACR, Chief Minister for many years, has finally led-
Gibraltar to the cliff. All that remsins is for him to tell the
people to jump. If they do as he says, as they have been doing
up to now, I think that will be the end of our community. For
his seke, Mr Speaker, I hope that that doesn't heppen. I think
it would be a good ldea if there was an election and I have
reasons to tell him because the fact remains that we sre in the
most eritical situation that we have ever found ourselves in.

Mr Spesker, I therefore have no hesitation in commending and
supporting the amendment to the motion in the name of my Hon
Friend. I do not myself think that any of those points are
incompatible. In no way are they incompatible, lr Speaker,
because, I think, we deplore lack of consultation which I do
not think even the Chief Minister can say, he might have a
reason for not having done it but, certainly he cannot say that
there were consultations. He may have a reason but he has not
given it. That is the tragedy, that this Government does things
without glving any explenations. He may have very good reasonse
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I would like to hear why he has not consulted the Opposition
when, in the first place, he said he would. To suggest that
bringing the motion to this House is consultation, no. He is
asking us to-give him a rubber stamp. He thinks that the
Opposition is & rubber stamp. I think that obviously he knows:
that thet is not the case. That, Mr Spesker, there is an
obligation on the part of the British Government there is no
doGbt. That we welcome & deferment, yes I hope that it will
give time if we are elected, if there is an election. Although
we cannot meke enough noise outside to persuade the Government
to change their minds, well, perhaps we stend a chénce to try.
and get those reports made public. Perhaps even now, if the
Members of Parliament were to know what the consensus of the
reports, when read by intelligent persons, really is, Mr Spesker,
perhaps they will realise that Gibraltar is not getting a good
deal at all. Finally, Mr Speaker, I think that it is very much
called for for the Government, at this juncture, to go to the -
pecople and find out if they are in agreement. This is a demo-
cracy, as I said before, and I would be the first one, Mr
Speaker, to support the action of the Government then.

HON A.J CANEPA:

Mr Spesker, I am going to be very brief at this stege because.
there are Just a few points on the amendment which I have made
a note of and which I want to reply to end mlsp in respect of
the intervention of the Hon Major Peliza. In the first place,
1t is not correct to say that there was an invitetion to the
Leader of the Opposition to accompany the Chier Minister to see
the Prime Minister. What there was talk about and what the
Leader of the Oppositlion was asked sbout was whether he would
be sgble, if the Chief Ministier invited him, to accompany the-
Chlef Minister to see the Forelgn Secretesry, not the Prime
Minister. The question of the Frime Minister had not arisen at -
that stage. .

HON P J ISOLA:

If the Hon Member will give way. The only two people who can
give evidence on what has haeppened is myself and the Administra-
tive Secretary who telephoned me at 7 o'cloek at night on
Tuesday 21st-June, asn hour and a half before I sent my own
letter to the Chief Minister in reply. What I was told, and I
hope Hon Members will accept what I say, was that the Chief
Minister had enquired whether I would be prepared to go to
Tondon with the delegetion the following week. I was not told
who we would be seeing, absolutely right,there. Then I told the
Administrative Secretary that I would have to consult with my
colleagues. I consulted with my colleagues and they said that

on a matter as important as this, despite the current controversy,
on letter-writing, I should go., I telephoned Mr Pitaluga at about
helf past seven that Tuesday evening and told him that I accepted

the invitation to go to London, whereupon he told me: '"We will
see you In London next Tuesday" - beceuse he was golng off for a
dinner - and I said: "“Yes, I am not quite sure whether the
invitation will stand once the Chief Minister gets my letter".
That is what happened and I am sure the Administrative Secretary
will be able to confirm.
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HON A J CANEPA:

I do nof dispute that for one moment. That is his version of &

- telephone conversation but it does not alter the point that I am

making. It was not in respect of a visil to the Prime Minister,
it was in respect of a visit to see the Secretmry of State for

_ Foreign Affairs. -The situation subsequently altered completely-'

Mr Spesker, the Opposition in Gibraltsr are much more involved
in, up to & point, the business of Government in respect of

the reports that we mske avasileble to them. Far more are they
involved here in the House and they get far more informstion
than what the Opposition get in the United XKingdom. I have not
& shadow of doubt that the Opposition would. never get to see the
kind of reports that have been made available here in Gibraltar
to the Opposition recently. I don't know whether there is any
point, in any case, because according to Major Peliza, he said
that he had not seen a.sound market resesrch. Either he doesn't
know what he has seen, and he should if he has read the report,
or, I don't know. BSurely the reports that he got were .« « .+ .

HON MAJOR R J .PELIZA:
Will the Minister give way.

HON A J .CANEPA:

I will finish in a moment. The reports that he got were the
consultants reports, Coopers and Lybrand. He got that and he
got a report by A R Belch and Associsles. These reports con-
tain a market research. Then, he doesn't know what a market
research is, I am sorry to tell him. Moreover, in the evalus-
tion of the proposals of the potentisl operators, the consult-
ants also looked at the mabket research of all of these opera-
tors and that is why, in fact, the consultants recommended the
requirement for naval work in the initial years, precisely to
help in the question of viability. I will give way now to the
Hon Member if he so wishes. ;

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

First of all I would like to tell the Minister that the best
way of resolving this argument is by making the reports public
to start with. Secondly, I suspect that a lot of what is in
the reports is just a lot of words which need not be there.

The important thing where sre the ships being repsired now,
why, at what cost? What is the degree of satisfactiony of
those, how many can we attract and then if we do how can we
compete once the feared competition stasrts from the established

* yards? There is nothing like that in the reports, nothing at .

all.
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HON A J CANEPA:

" . Appledore, in the market research which they conducted, had to
analyse those factors. I think that what the Opposition are
trying to do is to throw a genersal alr of despondency. Despite
the question mark sbout viability, sbout which I shall have more
to say in my intervention on the substantive motion, the fact of
the matter is,.and the Opposition have chosen to lgnore this,
that the consultants and even Mr Casey, the consultant we
commissioned out of taxpsyers money for the £20,000 report, that
the Hon Member has referred to, even Mr Casey recommends
commercialisation and the sooner the better.

_HON P J ISOLA:

If the Hon Member will give way.

HON A J GANEPA:.

No, I won't give way.

MR SPEAKER:

No, with respect, you will have  the right to reply. Perhaps
this would be a convenient time to recess for approximately
twenty minutes for tesa. . .

t The House recéssed at 5.30 pha -

The House resumed at 6.00 pm.

MR SPEAKER:

I will remind the House that we are still on the amendmént as
moved by the Hon and Learned the Leader of the Opposition and
that any Member.who has- not spoken to the gquestion is free to
do so. Do I take it that there are no contributors to the
question before the House? I will then call on the Hon and
Leerned the Leader of the Opposition to reply.

HON P J ISOLA:

Mr Speeker, I am surprised that no Government Minister has
replied in substance to what has been said on this side of the
House in support of the amendment proposed. No explanation has
been given by the Hon and Learned Chlef Minister for the lack
of consultation there has been., No indication has been given

as to whether the Governmenit will mccept the amendment proposed.
I suppose that the reason for this is the anxiety of the Govern-
ment to finish this debate, get it over with and also, I suppose,
the desire of Government Ministers to speask on the substance of
wha t I have said, 2nd what my Hon and Gallant Friend hes said,
afterwards in the genersl debate when we will not be able to
reply to what 1s said in argument. This, Mr Speaker, only

[y
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. recomnend that commercislisdtion should be accepted,

-serves to highlight the inadequacy of the process that has been

thrust upon this House by the Hon and Learned Chief Minister and
his Government in celling this process theat we ere going through
consultation. It appears that I am to say what I feel on the
motion, I am to give my reasons as to why this side of the House
disggrees with the motion, I am to suggest amendments to this
House to the motion proposed by the Hon and Learneé Chief
Minister and I am not to be eble to answer the rescons that the
Hon and Learned Chief Minister will give why he is rejecting
this motion, if he is, until the end of the debate. That, to
me, shows very clearly indeed that the Gibraltar Government is
thrusting this agreement down the throats of this Housfg without
any meaningful discussion. I think that is e matter of great
regret. Mr Spesker, the only point of substance or the only
point that appears to have been raised, and strangely enough by
the Minister for Economic Development, has been on the guestion
of the recommendations of the consultants, all of whom have said:
"Accept commercialisation". At leest one of tliose reports was
there on his table, he had seen the report, when during the
budget he expressed serious doubts gbout viability and when the
Hon Major Dellipisni sasid: "The Naval Dockyard is just not
vigble". It was there when the Hon Financial and Development

" 'Secretary sald that he hed serious doubts about the econonmy

generally as a result of the closure of the Dockyerd. What has
happened, Mr Speaker? Is it that Government thinking has been
exactly like that of the consultant, that it is a question of

teke it or leave it? 7You take commercielisation, whether it is

vlable or not, because we are going to close the Dockyerd and ~

that is 1t. That is why the Government is acccpting commercial-
isation? Thet 1is the only interpretation I can put to the
remarks made the Minister for Economic Development because, in
the absence of publishing, as we seek in our iendment, the con-
tents of the consultants reports, people cannot see or will not
realise or will not appreciamte how misleeding the liinistér for
Economic Development end Trade has been in saying that they all
Of course
they do, because it is better to have a commercielisation going
for Wwo or three yesrs with British Goverhment help and financial
asslstance than have a closed Dockyard. That is basically whst
they say and if thet is not what they say, .publish the report
and let people make their own judgement. That is the problem.
The, problem is that the Government, Kr Speaker, because it has
gone it alone, because it has mede its own conclusions and not
sought the assistance of anybody else in Gibraltsr and not
formed a Gibraltar view on the metter, has not stuck to its
original guns, on which it has had all party support, that the
British Government stated in the Defence White Paper that if
they wented or if they decided to close tne Nevel Dockysrd they
would give consideration, in consultation with the Gibraltar
Government, of alternative weys of supporting and sustaining
Gibraltar. When you talk of supporting and sustsining Gibraltar,
in the context of a Naval Dockyard which' is the oese of the ’
economy, you are telking, Mr Speaker, of a very big alternstive.
Mot Jjust one that is thrust upon us becuase either you take it
or you take the consequences of a closed Dockyard. I-am amazed
that there has been no real response from the Government benches
to the serious criticism that has been levelleé at the egreement
end incorporated in the form of an smendment to the motion, pre-
cise;y lo allow discussion on the mutter, precicely to allow
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full discussion on the metter and to ensgble me to reply to what
the Chief Minister has to say to it but which I will not not be
able to do unless we can think up another smendment. We cannot
because he has the last word. He just stays sitiing down, MNr
Speaker, and at the end of the debate he has his say and then
he will report back to London: ' "We have had full consultation
with all the parties in the House of Assembly but, inciredibly
enough they have not sgreed with the deal that we have made".
That is the pity, Mr Speasker, and 1t is a tragedy because the.
question of the commercialisation of the Dockyard, the issue of
commercialisation is the biggest issue that we have had to face
in Gibraltar, in sheer economic terms, after the. Spanish economic
blockade in 1964 and their closure of the frontier and the effects
all that had on the economy then. I just cannot see, Mr Spesker,
how, having regard to what the Chief Minister sald on the 22nd
February, 1983, he has not risen to explain to the House on my
amendment why he has had no:consultation with this side of the
House. We have not, Mr Spesker, even been told that the Govern-~
ment is going to oppose the amendment. We make the assumption
because it would seem to me gquite incredible that they should
‘vote for the amendment without the Chief- Minister at least
getting up and saying why they sare voting for the amendment.
So the situsation is, Mr Spesgker, that the process of consultation
.15 even worse than that envisaged by the. Hon and Learned Chief

Minister. .

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

If the Hon Member will give way. I propose, according to Stand-
ing Orders, as. leader of the House to conduct the business in
the way I want. He cannot, as Leader of the Opposition, tell

me how I should run my business. He can run his own in the way
he wants to and meke as many replies as possible but we are the
privileged ones because weé are -the Government and it will be
conducted in the way I think best. All the matters that have
“been raised will be answered in their proper time, not with

- gnother smendment and another amendment., We will be here until.
midnight tonight- and get on with the business and leave gll

this nonsense. The Leader of the Opposition well knows that no-
body, no decent Government, could accept that asmendment asking
us to go tothe country or to do this or that. These are only
tactics and I want to show them for what they are, tactics. I
willl not fell into the trap of giving him more and more material.
He can do that ‘with a1l the other amendments. I give him notice
now that all the amendments he or any of his Members bring will
be voted upon agsinst if there is no merit in them, as in this

. one, and no discussion will be taken.

HON P J ISOLA:

Mr Spesker, the threat of sitting until midnight, I don't know
why that is made necessgry. I don't know whether that hes any-
thing to do with the fact that certain Governmént Ministers
want to get away from Gibraltar soon but I think, Mr Spesaker,
it is extraordinary.
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HON CHIEF MINISTER:
In the days of Major Peliza we used to sit here until midnight.

MR SPEAKER:

‘AOrder, order.

HON P J ISOLA:

I don't waent to prolong proceedings more than is necessary, Mr
Spesker, and I see no reasons really for moving any more amend-
ments. " I think we have moved a comprehensive amendment to the .
motion, that puts our position c¢lesrly. It is amazing, Mr

.8pesker, I cannot say anything else, that the Hon and Learned

Chief Minister should assure this House on the 22nd February:
"We want full consultation, we want full discussion", and he
comes to this House and for the first time in my experience,

Mr Spesker, on’'a debate -of this importance where inevitably
there had to be an amendment to a Government motion on a big
issue which is not agreed to by the Opposition, where it is
inevitable that an amendment is moved, that the Government does
not reply to it even. It shows the contempt with which the Hon
and Leerned Chief Minister deals with this House. It is not
the first time he has shown this, Mr Spesker. It is not the
first time he has shown this, since we have had this problem
since June 1983 when he refused to even tell the House what !
had been going on in London. He refused even to tell us that
the British Government had said that they would close the Naval

" Dockyard and we have had to get that information from the Prime

Minister in the answers she has given in Parliament. We have
had to get that informetion from Baroness Young, writing to
MP's. We have had to get that information from the Foreign
Secretary’ 8 letter to me, but from the Chief Minister we have
not had a Scrap of information znd that, Mr Speaker, is treat- -
ing this House with scant courtesy. Here ve have got an amend-
ed motion in whieh I thought my contribution was argued reason-
ably I thought I put the points that had worried us and they are
serious points. We are not going to be bamboozled into accept-
ing a situation just like that snd I would have thought they
merited some reply, if not from the Chief Minister, from another
senior Government Minister. That, Mr Speczker, is the essence

‘of democracy, argue and discuss. The Chief Minister himself

said on the 22 February. that it would be terrible to make a
decision as big as the Navel Dockyerd and its future without
some attempt at agreement between both sides of the House. He
himself is the flrst one who refuses to follow that procedure.
I have to remark on it because the person who is employing
tectics is not the Leader of the Opposition, who has put an
amendment to the motion showing his discontent. The person
who is employing tactics is the Hon and Lesrned Chief Minister
himself, who wants to speak only at the end when nobody can
answer him end not in the middle of this debate when I would
have had an opportunity to do so if his arguments merited
reply. I am sure they would have merited some reply and I
would have had an opportunity, Mr Speaker, to reply to him.
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Now it seems that he will have the last say,. he will meke his . HON P J ISOLA:
speech, nobody will be able to reply to him because of the pro~ ,

cedures of this House. Is it beihg suggested, Mr Speaker, that : I will spesk to the Chair, Mr Spesker, I thought I was looking
because they have a majority and they have a Government then . at you when I said of course. That is the reality. Mr Speaker,
they need not telk, they need not explein, they just vote us : there i1e nothing we can do sbout this obviously becsuse of the
out of existence? Is that the consultation that he has had with rules of the House. However it is a matter for great regret,
the Prime Minister? Is that what Mr Stewart meant when he said Mr Speaker, that the Government has decided to consult the House
in the House of Commons tThat the Hon and Learned Chief Minister . in the way that they have done and further has deliberately
was proposing s motion to the House that sfternoon to get approv- . stopped debate across the floor by deciding not to speak on the
al? Is that whaet the Minister for Economic Development thinks : amended motion and therefore eliminating any possibility of their
of consultation and approval, that they need not reply, they need arguments being demolished. It looks as if the debate must go
not say a word, they just vote us out of existence? Well, feir from this House to outside this House, Mr Spesker. It is a pity
enough, if that is the view. it has to be that way. Mr Speaker, I commend the amendment to

: : the Houss. ’
HON CHIEF MINISTER: ) : .

) MR SPEAKER:

If the Hon Member will give way. This is a harangue in reply to . .
a motion that has not been discussed and he is having the whole 7 . Is a division wanted?
way. If he has sterted that wasy he will get more resistance
becnuse he camnot have the floor all the time. He is frustrated, °
I know the Leader of the Opposition for so long, well, not so .o ‘ HON P J ISOILA:
long, but anyhow.for a while, and he carries onh saying the same
thing and the same thing and we are not prepered to put up with Could I ask, Mr Speaker, if we could take clauses 1, 2, L and 5
it, as simple ms that. together and 3 separately on a division? I think we should

vote separstely on: ‘'welcomes the deferment of the closure of

) the Dockyard for one year'.
HON P J ISOILA: -

Yes, Mr Speeker, I am coming to the end end may I say that. at . MR SPEAKER: ‘
least I have got the Hon and Learned Chief Minister-to say some- ’
thing in answer, if only in anger. At least 'we got him to say Most certainly, as I mentioned at the beginning of this debate
something. ) t on the smendment, we can most certeinly take two votes.
. " ¢
HON CHIEF MINISTER: " ' T Mr Speaker put the question on the terms of the Hon P J Isola's
o amendment and on a division being teken on persgraphs 1, 2, L

I am just saying that you are keeping the floor gll the time. and 5, the following Hon Members voted in Ffavour:
That is all you do. - ] .

The Hon J Bossano |
The FHon A J Haynes

MR SPEAKER: o , ' The Hon P J Isola
. ) . The Hon A T Loddo
Order. : . ) ) The Hon Major R J Peliza

The Hon G T Restano
The Hon W T Scott
HON P J ISOLA:

. The following Hon Members voted ageinst:
There he goes again. Mr Spesker, I do not think I should give

way anyway, should I, because the Hon and Lesrned Chief Minister The Hon I Abecasis
has had an opportunity to reply which he has declined, of course. The Hon A J Canepa
3 The Hon Major F J Dellipiani
. . The Hon M XK Featherstone
MR SPEAKER: . The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan
. - The Hon J B Perez
Will you speak to the Chair. The Hon Dr R G Valarino

The Hon H J Zammitt
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The following Hon Members abstained:

The Hon D Hull
The Hon R J Wallace

Paragrephs 1, 2, 4 and 5 of the amendment were accordingly .
defeated. . ]

On a division being taken on paragraph 3 of the Hon P J Isola's
amendment, the following Hon Members voted in favour:

The Hon J Bossano

The Hon A J Haynes

The Hon P J Isola

The Hon A T Lodde )
The Hon Major R J Peliza
The Hon G T Restano

The Hon W T Scott

The.following Hon Members voted against:

The Hon I Abecasis 1

The Hon A J Canepa . .
The Hon Major ¥ J Dellipiani }
The Hon M K Festherstone

The Hon Sir Joshus Hassan

The Hon J B Perez !
Thé Hon Dr R & Valarino . .

The Hon H J Zammitt

The following Hon Members ebstained:
The Hon D Hull
The Hon 'R J Wellace

Parsgraph 3 of the smendment was accordingly defeated.

MR SPEAKER:

We have now the original motion as moved by the Hon and Learned
the Chief Minister to which, of course, the Chief Minister, Mr
Isola and Mr Bosseno have spoken. Are there any other contributors?

HON M K FEATHERSTONE:

¥r Spesker, I do not want to make very much comment on either
the Hon Mr Isola's speech or the demagoguery of the Hon Major
Peliza except to comment for the Hon Mr Isola‘'s information
that, of course, in this motion, which is a Government motion,
the Chief Minister will have the right to be the last speaker.
I would remind the Hon Mr Isola that over the past three years .
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we have had quite a number of motions emanating from Mr Isols
and he has had the privilege of being the last speaker and I
feel thet « « « «

HON P J ISOLA:

Can the Hon-Member give way, I am not complaining sbout that at
all. Let me assure the Minister that I szm not complaining about
that. Mr complaint is not that he has got the lest word, of
course he has the last word. My complaint is that.he has not
spoken to the amendment. I do not deny him the last word, of
course he has got the last word, I cznnot deny it. .

HON M X FEATHERSTONE:

I understood it that the complaint of the Hon Nember was that
the Chief Minister would say & number of things in winding up
to which the Hon Mr Isolas would not be sble to meke eny reply..
As Tor the Hon Msjor Peliza, he seems to be very hot under the ’
collar about reports which are Government reports and are con-
fidential but I think, if my memory serves me right, he was not
so hot under the collar when the Opposition to him,. when he was
Chief Minister requested a sight of the Béeching Report and
they were not even gllowed to see it even under the agreement
of confidentiality at all. It was just denied to them. So,
sometimes it 1s the pot celling the kettle bleck. 8ir, I ssid
in February that the British Government had gore a long way down.
the road towards closure of dockyards in consorence with their
new defence policy. They had stated that they were closing
Chatham Dockyard, they were all but closing Portsmouth -and that
Gibralter wes also on the list. I said szt the time that I did
not see that there was very great hope in this situstion being
changed but that I was in agreement that once sgain we should
knock at the door to see if we could get some change in the
decision that the Glbraltar Dockyard would close and that one
would hope we might have a successful result. Well, Sir, we
did knock at the door and unfortunately the answer was still the
same, the Gibralter Dockyard had to close and we were more or
.less told that the date was going to be at the end of December,

.. 1983. We were told at the time that the British Government was

willing to give generous help if we were willing to accept
commereialisation and that this help would be basically in three
forms. The first was thet & certain asmount of money would be

put in to refurbish the Dockyard and dbring it up to modern
standards. The second was that a sum of money would be avail-
able to help any new operator in the first two or three yesrs

to underwrite losses and the third would be a measure of defin-
ite work from naval shipping so thet there wes a chence for the
new operator to start with a modicum of work already in his
books. Sir, commercislisation, according to lr Rossano initially
and now apparently from the Hon Major Feliza, is.going to fail.

I would ask why? I have read the consultesnts' reports. I have
not seen anywhere that it states.definitely that commercialisa-
tion is doomed ‘to fail. Even the latest reports of our own
consultants, which the Hon Major Peliza apperently did not want
-to read but knows what it is all sbout, does not.say it is doomed
to fail. It is as stated in + . . .
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HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Would the Hon Member give way. Well, it was Just a remark that
I had not seen it. I was just referring to what other Members
who had seen it said in the Eouse. By the way, on the Beeching
Report, I mipght as well clear that. As far as I can remember
the Beeching Report was to ithe Governor. He came to see produc-—-
tivity generelly for lhe Dockyard. It was not within the res-
pon51bllity of the Chief Minister to release it or not.

HON M X FEATHERSTONE:

I didn't know the Chief Minister had such little power in those
.days. Anyway, as I said, the Hon Major Peliza says that it is
not viable on hearsay which, doubtless, he has got from the

¥embers who have read the report. I would wonder whether they
have reed it properly beceuse, the way that I read it, it seens

to me that not only is commerclalisation recommended but it is 7

stated that it will be vianble. Perhaps not in the time schedule
envisaged by Appledore who were, if anything, rather optimistic.
However, that it was doomed to failure was not what I understood.

HON J BOSSANO: K

Would the Hon Member give way. If the Hon Member has said that
what Mr Casey said was not that it was doomed to failure but
that it would not work on the time schedule suggested by Apple-~
dore, I take it that the time schedule has not been changed.

!

HON ¥ K FEATHERSTONE:

Yes, there has been a change in the time schedule because of the*
years'! deferment.

HON J BOSSANO:

They are going to start a year.later. Is Appledore saying that
they expect to attein visbility in eight years instead of four
now?

HON M X FEATHERSTONE:

Ro, 8ir, I sm not saying that. Some years back, Sir, Singapore
found itself in a similar situation. The RBritish Government at
the time was cutting. down defence in the South-East Asis area
and one of the things that they determined to do was to close
down the Dockyard at Singapore. Vhat d4id the Singaporeans do
about it? Dia they immediately say: 'All this is the end of
the world, tihere is nothing we cen do' Commercialisation was
offered to them but Gid they say it wag non~viable? They saigd
'No, we will accept comzercialisation. We will see that it is
8 succees. We will rise to the occasion. We will make it work!.
I wonder if the people of Gibraltar cannot copy their Asian
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counterparts and do exactly the same. I feel sure that the :
people of Gibraltar can rise to the occaslon, that we cen make :
it & success, that we can produce the work. The skills of the
Gibralterian workers are well known. They have been proved .
time and time agein. We can meke commercielisation a success !
because commercigslisation basically will be successful if we .
can produce the goods, and I am sure we can. Of course one is ;
unhappy to see the comfortable niche of & naval dockyard e¢conomy
disappear. Yet some would claim that a dockyard economy was a
menifestation of British coloniglism at its worst, in which the
best jobs were reserved for importados, the best housing was
reserved for importados, locals were to be kept in their place,
they were to be subservient . . . .

" HON P.J ISOLA:

Wasn't that GLP/AACR thought . . . .

MR SFEAKER:

Have you given way?

HON M XK FEATHERSTONE:

No, I have not given way, Sir. I listened very patiently to the

Hon Major Pelize end the Hon Leader of the  Opposition and I did

not interrupt them once. They had, I think, a very good saying.

They each spoke for at least one hour, I think there were no
interruptions to any extent from this side at all and I hope the

same courtesy can be given to speakers from this side. It is =& .
pity that they don't alwaye observe the rules of the House as -
much as’ they say that we should observe them. Sir, as I said,

some people would have said that a Naval Dockyard was British
colonialism at it worst. Well, that is obviously something .

that could be debatable but now we have a chance to stand on

our own feet. .Now we have a chance, as far es any netion can;

to determine our own future, Obv1ously outside fectors can

influence us but a great deal is left to us. r Bossano says

that the motion that we have put forward is unacceptsble. He

does not say what he would accept. Thet, of course, is one of

the things that he has got tucked sway in his briefcase like

his plans for the economic salvation of Gibralter that we have
heard at budget time from yezr to year.

HON J BOSSANO:

I suppose he is not giving way to me either.

HON M K FEATHERSTONE:

I will give way to you, Mr Bossano.
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HON J BOSSANO:

Mr Spesker, I have put several motions on the subject in this
House, which the Hon Member has voted against., That is why I
do not accept his and he has not accepted mine. I live in a
democracy and I accept he has got the right to vote against
mine but he cannot say I have not made any proposals, I have
and he has defeated them. '

HON M K FEATHERSTONE:

Well, he has not said at this juncture what he is willing to
accept. In view of the latest situation that the British
Government has, stated most firmly and most unequivocally that
the Dockyard would sooner or later have to close, perhaps he
might have said: "“Well, I would have accepted eighteen months
or two years". If his only solution was the continuation of
the Dockyerd as such, I think that he is gbendoning his normal
logicel approach and I think yesterday he spoke less from his
usual platform of logic and more from a platform of emotion.
Perhaps the situation is thst he knows that election deys are
coming near and he prefers to play a little bit to the gallery
and to the electorate than-use his usual cold logie and approach
to the situatlon. I think the Hon Mr Bossanoc should read his
early English history and learn a litile from King Canute. This
King showed his followers that, come what may, you cannot stem
the inevitable flow of the tide and todey the tide of British
defence is flowing inwards in such a way that, perhaps unfortune
ately, 'sand castles of dockyards at Chatham, Portsmouth and
lamentably Gibralter are going to be washed awsy. There is not
very much that we can do about stopping the flow of the tide.
We have tried. Friends in Parliasment have asked about it. To
all the answer has been the same: British defence policy and
strategy is such that Dockyards have to close, amongst them
Gibraltar. Yet Gibraltar has, time after time, been offered
considerable assistance in seeking an alternative, which assist-
ance has not been offered to places like Chatham and Portsmouth
where they have just had to tske their chance and go on to the
mounting numbers of unemployed in Britain. We have tried to
ameliorate the decision and see what we could do to turn a
difficult situation into what could be considered the best of

a bad job. Against the odds, our negotiators have got an exten-
sion of one year for the Dockyard. That slone is worth some
£13m from the Eritish Government, so it is not %too bad as a
start. Then I would comment that this year's extensicn was not
the initial step. The first step they offered us was only a six
month's extension and they considered that that was very gener-
ous. However when Mr Ian Stewart came out here, Ministers put
forward very forcibly the Gidbraltar viewpoint and I think in all
modesly we can say that Mr Stewart was impressed, went back and
fought Gibreltar's case with his Cabinet colleagues for an
improvement over the six months and we have got the one year
extension. What is the deal that we have got? If you do not
want to call it a deal you can call it a package. Apart from
the Dockyerd extension, we have obtained what was already on the
table, the £28m to refurbish the Dockyard into & modern dockyard
and to cover losses over the first two years. We have also got
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an increased order book and it is very pleasant, I should think,
for any operator to stert a new business withdan order book .
which for the first three years was LOfi to 507 full. The amoun
of business envisaged in the Dockyard per annum is somewhere
around £9m to £10m of work and that over three years is some
£30m. Furthermore, if you have got £44m already on the orderth
Yook, in fact, more than £44m becsuse Work on sma%l craft to e
tune of £im to £1m per year is elso going to be added, then you
have got your order book half full. I t@at is not a pretty
good step towards initial viability I wonder then what is. One
of the points that was very strongly brought up by Ministers in
Gibraltar was that the guestion of the Dockyard closing and
being replaced by commercialisation was not sufficient, that
what was needed was & strong look at the whole economic struc-

_ture of Gibreltar and that what was required was more, so that

nomy of Gibraltar as a whole could become more viable.
;ﬁi :%gonggst effort in this was seen to be in the question of
land. . Therefore the British Government were pressed that areas
of land, especially those bordering the seafront, should become
availasble to Gibraltar so that they could be developed and
improve the economy, especially the tourist economy, of' Glbraltar.

. The British Government has mcceded to ihis. They have agreed

that a long area of Queensway, starting from the Dockyar@
Technical College, soon to be called the Glbraltsr Technical
College, all the way to the north gate of the Dockyard, sbould

be handed over as soon as possible to the Goverpment of Gibrsaltar.
Under normal circumstances the move of such entities as the MOD
stores in that area and the NAAFI would have had ?o be pa%d,?cr
by the Gibraltar Government because the woD's attitude is! Well,
we will do our best to help you. We will move from one area to
‘another but of course this is going to cost a_lo? of money in
reprovisioning and you should pay it'. In this instance the
British Government are going to pay it. I do not know how that
can be quantified in exact terms but I would say that is worth
another £5m to £410m to us. This is one more gain that our
negotiators have got for us. They have glso.offered a long

piece of land from Engineer Battery, taking 1n_the whole of
Rosia Bay, right the wey down %o the Western side of the Nuffield
pool as and when we have need for developlng it. This, I think
puts back into the hands of the people of'Glbra}tar~a gregt
majority of the seaboard littoral, .something vhich is basically
of vital import to Gibraltar if we are going to improve our
tourist imege. One of the most importent things, I think, if
you are going to attract tourists, is thgt you cen offgr them a
sen frontage. This up to now has been something in which we
nave been sadly lacking but which in the future we shou;d be

able to improve upon very considersbly. OF coursq_we will have
to look for developers but developers will come. Ve have already
the compenies that were considering developmgnt on the East Side.
I am sure that now that the Queensway erea will become available,
they will look to that eree alse and we can have considersble

_ hopes that something definite may come ressonably soon. In the

meantime, my Department is looking at the'areas concerned, are
seeing what they can do to bring out possible schemes so that
when developers come along some ideas of whet Gibrgltar would
like to see can be put to them. Our future must hinge therefore
on these two main features. An active Dockyard working commer-
cially can, as I said before, be a viable solution. It may take
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e little longer than perhaps one would like but there is the
opinion in some quarters that it is often better to start a
business at the bdbottom of a recession because then the only

way you can go is up. If you start at the top of a boom, you
may in the first yesr do very well and then suddenly fLind

your business falling sway. One of the things I would comment
to, I think, the Hon Mr Isola or it might have been the Hon
Major Peliza, I confuse the two sometimes they speak so much
one c¢annot remember all of it, is on the question of Appledore.
No, it was the Hon Major Peliza. Appledore are coming in as,
basicelly, employees of the Gibraltar Government. They are
going to be the managers of the Gibraltar Ship Repair Company
which will be a Government owned entity. One does not normally
expect the person you put in .as a mansger to put in equity
although once the situation has got itself going then sometimes
you do offer managers the opportunity to take equity. But it is
no good coming out with the story that, having looked up the
accounts of Appledore, they are just a shell compeny. They are
naturally a shell company in some aspects because it is their
job to employ the correct persons as and when they need them.
They do rot need to have a staff of 500 extra sitting doing
nothing if there is no work for them. When their requirements
are such that they have a job to menage somewhere then they will
employ the people concerned. They have got considerable expert-
ise in this field. They have been sugcessful in other areas and
I cannot see why they cannot be successful in Gibralter, given
the goodwill of the people and the workforce of* Gibraltar to
help them. Just to recap, what have we got? We have got the
Dockyard area itself belng hended over free of charge. That
alone is reelly something. We have got £28m for refurbishing
and for starting off the company operations for the first two
yesrs. We have got £1lm of work promised on larger ships. We
have got £4m to &im of work promised on a continuing basis, even
alter the first three years, on smaller ships. We have got the
- move, at British Government expense, of their properties in the
Queensway area to some other esrea, something which will cost at
least £5m end which will give a £illip to the building industry.
All in ell, I think that this is not a bad deal. I'think thet
we owe &8 .considersble amount to our negotistors, especially Sir
Joshuz and Mr Caneps, the Minister for Economic Development,

who have been st the forefront together with their officisls.

I think we can say that we heve had a successful outcome after
many weeks, even months, of herd and nerve-racking negotiations.
It has not been easy but we have won through. I would support
the motion wholehesrtedly. .

HON A T LODDO:

Vr Speaker, I am neither an ecoromist nor a lawyer so perhaps
you will forgive me if my analysis tends to be over-simplistics.

I will stert with the packsge. IIf you take away all the padding,
the guestion I ask myselfl is what have we got today that we did-

not have two years ago? What we have today is one year's exten- .

sion, I would prefer to call it stay of execution; &£3m extra of
naval work and the r elease of certain MOD lands. That is what I
believe we have today that we did not have ‘two years esgo. The
£28m and all the rest, we had. I will desl with the year's stay
of execution a little leter. As to the £3m, in thece days of °
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economies I do not wish to sound ungreteful, but those £3m will
go over three years. I am worried ebout after the three years,
not just the three years. I will not be blinded by the three
yesrs. It is very good to start a business with 50% orders but
when you expect that business to be the mainstay of your economy
for evermore or for the foreseesble future then I think £3m
becomes a mere drop in the ccesn. As to MOD land, N¥r Speeker,

it strikes me that the.British Government must have been really
concerned to get theé Dockyerd off its hands because this is the
first time that I can ever remember the British Government
releasing land and buildings free and being prepared to move
somewhere else at their own expense. Mr Speaker, today in this
House I ‘feel genuinely cheated. For two years we have been
tending a sick patient and his condition was so serious that in
Februsry of this year the Government promised us consultation.

We would consult on the state of the patient and how we would go
gbout trying to get him better. Well, for me, Mr Speaker, con-
sultation is very much the seame as the interpretation put on by
Lord Bishopston. Yesterday in the House of Lords he said:
“Consultation is telling the people whet you have in mind, ask-
ing their views and being prepsred to modify your plan'. Mr
Speaker, I do not believe we have .had consultztion over our
petient. What we have here today is a post mortem. Our patient,
Mr Spesker, is dead and the purpose of this debate, the wey I

see it, is to get him buried with as little ceremony as possible
and as guickly as possible. Mr Speaker, for me this debate is a
very good exercise in parlismentery procedure but no more. This
debate presents me with & fait accompli. However, I am not pre-~
pared to put a rubber stamp on it. ir Spesker, if I feel cheated
I think the people of Gibraltar today Teel defrauded. This issue
of the Dockyard has been so big that is has gone beyond party
loyalty and certainly beyond any one personal politician's scope.
I belleve that the people of Gibraltar would have preferred to
have seen a united front on this issue as we have been advocating
from the very beginning. I also believe, Mr Speeker, that we are
not doing Gibraltar any good by squabbling here todey and I do
not think we, as leaders of Gibralter, are doing ourselves any’
good. However, let there be no mistake about it, the responsibil-
ity for this state of affairs is not for lack of trying on this
side of the House. Mr Spesker, I know I em not allowed to guote
from any of the reports I have read. I read one the day before
yesterday which was also very confidential. %When I reed it I had

* the similar impression that my Hon Friend Mr Bossano got. I did

not find anything so confidentisl end I, in fact, asked the
person who gave me the report to read, why 211 the fuss when we
were going to discuss it openly here a day or so later? However,
lir Speeker, in none of the reports I have seen have I been given
proof that a commercial repeir yesrd is viable. '%e see the state
of ship repair yards in ihe lediterranean and in the Duteh and
Belgien yards and it is not an encouraging scenerio. Mr Spesker,
in ite commitment to the people of Gibreltar to sustain and
support, the British Government pledged itself to provide us
with a viable economic elternative once the Dockyerd closed. Mr
Spegker, I do not believe we have & viable economic alternative
in a ship repsir yard. Ship repeir yasrds are in the doldrums
everywhere. A lot of emphssis has been put on the cooperation
of the labour force and I think everybody will agree -that it is
essential but it is not the be 8ll and the end all. With ull the
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good will in the world and with all the cooperation in the world,
if there is no work or if our efforts are frustrated by our
friends across the way, then vhat, Mr Speaker? What -is at the
end of five years? It 1s not commercially viable and Appledore
says: '"Well, enough is enough. This is a business after all,

I am sorry, there is no more I can do. I heve done my best for
you and I am sway". Mr Speaker, Spain has not been sble to
bring us to our knees because we have. had a Naval Dockyard. Our
economy has been stable and they could not interfere with it but
they will. The last thing Spein wants to do is see us economic~-
ally viable and Spain can wait, Mr Speasker. She has been waiting
for 279 years. She can wait another five. She is very good st
waiting. They do not call her the 'land of mgfiana' for nothing.
Mr Spesker, today it seems to me, and in fact I think it has
being confirmed, that the British Government has, like the God-
father, made us an offer we camnot refuse. We have been given

a choice, Hobson's choice, and one of the things that worry me,,
and there are many things thet worry me although I know it does
not seem to worry. the Hon Mr Featherstone, is that Appledore is
not prepared to put a penny into the venture. If their. .
prognostications sre so good and if they ere so convinced that
this thing is goihg to work, if I were them I would be dying to
put £1m in. However, Mr Spesker, although I em not happy at all
gbout the commercial ship repsir yard I am equally not inclined
to- go along with a death or glory charge. That was alright for
Balaclava: and Lord Tennyson, it mekes very pleasant reading, but
I do not think it is for us. The only bright spot in all this,
Mr Speaker, for me is that we have one year in which, Mr Spesker,
we should still try to get a commitment from the British Govern-
ment that if at the end of the day the commercial yard needs to
be propped up, not because of lack of cooperation from the work-
{'erce bubt becsuse the work is not there, the British Government
will honour its pledge to maintain, sustain and support
Givraltar by sending work our way. I believe that the workers
of Gibraltar, the skilled workers of Gibraltar are equal to any
worker anywhere in the world and I do not believe that the
worker in Gibraltar is afraid of work. The proof of it is that -
when workers leave Gibraltar and go overseas they always do very
well and they are always very highly regarded. Gibraltarian
craftsmen are veryhighly regarded everywhere. The workers of
Gibraltar are not afraid of work. I believe the workers of
Gibraltar are afraid of not heving eny work. Mr Speaker, I
believe that we have, that one last chance. We will not reverse
the closure, I believed this for a long time and I said it here,
that the closure of the Dockyard wes coming. I said it in the
last debate in the House. I believe that this year that we have
got should be made full use of to try and get a commitment  from
the British Government that if a commerciel yard cannot continue

through no fault of our own we will be undersritten. Thank you,
Mr Spesker.
HON A J CANEPA: - .

Mr Spesker, before I get myself involved in the more contrsaver-
sial aspects of this debate, I want to say that for well over
2 months now, Ministers and Officials of the Government have
been engaged in a very careful, detsiled and exhaustive study
of the proposals for commercialisation of the Dockyard. HKany
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end very lengthy documents and reports have had to be analysed
in great depth and many long hours of discussions spent in
meetings over a number of weeks, particularly. in the days lead-
ing up to the formulation of the view, of a Government view, of
the issues raised. The Officiels, in particular the. Financisal
end Development Secretary, the Administrative Secretary, and the

. Economic Adviser, have also spent many more months of hard work

o

I

involving a lot of trouble and travel to the UK as part of the
Project Study Team. I want to teke the opportunity to publicly
thank them for all their selfless dedication to what has been a
very hard task indeed. Since this will be his last meeting of
the House before he retires, I want to single out Reg Wallace -

. about his retirement, no doubt the Chief Minister and other

members will spesk in due course -~ and to say how grateful we
all of us are to the great wisdom that has characterised his
advice to Ministers and for the extent to which he has identi-
fied himself with the cause of Gibrelter at a1l times., That he
was able to keep going at all in spite of perscnal tradegy, .
spesks for itself. Now Sir, I am going to dedicate the first
part of my intervention to dealing with some of the matters that
have been raised in the debate, before I go on to deal with the -
wider economic aspects of- the deal which we have agreed to with
the British Government. ILet me say thst, begimning with the
Honourable Mr Bossano, who spoke yesterday evening, I consider
that his reaction was entirely predictable and, indeed, I can .
say that I share his sentiments. How could his resaction have
been otherwise, having regerd to the stand which he has teken -
on the matter, having regerd to the basis of his own political
standing and. support within Gibraltar. We musi not forget
either, those who would bring him down if only they could. The
reaction from the official Opposition has slso been totally
predictable. Of course, the point has been mazde at length that
the package is not enough, that it is not good enough. This is
the kind of thing that we have been hearing from the Opposition
for some time., It is a consistent attitiude on their part and -
that is the privilege of an Opposition. ZLong may they continde
to enjoy that privilege. What they haven't said, of course, is
what is the alternative. We must find an slternative but what
is that alternative. Of course, they are not able to. say. The
point has been made that we would have been better served by
going it together, by conducting the kind of public relations
exercise which was so successful on the question of Nationality.
In the first place, I honestly believe that the Leader of the
Opposition forfeited his right to consultstion when hHe unilater-
ally decided, in order to seek political glory perhaps, to try
to steal the thunder from the Chief Minister, when he decided
and wrote his 650 letters to the Members of Parlisment. So much
for going it together. Now, would we have got, in fact, a better
package if we had gone in it together? Having seen et close hand
how matters heve developed, I have no doubt that the answer is no.
The impression that I got last month in London, when we also had
the opportunity to speak to many Members of Parliament, was that
already many lMembers of.Parliesment were regarding the offer of
Her Majesty's Government, as it was emerging then, as generous.
Certainly as compared to Chatham, for instance. Of course, there
has been now, particularly yesterday, much more clear evidence
of the concern, on the part of lembers of Parliament, that work
which was wanted at home- was coming to Gibralitar. The whole

252,



guestion of constituency interests has been very much to the
fore. I recall that, even before then, Mr Neville Trotter, who
over the years has been & very good frlend of Gibraltar, never-
theless of course had to put his own political future and the
vhe interests of his constituents first. Well before any state—
ments were made in Parliament, he was complaining ebout the fact
that work was going to be provided for:.a commercial yard in
Gibralter which was badly needed in Tynemouth, which he repre-
‘sents, where there is great unemployment. Yesterday in the
House of Commons, a number of members of Parliament posed a
series of supplementary questions to Mr Ian Stewart and I think
that some of them are worth quoting. For instance, Mr Duffy
asked the Minister: "Will the £1lm worth of royal fleet
auxiliary orders be sent to Glbraltar at the expense of British
yards, notably Tyneside"? again, notice.- The Minister replied,
he said, "£il4m worth of royasl fleet auxiliary work over three
years will be underteken in Gibraltar, at the expense of

British dockyards or British shipysrds'. IMr Gordon Brown elso
expressed concern on this matter and again I think it is worth .
quoting, Mr Spesker: "“Will the Minister guarantee that no jobs '
will be lost at Rosyth  Dockyard in the refitting of royal
fleet auxiliary or other vessels? Is he aware that Rosyth is
in a constituency, parts of which have some of the worst unemploy-
ment rates in Europe?" The Honourable Leader of the Opposition,
I think, made reference to Mr Tom Dalyell, apparently well known
socielist and hardly a friend of Gibraltar, one would imagine.

Mr Delyell said: ‘'Am I not justified in thirking that this.
package is extremely generous to the Gibraltarians?" and so on
Mr Spesker. I think it is importent to say this because it
builds up a picture where I think that the kind of public rela-
tions exercise that was so successful on the question of British
nationality just ien't feasible. It just simply is"not on.. The
background, the sympathy just isn't there because we are tsking
away something from ihem whereas in the case of British national-
ity that was not the case. We were not taking anything sway from
the British people. They were just giving us something which
they could well afford to give and which they wanted to give.
-Something, in any case, which we had prior to the.amendments to
the Netionality Act. I think, having regard to the big major-
ity which the Government has in the House of Commons, that any
prospect of a revolt along the lines of what happened two years
ago almost to the day, simply is not on. e have seen the
resction of the Chairman of the British Gibralter Group, 'broadly
welcoming the Proposals. There is one other thing that I should
mention as well. What sbout public opinion outside Parliament?
Would thst be well disposed toweards Gibraltar getting an even
better deal? What gbout the attitude of the Trsde Unions in the
United Kingdom? I think there has been a lack of real support
on their part. There hess been no action taken by the Trade
Unions in the UK, in spite of the fact thet many of the Trade
Unions in Gibreltar sre affilisted to them and are branches of
those Unions. Plenty of wards but no real action, no resal °
support. Why, because they have not really been prepared to
take action on behelf of their own members in the United Xingdom.
Nothing hes happened to stop the closure at Chatham. Nothing
has happened to try and ameliorate the run down in Portsmouth.
That has been the bzckground, therefore, which we must never
lose sight of in considering what we have obtained. The other
reason why I think we would not have got a better desl is thet

e
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it has become abundently clear that there was a.nced for one
Government to negotliate and bargain with another Government, It
was hardly a matter for Members oprosite who, not having the
burden of responsibility and hsving no constitutional suthority
as we in the Government do, would not have been gble to react
with the necessary ‘decisiveness. I feel the negotiations would
have been bogged dm because there would have been a need for
the Leader of the Oppostion to be constantly working ad refer-
endum to his other colleagues because the extent of their
involvement would never have been as great as in the case of .
Ministers, who have been fully involved. He would have had to
satisfy-the Honourable Major Peliza who doesn't even believe
that the closure of the Dockysrd is a foregone conclusion. He
would have had to satisfy MNr Resteno and, increasingly of late,
Mr Haynes as well. What sbout the need of confidentiality in
all these negotiations? Would the Opposition, who are not
bound by any constitutional obligastion, have abided by this
requirement of confidentiality or would everything have been
conducted under an impossible public glare? I am sure Her
Majesty's Government could not heve brooked this for cne moment,
having regard moreso to the subsequent resction that there has
been from some Members of Parliament. At the end of it =211, I
think, less would have been achieveé but then, of course, they
could have claimed the credit for it as they did with the
nationelity success. Ultimately, Mr Spesker, it boils down to
this. Whether the Opposition like 1t or not - and they clearly
don't, particularly the Honouresble Mr Isola - the fact of the
matter is that it has been the team~work, the know how, the
tenacity of Ministers and Officials together vith the prestige
and understanding which Sir Joshus clearly enjoys in London -
and I have been a witness to that ~ which has made it possible
to achieve what has been achieved. -Mr Isola this afternoon
asked,’ because the Chief Minister hes not included a very

. erucial paragreph about continuing support for our economy, how
. had the statement been put together. Well I can tell him? Half
“of it was put together as .a result of very long telephone calls

from London to & typist in Secretériat who wss typing it here
whilst we were in the UK. The rest of .it was beging drafted on
the plane on the way back yesterdey morning sné had to be put
together in great haste in the afterncon. 1In the light of that,
I think, that a paragraph should have escaped our attention when
we never had sn opportunity to study the 27 or 26 pages in
detail, is not unexpected. lr Isola cast out sbout the pros-
pects Tor development of the sites that we have obtained. He
likened them to what has happened to the Command Educstion
Centre. Well, there isn't a parallel. The Command Educsation
Centre is a rather difficult site in the centre of town on
which we have put very serious planning constraints on purpose
beceuse the project has & conservation character,

Naturally, in the present circumstances, thet has not
encouraged developers. It is, I would agree, the kind of pro-
ject which was the subject of the publie participation exercise
lest year. It was very much with an eye to an open frontier.
‘We have put serious plsnning constreints. If we had allowed a
developer to demolish thet and make proposals for office
accommodation, for instance, another Gibraltar Heights, I am
sure that there would have been plenty of developers, even under
the present circumstances, interested. lMoreso witn the expan-
slon of Gibralter as a Finance Centre and the dirth of office
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accommodation that there is, as we have seen in the Developm?nt and
Planning Commission where we are getting 9onstantly app}icatlons
for change of use from residential to office accommodation. He
mentioned the Diversification Study. I honestly do not know
whether Mr Isola does not have a good memory or whether sccuracy
46 not one of his attributes. - I honestly think that he should !
read the report of the Diversification Study again because this v
Report did not exsmine development opportunities in the context A
of the release of prime sites held by the MOD. That just didn't
come ‘into their terms of reference at sll. ILet me inform the
Honourable Member that funds are being made availeble for the
multi-storey cesr-park project at Casemates. I have, only this
morning, had the opportunity to see a letter from the prospec-—
tive developers to the Lend Boerd answering a number of gues-—
tiones that we have put to them. This is one of the matters on
which assurances gre being given. One of the major constraints
with Casemates and with Engineer Battery has been the MOD and

the lack of flexibility which we have had all along: the
requirement to reprovide. seven Married Quarters, then
down to five.according to certain standards. [That has not been
easy. It is a wonder that we have the interest, in the first
place, that we did when the cost of reprovisioning waes estimated
at something over a gquarter million pounds which, in a project

of four or five million ‘could seriously put into Jjeopardy the
viability of such a project. We are having problems of the
Viaduct Causeway where the MOD are being diffcult. This has

been a constantly recurring theme, usually over trivialities -
but the sum totel of it all has been protracted delays. Offici-
8ls are moving now becuase the orders have come from No.10 snd
when that Lady gives an instruction the Civil Servants jump to
it. The sites that we ‘are getting are better. They don't have
the seme constraints of others. They are bigger and they are
better situated. Doubts have naturally been cast sbout Appledore. .
I think that the Honourable Leader of the Opposition asked, or
was it Major Peliza, how we could stick closely to them, in spite
of the doubts cast by the Consultants, and not look at the other
proposals for the use of the Dockyard. iWhy has not the Leader

of the Opposition or the EHonourable Major Peliza said what the
Consultants told the Opposition about those. other proposals. I
leave it up to sny of the other Honourable Members of the Opposi-
tion who were present at the Presentation tec tell this House.
what was said by Coopers and Lybrand, Ross Belch and Associates
about the other proposals for use of the Dockyard facilities.
Sir, the deferment of closure for one year effectively means

that we now have 17 months to plan, to begin to adjust and main-
tain the closest contact with the MOD on the dland ‘issue in our
mutual interests. Deferment will avoid the suddenness of the
unemployment impact which would have had a much more damaging
effect, especially since the revenue effects are automatic.’

For instance, with the collection or the non-collection of PAYE,
the loss of revenue would have had an immediste effect on the
Government's income. Hopefully now, moreso if there are some
voluntary redundancies once the state of redundancy has been
declared, deferment could reduce the structural unemployment
effect. In this respect, we will aslso have more time to agree
with the Unions on employment strategy in Government Departments
in order to create some job opportunities, as the Chief Minister
mentioned in his statement. Naturally, we would have preferred
more time, but not as a blind demand expecting a continuation of
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the Naval Dockysard for ever. Sooner or later, whether for
defence review, economy or technological ressons, it would
close. Invariably, and worse still, the Dockyarc would have
been run down further in terms of labour and assets, as has

in fact happened over the last decade. It is difficult to

say when the timing of the closure is right. The key probably
lies in providing Gibraltar with the necessary opportunities

to develop a real economy. The one year deferment will not do
this but it will mark a beginning, a new emphasis on our policy
for economic development which requires that priority needs
should move away from the concept of the 'Defence' economy
towards a4 real and more permenent economy. In other words, the.
Gibreltar economy will no longer be entirely subservient to
Defence considerations, a&s has been the case in the past. For
the first time in our history, I think that.the transition will
begin from an artificial economy to a more natural economy.
Commercialisation is going to change the structure of the
economy. At present sbout £ of our national income -is derived
from fixed export earnings, mainly Defence expenditure. With - .
the closure of the Dockyerd this will be reversed and spprox-
imately % of our national income will be dependent on the
varieble export earnings from tourism, commercial ship repair,
the port, and finance centre activities. ' In other words, as
the Publlc Sector diminishes and dies so the Private Sector
will grow. This has to be secured and it has to be develoged,
in other words, we have to diversify. We can only do this with
the release of MOD lands. You may well ask: "Why hasn't it
been done before?" This has been mainly because the Defence’
economy. has retained a stranglehold on lénd, particularly én
Gibraltar's prime development sites. Mr Speaker, Guring the
course of my contribution to the debate held last February
gbout. the need to reconcile the needs of the Nzval Base with

. those of the economy, T have this to say, I quote from bpage

84 of Hansard: "What we cannot =sllow, Ir Speeker, indefinitely,
is the continuation of the state of affairs, that anyone will
witness if he looks down, for instance, from Blesk House on the
Nuffield Pool, on the vast area that there is between the
Nuffield Pool and the Western Seafront. A huge erea for a
select few. That cennot be allowed to continue. Niether can

. we have a few select expatriate families at the Rosias Swimming

Club with a few local c¢ivil service families who have also been

' * gble to become members enjoying that Bay, Rosia Bay, which has

got great touristic and economic potentiel. This is something
which we ere going to have to very seriously lock at'. I also
said: "Once this small matter of the transfer of dockyard
assets has been sorted out, I have no doubt thet we shall have
to look very carefully at, and step up our demands for, the
transfer of MOD land. Whet I =sid then, lMr Spesker, and what
has happened since has cleerly underlined@ the remerkable con-
sistency of approach and outlook on the pert of the Gibraltar
Government towards this crucial issue. Now the situation will
start to chenge. /e have two prime sites on offer, Rosia and
Queensway. Perhaps where I made a misteke then was thet, in
fact, the whole process has been accelerated. Perhaps in
February I did not think that we would have stepped up our
demands by July of this yeer, thinking that we would do so
later in the Autumn. We have broken the ice. It.is, in my

_view, perheps only the beginning but a very significant advance

and we must now really spare no efforts to attrect the right
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developers for the right development. Wo already have sketch
plens ready. We know of interested partles and we shall push

for early release. A word of wsrning, Mr Speaker. In the
release of these sites there is no guid pro quo. This is not &
_question of a small sacrifice to sell us the commercialisation
project. Again, what I have first said gbout my thinking that
perhaps the whole issue would come later and that there was no
simultaneous linkasge of the Dockyard snd the release of ilhese
sites, I think applies as well. I think the time came last
month, Mr Speaker, for us to press for 21l the land that we
needed. This must be the continuing policy f'or the future

except where it can be shown thet it is not possible, on
essential ~ and I underline the word essential - Defence grounds.
Back in 1970, if I may reminisce for a moment, our Party initi-
ated a concept: the philosophy of the right to our land. I was
myself deeply involved in that thinking with Aurelio Montegriffo
and with the then Young AACR. It was, perhaps, initially a
response against Spain. A response to tell all, including
Britain perhaps, that the most important element in the dispute
over Gibraltar was the oneness .of the people and the territory

of Gibreltar. If not de jure then certainly de facto, Gibreltar
end its territory belongs to the people of Gibraltar. Today, I
think that this concept takes on a new and g more practical added
dimension. It has been manifestly accepted in London that land
can no longer be held for the privileged purposes of a few when
in reality it is needed to keep Gibrelter going, to keep the
. Gibreltarians here, housed here, working here, fed here and ready
to keep Spain out. We have reached a cross-roads, & point where
it has been recognised that the MOD cannot both close the Dock-
yard and continue to have & social club on a prime site on the
Western Seafront vhen Gibraltar reouires some form of econonic
activity there. Mr Spesker, turning now to the commercialisa-
tioh project itself, it has to be sald that it does nol seem to
offer real prospects of viability in the short term. It will

not £ill the gep in the economy created by the closure of the
Navsl Dockyard end in fact we move towerds commercialisation
knowing this end accepting it. You are not pulling the wool

over anybody s eyes. All the more reason why we have to estab-
lish the conditions for the economy as a whole to diversify end
to be in a strong enough position to counter the ineviteble
. ¢cyclicel fortunes to which it will be increasingly exposed. .This
is what requires unity of purpose in the future. Just.ass we are
fighting and succeeding in obtaining as much land as we need, so
shall we slso insist on obtaining the conditions and the safe-
guards which we need to allow the economy the flexibility it
requires. Firstly, one ‘area where we need to move guickly is to
demand a faster resppraisal of the EEC problem. The problem

that will be posed on Spanish accession. Our cese for a special
status is overwhelming end it will have to be won. As Honourable
Yembers know this matter is currently being very actively re-
activated with a visit of a.number of F.GC.0. Officials who are’
well versed on the EEC and who have held a number of meetings
with political parties and other insitutions over the last Tew
days. Secondly, Mr Specker, the onus is on Her Majesty's
Government to continue standing firm sgainst Spain znd bring
about & 1lifting of all restrictions. That onus now becomes
greater. Thirdly, as I-have said before, the MOD cannot continue
stifling our prospects for diversificetion. Not just the Lands
guestion but elso these other tiresome constraints on development
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projects that I have spoken sbout. Mr Spesker, let me etress
that the Consultants recommendation that we accept commercismlisa-~
tion has been looked at very critically. Essentially commercial-
isation arises, not as an slternetive amongst others, but as the
only alternative, since something is surely better than nothing
at gll. For this reason, the cost benefit analysis of the con-
sultants has to be seen as a qualified assessment. They conclude
in this cost benefiit analysis, thet it shows that commercialisa-
tion is desirable. However, this is only because there are no
other alternatives. The support which has been offered by Her
Majesty's Government on capital investment etec, on naval work,
and on-future economic assistance does however provide a mejor
imput towards viability end repairing the new yards to meet
competitive pressures in the.future. Because of this, we must
try and mske a success of the project. The risks and the
difficulties are there. They are not to be minimised. Major
changes in management and working practices are required but
there are also opportunities. There are opportunities for
Gibraltarians to prove their worth, to bresk the MOD barriers to

yrromotion and career advencement end the chence, however 4iffi-

cult, to try and make the yard profitable., It is a tall order,
yes, but let us not be ashamed of working for our future. A
future over which we will now exercise more control despite the
increased exposure to international market forces to which we
shall be subject. We are also conscious of the role which
Appledore will have to perform. They were clearly the best
choice but let them not think that they can move in comfortably
or complacently. Let them not think that they are geing to
emulate the MOD in a new modern style. They will be mansgers
of the yard. They will have to deliver, as will undoubtedly
those working there, but they have no claim to anything else but
earning their due. Now if we do our best and, through no fault
of ours, as the Honourable Mr Tony Loddo was saying, the Govern-
ment, Appledore, -the workforce or the yard, in spite of all
those efforts, does not breask through into viability, I think
we shall have just cause. I believe there is already recogni-
tion by Her Majesty's Government, as is clear from Mr Stewarts
statement in the House of Commons yesterday, for futher support.
I think, Mr Speeker, that it is a statement worth .quoting again
in the context of what I am saying beceuse this is a very sign-
ificant statement. I think that 1t is as significant as the

. emergence of the policy of sustain and support when the border

closed in 1969. The statement which Mr Stewart made yesterday,
seen against the background of the inevitable closure of the
Dockyard at the end of 1984, I think is as significant and
offers the kind of prospects for hope for the future of Gibraltar
that support and sustain has done in the last 15 years. Mr
Stewart said: 'if there are eny further difficulties for the
Gibraltar economy, Her Majesty's Government would be prepared,
in line with the policy of supporting Gibralter during the pres-
ent border restrictions, to look at the whole economic and
budgetary situation with a view to considering whether, and if
so what, further measures of support might be necessary or just-

- ifigble in the circumstances of the time. This is the kind of

thing that we have been fighting for for the last two years when
the Overseas Development Administration have been hinting that,
because the Lisbon Agreement was going to be implemented, and
because we had awry high standaré of living, Gibraltar had no

4
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further requirement for development aid. These are the sort of
assurances which I think should once and for all, if there is still
any doubt, quell any suggestions that there is a plot on the part
of the British Govermnment to sell Gibraltar down the river. I
think, Mr Speaker, that the possibility, therefore, of either more
naval work or increased funding after the third vear is something
which that statement gives us great hopes of fighting for. I think
the sum total of it all is that it is clear that we are not being
ditched by the British Government and we are grateful for that. Let
me warn in advance that, even with the best efforts to smooth the
conversion of the Dockyard into commercial work, it is likely that
the Government of Gibraltar will have to face budgetary
constraints. We will have to look critically at areas of Government
spending where financial resources are more desirable, I would say,
than essential. I say this now because I do not wish to be accused
later that we moved on a particular course without realising the
full consequences. There are areas where savings will have to be
made without further endangering employment levels. Mr Speaker,
when we met the Foreign Secretary on the 29 June I tried to impress
upon him that for commercialisation to be at all acceptable it
would have to form part of a package of measures which would enable
Gibraltar to move away from an artificial economy to a more natural
one. It had to be a package that would include the release of land
held by the MOD as well as assistance towards the diversification
of the economy. I think again that that statement of Mr Stewart
fits in very well with that. A reasonable period of time was
required and the Gibraltar Government wanted to achieve a dignified
posture and had no wish to perpetuate the need for British
Government assistance. Mr Speaker, I firmly believe that what we
have obtained goes a very long way towards what I was asking for.
My comfort in that lies not just in the whole of the deal but, in
particular, in Mr Stewart’s statement at the end of his main
statement. Sir, I believe that the package of measures which were
spelt out in detail by the Chief Minister yesterday, given closure
of the Naval Dockyard, constitute a very significant contribution
on the part of Her Majesty’'s Government towards meeting the
objectives of the Gibraltar Government and to a very considerable
extent, I would say too, the aspirations of the people of
Gibraltar. These commitments enabled me, without hesitation, to
support the motion. I very much hope that we shall all in
Gibraltar, when the sands have rested on this debate as they will,
manage to move and work together to make a success of the
enterprise so that future generations will be able to look back and
affirm that when we were weighed in the balance we were not found
wanting. Thank you Mr Speaker.

HON G T RESTANO:

Mr Speaker, one of the most serious accusations that I have
levelled at the Govermment is that they have not done enough to
try and get the British Govermment to reverse the decision to
close the Dockyard. As I see it, there have only been two
occasions that I know of. One was through the memorandum that was
sent to the British Government and the other was the Chief
Ministers first visit to the Prime Minister. However there was an
approach .that could have been taken a long time ago and that
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approach was the same approach that was taken for the Nationallty
Act. That was a joint approach from Gibraltar, a united approach
by all political parties going to Members of Parliament. It has
been said this afternoon that this was simply not on. Well, I
disagree with that and I will give my reasons, which T don’t think
have really been given by Mr Canepa. On the 10 March my friend,
the Honourable and Learned Leader of the Opposition, and I held a
meeting with the Chief Minister and his Deputy and proposed to
them that we should do precisely this. That is that we should have
a joint approach, write letters to MP’s and to the Prime Minister
as well. This was turned down. This was turned down by the Chief
Minister. Only a few weeks ago my friend again wrote to him and
urged him to have an appeal to Parliament in order to reverse that
decision. Again no response. I do not say that that sort of
strategy would necessarily have been successful but it might have
been successful in the same way as the Nationality Act strategy
was successful, where we sent memoranda after memoranda to the
British Government to try and get them to give us British
nationality. They said no repeatedly and it was only when we had a
Jjoint approach that we finally succeeded. Perhaps, by not having
given the support to this joint venture, the Chief Minister has
done a great disservice to Gibraltar. I think it is a very grave
error of judgement on his part, in the same way as he committed a
grave error of judgement on the 24 hour opening of the frontier
and in the same way as he committed a great error of judgement on
Gonzalez’'s intentions when he thought that he was such a good chap
to open the frontier in the way that he was doing it. This error
of judgment is much more serious because this error of judgement
is in the area where Gibraltar’'s future is very much at stake.
Therefore, you see, when he says in his statement on page 2,
paragraph 6: ‘I hope that the House will also accept that
everything possible has been done by the Gibraltar Government to
argue against closure’, I do not accept that, most certainly not.
I would like to hear from the Chief Minister why he refused to
have an approach to Members of Parliament. I have not vet heard
from him any explanation as to why he was unwilling to have this
approach. Then, of course, Mr Speaker, there is the question of
the lack of consultation with the Opposition. Mr Canepa was saying
in his intervention that there would have been delays if the
Leader of the Opposition had been consulted. Why then did he
agree? Why did the Government agree in February to a motion of the
Chief Minister's which said: ‘This House considers that full
consultation would 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’? Has he consulted?
No. He has ratted on the pledge that he gave this House. Mr
Speaker, on the question of the viability of a commercial vard;
there is, I think, no-one in this House who is qualified to
express the opinion whether the commercial yard is viable or is
not a viable proposition. Therefore one has to call in consultants
and obtain assessments from experts in order to be able to reach a
conclusion. Now those consultants, those reports, have been
forthcoming. We have had some which were perhaps not very
optimistic about the viability of a commercial yard. We had the
presentation of the preferred operators, Messrs A & P Appledore
and theirs, of course, was a rosy picture, but then one would
expect that because they want to operate the vard: But of

course, as has been mentioned before in this debate, they are
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committing no finance to the yard. The Gidbraltar Government
Consultant, of coutse, was ceutious but certainly one of those
Members saild, not once but twice, that he would not put his
money into such a commerciel ysrd. That 1is not very optimistic.
Now the last report, the latest report that we have had, that is
downright pessimistic. It means that for many, many years it is
expected that that yard will not be vieble. Whether one can
honeetly predict how well trends are going to turn in seven or
eight years time, I think, is very -difficult and hardly a posi- |
tion from where to meke a judgement that in 7, 8 or 9 years time
there would be viability. All these reports, Mr Speeker, have
been a closely guarded secret. At the end of this debate, by
Government majority of one, this motion will be passed. I would
like to say at this point that there is the officisl Opposition
and the Oppositlion of the Honourahle Mr Bosszno, the GSLP and
that both the DPBG and the GSLP are voting against this motion.
Between them they represent 545 of the electorate. The Govern-
ment represents 38.6% zs at the last election. Really, we are
having a minority representation taking this great decision
when the mejority ere against. Is the commercial plan really

* visble? We are told, and we have been told over and agein,

that the ship repair merket is in & very depressed condition.
There is over~capacity and that over-capscity is very consider-~
gble. Therefore the competition is very aggressive because
there are a lot of yards and there are not so many ships to be
repaired. Moreover, most ship repeir yards are being subsidised
by Governments and one has to ask whether it is really = viable
proposition.. Mr Canepa wes quoting earlier from the debate we
hed in February and he did, I must say, show, and has shown to-
dsy, quite a different approach. He spoke then~of the potentigl
there is in the closure of the Dockyerd for a catastrophe, not
just an economic catastrophe but a constitutional and a politi-
cel catastrophe for Gibraltar. I think that if that i1s the way
ahead we are heading for cheos and out of that chsos, I do not
know what is going to come. He seems to have changed quite
considerasbly today . « « «.

HON A J CANEPA:

I xnow I was not interrupted for-which I am grateful but I would
be grateful if he were to give way. I think the debate has to
be seen in that context as a whole.. We must not lose sight of wha
whet the Honourable kr Bossano was saying then, when he wes
giving indicetions of Gibreltsr being led Gown a road that the
majority of us did not want to follow. That is why I was saying
that I agree that closure of the Dockyard on its own without
-commercislisstion, without a package on liend and on other aid
"woulé lead to chaos. If we had not got the right firm I think
we would have had & constituticnal crisis. That was one of the
points that we were szble to make. Talk about holding pistols

et people's heads; that is one of the points that we were able
to meke to the British Government and I did not think that they
themselves wanted to go down that particular road either. . I am
grateful to the Honourable lember. ‘
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" Chief Minister is very happy.

., HON G T RESTANO:

ir Spesker, in that debate we were tglking very much about commer-
ciglisstion. It was very much on the cards. It wesn't Just that
it would have been chaos. The Ninister wesn't seying that it would
have been chazos for the closure of the Dockyaré without a commer-
clglisetion programme, that was glresdy included. I can see that
everybody on the Governnment side seems to be very happy with the
deal snd even, for example, the British Government thinks that the
Yesterday in the House of Lords,
Lord Trefgarne seid: "As I have steted, Sir Joshua is entirely
happy apparently with the errangements". So, the Government seems
to be very happy end Sir Joshua spparently is very happy with this
kind of operation which 'is very guestiensbly viable. The problem,
of course, is aggravated, not only by the difficulties in world
wide over-capacity and so on, but by the additional problem of

what wes printed in the Daily Telegrsph on Monday, which was headsd:
"phreat to Scheme for Gibraltar Ship-repsair Yerd". It said ‘A
serious’ threat to the Government's plan to begin converting the

. Naval Dockyard at Gibralter this year into & commercial ship-repair

yard is arising a few miles awsy et Algeciras within sight of the
Rock. Some years ago, the Spanish Government bepan building a
ship-repalr yard there. Vork was halted for lack of money but has
now re-started with the backing of a Portuguese consortium". That
is going to be very difficult competition, Mr Spesker, because if
the Spaniards want, as they always have done, tc ruin as economic-
ally they cen subsidise that yard to such an extent thst 1t would
meke our own Dockyard very difficult to run. I must say that if
it is not viable, it is not because of ihe workforce. The work-
force, I think are splendid in the Dockyzard end I think that the
work that they did during the battle for the Falklands highlighted
how well they cesn work and how well they normally do work. Mr
Speeker, I must egree with the Honourzble }r Carepa in his comments
about a statement made by ¥r Stewsrt. I think it i1s elmost as
important -as the support and sustein statement when it was mede in
its proper vein. And that is why I cannot understsend, it is not
conceivable to me, how such an important statement could be made
snd yet the Chief Minister forget to mention it in his own state-
ment, a statement having 27 pages. One of the most important
statements to be made in Perliement ebout Gibraltar, and I agree
with Mr Canepa that it 1s, and the Chief linister goes and forgets
it, incredible. Now on the guestion of land, obviously one wel-
comes the additional land that is golng to be hended over. At
page 15, peragraph 4O of the statement, the Chief Minister said:
'Land in Gibraltar is not only a very scerce econonic commodity,
it is, apart from our entrepreneurial skills &né our wits, the
only economic commodity we have. It follows thet we must meke the
best possible use of every inch of lend in Gibrsltar'. To judge
from Engineer House, Government's trzck recordé is cismel, . Here
it is, on the one hand, seying thet every inch of land in Gibraltar.
has to be used in the best possible manner and there we have a huge
rlot of land, which has been 1in Government's hands for msny years
and is still there undeveloped. .
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HON A J CANEPA:

We-haven't had it for many years. The Honourable Major Peliza
is aware of the Tact because he pursued the matter in the House
very vigourously when we had to purchase it for £84,000 a couple
of years ago. We didn't have it. It was sold by the MOD on a
freehold basis to Dayfenn Ltd and the Surveyor and Planning
Secretary wrote a letter about that in the Chronicle two or
three weeks ago, explaining what had happened.

HON G T RESTANO:

But the Gibraltar Government allowed that land to remain un
developed for 20 years.

MR SPEAKER: .
I will not allow you to.digress.

HON G T RESTANO:

Well it is in the context of the land which is being handed. to
Government, Mr Speaker. May I just say that I hope that .the
track record of the Government-is not continued in the same
way that it has been. So one would went to know what 1s going
to be developed on those sites and when. Both are just as
important, what and when. When Government staris developing
some progreamme, it normelly taskes an awfully long time, like
the Varyl Begg roofs and the Generating Station. I heard that
there was going to be an emphasis on tourism. I would like to
know from where is the Government going to obtain the tourism
and how it is going to obtain it; this tourism which is going
to come and is going to teke over part of the economy of
Gibraltar, where? The Minister for Tourism has been going to
the United Kingdom time and again and yet he does not seem to
.have had very successful trips. Most hotels in Gibralter, at
the moment, are going through perhsps the most depressed time
that they have ever had to go through. Mr Spesker, to wind up °
then, I think that the Chief Minister has grossly mishandled
the whole matter. There has been no consultation. There has
been no approach to Parliament. There has been no united front.
There has been noreal fight to keep the Dockyard open. Over
Givbraltsr lies & big question mark over the viability of the
Dockyard.

HON J B PEREZ:

Mr Spesker, one of the problems thet one finds in speaking at
this late stage in the debate is that, as far as the Government
is concerned, the Ministers who have spoken in support, have
spoken to such a large extent and have been so thorough, commenc=—
ing from the statement made by the Chief Minister followed by my
colleasgue Mr Featherstone and by Mr Canepa, that one finds one-
self in the predicament that most of the points that one intended
to make in support of the Government motion have already been
made. I therefore beg your indulgence and the indulgence of
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Members of the House if I tend to repest some of the points which
have already been mede by my colleagues in this side of the House.
I will like to commence my coniribution, Mr Speaker, by meking
one or two general observations on the contributions which have
been made by Members opposite and, in particular, the contribu-
tion made by Mr Isola and Mr Restano. I propose to deal with

fr Bossano at a later stage. Mr Restano and Mr Isola have said
that if there had been further consultetions dbetween the Govern-
ment and the Opposition, that is the DPRG, they esre of the
opinion that & unified approach might; and they both used the
word 'might', have achieved something better for Gibraltar. But
what I find sbsolutely incredible is that none of the speskers,
none of- the Members ‘on the .other side of the House have spelt

out what they mean by something better. ¥e have not had a word
on that either from Mr Isola, either from Mr Peliza or from Mr

Restano.

HON P J ISOLA:

I thirk I seid in my opening, that is in one of the paragrsphs
that proposed one of my amendnments, that the Commercial ,Dockyard,
in the circumstances, was not a vieble glternative to the clos-

- ure and that therefore the closure should not take place until

we were satisfied on the viability of the alternative. I con-
gratulated the Government on getiing a deferment of one year
against what had been sald all the time, that the 31st December
was & definite closing date. If that date could be changed
because of the arguments, then other dates could elso have been
changed. N .

HON J B PEREZ:

Yes, but be that as it may, that in fsct corroborates what I have
just been saying. We still- haven't heerd what their alternative
is. Do we have a car factory there? Do we have a factory, build~-
ing solar panels? Do we have 2 marble factory? Whst do we have?
It is quite clear to me that none of the liembers opposite have
done their homework on this very imporiznt matter for Gibrelter.
What is also very clear to me is thet I can sencte g feeling, a

+ very strong feeling of frustration, from the Members opposite

in this House because it is guite clear that, deep down, they
all know that the package that the Government has obtained is a-
very good package, under the circumstsnces, for Gibraltar. This
is where the frustration lies beceuse I am sure th'at the Honour-
gble Leader of the Opposition's ego would have been boosted if,
after the Government had done all their homework, had done all
the hard work with the Officials, when everything was resdy, he
had accompenied the Honoursble end Learned Chief Kinister to

No. 10 Downing Street. He woulé come back a2nd then he would
have said to the electorate: "what & wonderful »ackage we have
achieved for- Gibralter". It is in fact, Mr Spesker, a great
pity and, in fact, & sad day for Gibraltar. The Opposition, as
f'er as the DPBG is concerned, is asbsolutely non-existent in
this House of Assembly and in Gibraltar. The third point that

I wish to make on the contribution made by lMembers opposite is
that on many occasions Mr Iscola, during debate has criticised
the Government for not tsking decisions. He has criticised the
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Government for not showing leadership. Now. the Government is
showing leadership, the Government has tsken & decision and the
Government will stand or Tell by that decision. Yet we are .
eriticised for not consulting them. As regards what I have heard
from Members Opposite, these eare what I consider, Mr Spesaker,

the only three points on which some comment 1s merited. Mr
Spesker the decision to close Her Kajesty's Dockyard has been
made solely by Her Majesty's Government. It is a decision which
is not of our making, neither of our choosing. I.do not think
eanybody can say that sny Gibraltarian or Gibraltaerians as a

whole have contributed in any way to the closure of the Dockyard.
These are two things which are absolutely clear to me, I think,

to most people. The first one being that navel work just cannot
continue and will not continue indefinitely. That is a fact of
life. We may not like it but it is true. The other fact which .
I think is also absolutely clear is that Her Majesty's Government
decision to close the Navel Dockyard is irreversible. It is
irreversible irrespective of whetever action we in Gibraltar can
teke, even to the extent, as hinted by the Honoursble Mr Bossano,
of civil strife. I don't think that decision can be reversed in’
any way. I think really, Mr Speszker, that that is the crux of
the matter. The starting point therefore is that the Dockyard

is going to close and as a result of that closure there will be

a8 direct loss of jobs and a clear lowering of the standard of
living in Gibraltar. In effect, the closure will have a disas-
trous effect on the whole of our economy because, as Members
know, the Dockyard is the largest export esrning sector of our
economy, generating some 20 to 25% of Gibraltar'’'s export income
end economic base employment. This would mean that all the
efforts that have been made in the last decade to improve the
standard of living in Gibraltar, to improve our way of life will
be wasted in a very, very short period of time and Gibraltar

will become bankrupt. That is the relity Tollowing the closure.
On the other hand, Mr Spesker, Her Majesty's Government is con-
stitutionelly responsible for the financial and economic via-
bility of Gibraeltar as a dependent territory and it has committed
itself to a policy of sustein and support following the closure
of the frontier and the ensulng restrictions. Her Majesty's
Government has made it clear that they are prepared tc honour

its commitments snd its responsibilities to Gibraltar. It is not
only Jjust the Honourable and Learned Chief Minister telling the
House. Members opposite have read the Hanssrds of the House of
Commons, have heerd the speeches which have been made and they
have met MNr Stewart and other Members of Parliament that have
-come to Gibraltar. I think that there can be no doubt as to
their honesty &s far as abiding by their commitments and to

their responsibilities. It is the British Government's view

thet the largest, and I stiress, the largest single project which
cen help our eccnomy following the closure is commercialisstion.
That is & view which we all share. Although as a separate and
independent project, and that is teally divorced from the fact
thet the Dockyerd is going to close, commercialisation is wel- 3
come because it would cnable Gibraltar to move to & more natural
economy andéd would help us to achieve our aims of restoring our
economic self-sufficiency, nevertheless it does fsll short, on
its own,. of filling up the vacuum and the gap which is left by
the closure of the Dockyard in economic terms. I would say
Turther that the principle of commercislisstion as a project on
its own is clearly not a viable aliernative to Her Majesty's

1
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Government. Commercislisetion involves a chenge from a fixed to
a variable export earning, that is, a move from an-artificial to .
a natursl economy. Therefore, as & direct result, Gibraltar will
be obviously subject to world trends and international pressures.
Ship~repairing industry 1s a cyclicsl one and, as we are all
aware, there is at present a serious recession in this industry.
Now, to this.there are two schools of thought. The first one 1is
that we are entering the industry at the worst possible time.
Yet, on the other Hand, one can say that it is better to enter
now and await and be prepsred for the inevitsable upturn which
must come. In any event, I would repeet that commerciglisastion
as & project entirely on its own and as an alternative to Her
Majesty's Dockyard is questionable due to the uncertainties that
there are. Vhat, Mr Speeker, is required, or what the Govern-
ment has put forward to the British Government and.has been -
accepted, are two things. Primarily we need help from Her
Mejesty's Government to ensure the success. of commercialisation
and we need finsncisl help in its initial stages. I think, as
far as that first point is concerned, that this has been achieved.
Consider the package, Mr Speaker. We heve the one year postpone-
ment. We have the avallability of £14m of work Tor the first
three years with the edditional emount of # to £im as an on-going
thing — and I would stress that the £i4m is at today's prices -
Wie will be able to tender for future work on the same terms as
UK yards. The dockyard land and assets reguired Tor the commer-
cial yard will be handed over free of charge - I know it is very
nice and I agree with what Mr Bosseno said thst the land is ours
but we must be reslistic. We have achieved that. The land has
been handed back to us. It is an achievement. We have Her
Majesty's Government committment to contribute a totsl of up to
£28m to meet the initial costs of conversion £nd other ancillary
costs. On the whole, I would say that, as far as the first.
priority wes concerned, that has been achievec¢ snd the negotia-
tions, as far es the Gibraltar Government is concerned, have been
successful to thet extent. But the Gibrdglter Government felt
that: that in itself was still not sufficient and therefore what
we Teel is that we need something else which would help us, Mr
Spegker, to diversify our economy. Let me say first of =&ll that
this business of dilversification is not a very easy matter for
Gibraltar due to its size and due to the fact that we possess no
natural resources which we can exploit. - We have I think, apart
from Defence spending in Gibraltar, looked towards light indus-

" tries and more important we must look to tourism. For =al1l these

things we need the land. ' As Mr Canepa has mentioned, and I
agree entirely with him, in order to get the lerd:we must stop
the MOD's strenglehold on land which it has in Gibraltar. Agsin,
ags far as this side in concerned, what the Gibrsaltar Government
was asking as regards the diversification of tihe economy, in a
way, has also been met, Mr Spesker, by Her Majesty's Government.
We have, again, the gquestion of Rosia, in respect of which the
land is free of charge and there are, no reprovisioning costs ané
we have Queensway as well. Not only have we got this virtually
straight away but we have several commitments. Ve have s new
committee which is being set up ir order to try &nd investigate
and speed up the handing over of further lands which the MOD
have surplus to their reqguirements, or non-essential, and which
can be handed over to the Gibraltar Government in order to
enable us to diversify further our economy, which is something
that is absolutely essential if Gibraltar is to survive for many
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years to come with a closed frontier. Having said that, Mr
Speaker, I think that the package will go & long way to filling
up this gep and it will go & long way to minimise the number of
jobs that will be lost following the closure. It will also go

a8 long way to try and maintain our present way of life and our
standard of living. I honestly feel, Mr Speaker, that .the pack-
age which we have been able to obtain is an excellent one, under
the eircumstances., If I had the choice, I would say that.I would
like the Dockyard to remain open for another fifty years. We
know thet that cennot be. Therefore, under those circumstances,
I thing the deal is & good one. However, Mr Spesker, for the
deal to msterialise as & good deal, we have all got to be pre-
pared to work for it. It cannot be a half hearted effort, from
any Member of the House, from any person or from any Gibraltar-
ian. We have all to pool our resources together because, after
all, nobody else.is going to do it for us. I think, Mr Spesker,
that Gibraltar can and Gibraltar will maeke it despite the closure
of the Dockyard and despite the Spanish restrictions. I stated
at the beginning of my contribution, Mr Speaker,. that Gibraltar-
ians have not contributed in eny way to the closure. If commer-
clalisation and the package is not accegpted, let us all be quite
clear of the consequences for Gibraltar. The Dockysrd will close
and we shall have nothing in its place. The number of jobs that
will be lost will be tremendous and it will be a total disaster
for asll. I urge people not to contribute towards our downfall. .
I urge most sincerely the Honourable Mr Bossano, who unfortunate-
ly is not here in the House, to reconsider the position which he
took yesterday becuase I noticed a slight change in his contribu-
tion today. I think he is embarking on a course which can only
lead to absolute ruin for all of us here. He stated yesterdasy
that it is unfair to hold a pistol to workers' heasds. I refute
that entirely Mr Speaker. That is not what the Government is
doing in any manner or form. The Trade Unions are entitled to
stick to their policy of ensuring that no jobs are lost. We gll
want this. We want something even better. We would like more
Job opportunities, more jobs to be available. We go along with
that. However, lir Spegker, this must be done with the full

" knowledge and acceptance that the Dockyard is going to close. I
think 1t is a. fundamental error of Jjudgement not to cooperate
thinking that, in doing so, in frustrating the project, in
frustrating commercialisation, in not allowing commercialisation
to stert off, the Dockyard is going to remain open. That is a
very serious error of judgement, Mr Spesker. Negotiations for
working practices should commence with good faith of both sides,
as the Honourable Mr Canepa has sald, Appledore are in fact
employed by the Gibraltar Government. They are answerable to
us. They are Managers and they have a duty to discharge as well.
It is therefore not a question of Appledore dictating one
hundred per cent on working prectices. This is why I say that
we need good faith on both sides. If these negotiations are
conducted in this line, I think commercialisation could and will
work. Mr Spesker, I have sbsolutely no hesitation in supporting
the motion.
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HON A J HAYNES:

Mr Spesker, I will, if I may, remind the lembers of the motion
which we are debating. The gquestion before us, reslly, is that
this House resolves that the offer be accepted. It strikes me,
Mr Spesker, that there are only e limitled number of logical
reasons why the guestions should be posed and answered in the
affirmative. Among those potential reasons for accepting the
motion as drafted one would include that one must resolve teo
eccept the offer because it is a viable propositicon and it has
been shown -to be vigble. That would be the first reason for
accepting the motion. The second reason for accepting the
motion would be that it is proper to accept the offer becsuse
thig is a deal which was envisaged by &1l concerned and it
represents the culmination of a Gibraltar view on which there
was broad asgreement. Finally, Mr Spesker, I can see that we
would be required to accept the offer simply becsduse it is the
best deal that could be negotiated. Regrettably, Mr Spesker,
these three reasons, and I can see no other reasoans, for accept-
ing the offér have not been impressed or outlined by the Govern-
ment and we have not been ‘given evidence to support a decision
on the basis of any of these three propositions. May I, Sir,
consider the one which reads: This particular one, Mr Spesker,
which is the most technicsal, which is the one that has concerned
our representatives for two years and which has been the subject
of reports and little displays and shows and all the rest of i%,
regrettably is absent from the Chief Minister's Stetement snd
regrettably, as has been seid by my Learned colleague, must be
absent from ours because we are sworn to secrecy. It is, on
the evidence and the information included in the rencrt which
has been made evailable to all Members, on the information
availeble in'these reports that judges can evaluaie the via-
bility of & commercial venture. It is sad, therefore, that
this information is not being publicly debated in this House,,
especially because logic demznds that the offer be assessed as
against its economic vigbility. For.instance, one would have
expected the Chiel Minister to adéress himself on the question
of the world shipping recession and on his views or the views
of his experts on that particular subject. We are being asked
to accept a venture which is going to repair ships, Mr Spesker,
as Appledore do. They do nothing else, they repair ships. We
are also .told, Mr Speeker, that there is a worid recession of
considerable magnitude and that one of the severest industries
in this recession is shipping generally. In that, obviously,
must be included ship repeir. Yet we heve heard no statement
from the Chief Minister which indicates a rise in the spiral

of ship repair. We have no reference to reasoned arguments on
the subject. Nevertheless common sense, I think, entitles one
to make conclusions without the use of reports and it is feir
to say that, for the most part, the viability or otherwise of
the proposed commercial venture has been there for all to ess~
ess and evaluate without the help of the experts. The experts
only confirm your views or, at least, produce facts and figures
to that effect. Another matter which, in fact, has been refer-
red to by the Chief Minister is the high productivity levels
required. We have been told that it is a sine qua non and its -
importence ls associated with the finance for the project. What
the Chief Minister has omitted to state 'in this debate or in
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his contribution to the debate is the imporitance of high product-
ivity levels being achieved, far and apart from the fact that the

British Government won't release the money if not. The import-

ance of high productivity levels is inherent in the viebility of

the enterprise and the levels which have to be attained is also
a matter of considersble importance and on which the experts
spend considergble time. We have not been told how the package
which the Chief Minister has brought before us is going to
achieve this reguirement in productivity levels. In fact, the
matter has only been briefly dealt with. Another point which
is important in assessing the viability at a commercial level
would be the good menagerisl ability of the proposed operators.

Again, on this score, we have not had a deteiled analysis of the

preferred operators given to this House by the Chief Minister.
On the contrary, what we do have is a serious doubt posed by my
gallent friend, Major Peliza who, on a search of the compsny,
found that the financial situation of the company is, without

being suspicious, not particulerly strong. As to the managerial
gbility of that company, reports tend to be very promising and

on the whole we would concur with the view taken by the experts
on the managerial ability of the preferred operators but we ..

regret that the Chief Minister in his debate and 211 his members .

in thier contribution have not stressed this commerciel aspect

nor have they related it to the proposal given before us. Again,
Mr Spesker, another aspect which had to be considered in assess—,

ing the viebility of the venture is the guestion of Spanish

intervention. We have along history of Spanish intervention in .
commercial projects and the likelihood of such intervention being

contemplated and the effects of any possible intervention have
not been examined by Members of the Government. Again, here I
would point teo a contribution msde by my colleague, Mr Resteano,
who has referred to an article in & British riational paper
which refers to work being commenced in Algeciras wnich could,
s the title of the article says, threaten the scheme for the
Gibralter ship repair yard. Again, the Chief Minister has not

turned his attention to this subject. Again, the Chief Minister
has not considered or discussed the other commercial proposition

which is for a multi-purpose user for the Dockyard. I think
that, generelly speeking, in Gibraltar the common sense view ‘is
that it must be preferred. It must be better to have an opera-
tion which does not have gll its eggs in one basket. One that
has flexibility. One that has & multiple user and will make it
more difficult for any Spanish intervention to be successful

snd one that would be able to take up the slack when there is a

recession or. a decline in sny one of the particulsr users,
increasing the losd in a more successful user. We have hesrd,
Mr Speeker, no argument on this. However, we do have informa-
tion contained, not so much in the reports, in the adverts made
by those who did propose a multi-purpose user on some of the
possible options that were open to us as part of the commercial
venture to the use of the Dockyard. The most important part,
as far as I am concerned, Mr Speaker, wes the potential of the
Dockyard as a liner bsse. One vhich should be far superior to
the present wsterport berth. This also, Mr Speaker, will tie®
in with the tourist infra-structure which the Government say
they would like to strengthen. The other interesting fector in
the mpulti-purpose user was that of the grein trans-shipment, an
operation which, suprisingly enough, is particularly suited to
Gibraltar because of the depth of the waters in our harbour.
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When one examines the baslc comrodity which is the harbour, one
must consider any and every particular facet of the Dockysrd
which mekes it superior to any other harbour or port in the
neighbouring erees. One of the most importent assets that we
have is hidden under water because it is the depth of the water.
There are very few ports in the entire lediterranesn which can
boast of the depth of berthing facilities that we have in our
harvour. That depth mekes it idesl for handling ships with a
very large depth and, as such, one would assume that any user
which' was designed to cater specifically for those ships with

a large displacement of water would be an interesting factor

to consider. Again, MNr Speeker, none of the commercisl ressons
which I have stated up 16 now for accepiing an offer were mooted
or have been mooted by the Government, nor have they ever been
mooted, Mr Spesker. This is the first debate on the viability
of the Dockyard and even at this late stage we are not given an
analysis of the commercisl propositions which the Government
would ask us to sccept. Mr Speaker, another reason Tor accept-
ing the offer on a commercial basis elone would be evidence
from the Chief Minister thst he has taken every personal effort
to ensure that this was the right decision. I would have, for
1nstance,]1ked to have seen a visit by Government delegations
to other ports, to Singapore, to Hong Kong, matters such =s
that. A genuine show of effort, a genuine constructive pro-
gramme, 8 programme of enquiry and especially, Mr Spesker, in_
the circumstances which face Gibrsltar where suddenly, over-—
night we have to find a new landlordé for the port. Instead of
hunting eround and looking at all the options at first hand,

we have allowed ODA to dictate to us, Mr Spesker. ¥Nr Spesker,
I would elso heve expected in the debete to hear more of
Government's participation or proposed participation in the
venture, for them to show us their role and way their role
would lead to viabilidy. In this respect, the most significant
paragraph in the Chief Minister's statement, in paregraph 60,
which resds: 'It is up to us as Ministers and to the Civil
Service to ensure that we achieve the greatest possible effiei-
ency and sense of urgency in expleiting the opportunities for
diversification of the ecoromy whieh are now aveilsble to us
and which we have the highest moral duty to pursue ss a necess-—
ary complement to the efforts which the Dockyard workers are
being called upon to mgke". Well, if one goes by Government's
past record in this areaz, one has little hope, Mr Speaker.

The Leader of the Opposltlon this morning or esrlier on this
afternooh mede en exposé& of the feilures thst Government have

"encountered in diversificetion ané there is no evidence which

shows that this is going to change. It seems, therefore, that
the only job the Government sre giving themselves in this ven-
ture is doomed to failure anyway. So, Kr Speeker, if one were
to judge the merits of the motion ihst we accept the offer,
purely on commercial grounds, we cannot say that we have had any
evidence given to us for accepting., Ve can say thet we have had
access,to reports. We can szy that we have had opportunity to
exemine these reports. In the case of the latest report, we had
24 hours whereas Government had a month. If we have had no
commercial reasoning for accepting the motion we must turn to
the other reason, or potential reason, for acceptlng the motion,
and this is that it is as a result of a previous agreement. If,
as I have stated earlier, the case was that we had made or come
to some broad form of agreement and thet Gibraltar had made
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representations, made its own Gibraltar view and this view
included recognition of the necessity for closure or the
irreversibility of closure but that the Gibraltar view said:
"Remember how we sll agreed that we would accept this, well,

this is what I have got". However, we did not agree to anything,
¥r Spegker. If one examines the history leeding up to this pro-
posal by the Chief Minister, one examines the two year period in
which the Government have been asked repeestedly by a number of
bodies to form a Gibraltar view, it will be in the light of =a
decided Gibraltar view thet the Chief Minister could come back

to us and sk for our epproval. The first persons to be inclué-~
ed in such & debate or & Gibraltsr view would be, one assumes,
the persons most directly affected, the workforce at the Dockyard.
Regrettably, however, there has not been, to our knowledge, close
consultation with the Unions at the Dockyard. Rather, we have
hed the Unions exploiting a vacuum of political lesdership at a
time when the Government would meke no statement, would take no
view, would form no decision. It was during that political
vacuum that the Unions were, in my view, wrongly lead by Mr
Bossano to form or to take a view which I classified as suicidal.
I am glad to see the Minister for Health echoing the view of the
Opposition which was expressed over a year ago and which they
have now finally come to realise. Again, Mr Speaker, the sorry
history of the Chief Minister's shuttle diplomacy - I think it
was classified as that in one of the papers and I thought it

was jolly good — all in @bsolute secrecy, Mr Speszker. The only
ones who knew what was going on was Spanish television. It was
rather upsetting. Again, &albeit that we passed the motion

in February in which we said we were going to have consultastion
over it, we did not have any idea of what the proposals taken to
the Prime Minister by. the Government were. We did not know what
the Prime ¥inister was offering or what the Gibraltar Government
was asking for. Mr Speaker, I am gled that this is frankly accepted
by the other side because it is the second logical premise under
which we would be obliged to mccept the motion. The premise, if
I may repeat it for the benefit of the Minister of Economic
Development, is that this House would heve to resolve that the
offer be accepted because this is the deal which vwes envisaged
by all concerned and on which there was broad asgreement. Now

the ¥inister has finally confessed thet there was no brtad sgree-
ment. There was no attempt to obtain a broad agreement but thet
is not the fault of the Opposition.
willingness to attend, with the Chief Minister, the talks in
London is indicative of our willingness to accept a majority view.
I think it is most unfair of the Honoursble Minister for Health
to suggest that a2ll he wented to do was jump on the bandwagon of a
tremendous offer. I don't think it was a tremendous offer. Is he
telling us that the Chief Minister has come back waving a little
paper saying: "Viability in our times"? Maybe we do have another
Chamberlain. Mr Spesker, on this point, before I lose my further
thoughts, the lack of co-ordination - and I think it is a serious
charge that one now must level at Government - which would exclugde
the possibility of accepting the motion on the premise of previ-
ous agreement is apparent even at this stage. After Government
have already come to an agreement, there is still a tremendous
amount of disorganisation. It is apparent even as between them
and the British Government. If I may make myself cleer and refer
Members to the Chief Minister's statement, paragraph 50 which .
oceurs on page 18 says: 'Sir, I referred earlier ito the offer
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made by the British Government to contribute up to £28m to meet
the initial cost of conversion of the Dockyard end other costs,
and I said that the funds of the project will only be committed
after satisfactory assurances have been obtained from the work—
force on new working practices. The funds will then begin to
be made available". On close exemination of this point by Mr
Bossano, the Chief Minister seid that this was a condition
stipulated by the-British Government. One should then read the
statement made by Mr Stewsrt at the House of Commons yesterday
at the same time as the Chief Minister was telling us that the
British Government was demanding thet the agreement be first
reached. First, in answer to Mr Duffy he said: "A no strike
clause may be inecluded in the conditions put to the workforce.
by the commercisal operators". It does not seem &s though it is
the British Government. Then later on again, in answer to Mr
Kevin McNamara, the Homoursble gentleman refers again to the no
strike clause and other conditions and says that they are matters
for the commercial operator and the workforce. I see that the
Gibraltar Government do not realise that it wasn't the British
Government who were imposing these conditions, it was the opera-
tors. I think the . . . : ’

MR SPEAKER:

No, with due respect,I do not think that anything was said in

this House to warrant that statement. I do not think enything
has been said in this debate to warrasnt thait statement but per-
haps you meke this by wsy of comment and nothing else. ! :

HON A J HAYNES: -

As I.understood yesterday, lr Spesker, this "no strike clause"
or sgreement was & condition stipulated by the British Govern—
ment, and without which . . .

HOX CHIEF MINISTER:

If the Hon Member will let me explain this matter because, I
mean, we can hear a lot of ideas which may or may not be sensible
but let us get the facts right and then from ilhere we can say
what we like about it. It is not the guestion of the British
Government putting a 'no strike elause' or sny clsuses at all.
What the British. Government have sazid@ is that they will start
producing the money for the conversion when praciices have been
negotiated with the workforce that will make viable the
commercialisation of the Dockyard. MNow, what those prectices

are will be the matter of negotiations between the Dockyard work-
force .and the Operators who are the people who have to know what
the practices are, in order to become competitive.

HON A J HAYNES:
Mr Speaker, 1t is the seme in different words, as I understand

it. T see it as a classic example of passing the buck. It is
not us who want to elicit from the workforce this 'no strike
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condition'!. The British Government take the same attitude and
Appledore take the same attitude. No one is obliging the work-
force to sign this 'no strike clause' then. Will the Chief
finister say on vwhose insistence is the 'no strike clause' being
included?

HON CHIEF MINISTER: .

Oh no, the British Government and the Gibraltar Government can be
intermedisries if necessary. The Gibralter Government will use
all its offices to try and help the workforce to get an agreement.
I think, perhaps, the Honourable kember should look at it against
the background of the situation in England yesterday when certain
proposals were made for a new review body for the nursing staff
and so on which have a condition of ‘no strike clsuse'. This, T
think has highlighted these references about 'no strike' in this
guestion. Whether that is reguired or whether that is agreed .
between Appledore and the workforce is a matter for them; what-'
ever they require or whatever is acceptable to the Union. I have
not been told at any stage that there must be a 'no strike clause!
in eny agreement. I have not been told what the practices are.
The practices must be the practices that will meke the commercial
dockyeard viable.

¢

HON A J HAYNES:

Will the Chief Minister, K say whether his Government is prepered
to impose a decision tpo the effect that satisfactory assurances
8s to work practices be reguired of the workforce. -

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Yes, we want these sdtisfactory work practices. What those are
is &t the judgement of the Operators. The workforce,.no. doubt, °
will stert bargaining to come to terms. We are not going to

- impose any condition nax are we going to be parties of sny nego-
tiations.

HON A J HAYNES:

I thought that, Mr Spesker. It was that particulsr point I
wanted to stress. Nobody particulerly wants, it seems, to take
the responsibility. ’

HON CHIEF ¥INISTER:

Yes, we want to take the responsibility. There has not been one
word on this side sbout the contribution of the workforce, despite

the Tact that the Leader of the Opposition goes round parties say-

irg that we are afraid of confronting the Unions end what we want
here is a Thatcher who will do to the Unions here, what Mrs
Thatcher does to the workforce in England.
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HON A J HAYNES:

T teke the Chief Minister's point, Mr Spesker. So, the Chief
Minister, and not us, is responsible for the following words:
T am sticking my neck out more than ever before on this gues~
tion.of commerciaslisation and releted issues, I will stand or
fall by them". Well, he is not doirg much to stand by then,

Mr Spesker, if he is riot prepared to impose his cecision. You
do not leave it to‘others. It is not my view of taking a firm
stand. One does not take & firm stend behind the skirts of the
Operators, Mr Speaker.

HON P J ISOLA:

If my Honourable friend will give way, the Government has read
the Appledore Report, the Government have read the conditions
upon which Appledore is prepered to operate and they know full
well what the position is,

HON A J HAYNES:

Mr Speeker, not only, as I seid, is there no Gibraltar view
which was availeble for the Government before and which would
now oblige us to stand by the Agreement but it seems that there
is no Gibraltar view as to the future. This question as to who

-1s going to finally take the Jecision a&s to working practices,

is still in the bag., It is a very serious question mark which
hangs over viability, if the same Government which is respons-
ible for govermment in Gibralter is not in fact going to take
control. In the same way-that the fruits of the previously'
negotiated agreement between all Gibraltsrians vould have been
a compelling reason for accepting this motion, by the same
token, a hasty and instent debate is a very poor reason for
accepting this motion. We feel that we have been stampeded into
a position by the Govermnment. Perhaps the lack of predecessors,
on the part of this administration, for the Gibrgltar view is
symptomatic of the reluctance to face up to problems and of the
hope that by ignoring them they will go away. Unfortunstely,
this has crept up. behind and ceught up with the Chief Minister

. and his csbinet. So, Mr Spesker, one turns to the third logi-

cal reason for accepting this motlion and accepting the terms
offered by the British Government. Theat, Wr Speaker, as I out-
lined it would be that the offer outlined by the Chief Minister
is the best field that could be negotiated., Nr Speasker, I think
that roint has been answered by the Chief liinister himself and
by the lembers generally end reslly the ancwer is that it is not
the best one, it is the only one. It wes noi only the best
offer, it was not negotiable, Mr Spesker. There vere a few
frills that come on and off, If that is the cese, and this is,
in fact, an offer that we could not refuse, Kr Speaker, in pop-
ular terms, then what need is there for us to accept it. We
have to teke it whether we want it or not. I don't see any ele-
ment, in the offer, which is negotiable. I believe, Mr Speaker,
that this difficult position in which the Government find them-
selves today, where they have no alternative but to asccept the
terms, is a difficult position for which they, in part, are res-
ponsible. This history of the negotiation of an offer has to be
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examined in the light of previous similar aettempts. The first
one, Mr Speaker, one which has been slluded to by my colleegues
is the question of British Nationality. - Perhaps younger Members
will accept that 'A' levels and other exams seem lmpossible until
they have done them and when they have done them they seem to be
taken for granted, and so on. It is human nature to take things.
for granted once they have been achieved., This is glso true of
the British Nationality Act. It is now tsken for grented that
ve were bound to win and that that is why we did. In fact, Mr
Speegker, I remember the general view held by all those in
Gibraltar and all those in England that it would be impossible
to reverse a decision of the British Government of this magni-
tude, more especislly since the considerations were more wide~
spread than the interests of Gibraltar and they included the
relations of Hong Kong and others.. The mountain was insuperable,
Mr Speaker, shd yet, as a result of a well coordinated, well

planned and long campaign the decision was reversed. Regrettably'

Mr Spegker, that was not the case on the matter of the Dockyerd -
decision. I would inform Members of this House that ass late ms

March, 1962, many months after the decision was known o Members

and when I was in the House of Commons on a seminer, I wsas
astounded by the lack of information on the question of the Dock-~
yard. The vast majority of British MPs and the vast majority
of British MPs friendly to Gibraltar, with whom I made contect
had no. idea as to what the Dockyard meant other than they auto-
matically assumed that we wouldn't l1like it. They had no con-
ceptlon of the difficulties thet we would encounter at an .
economic. Yevel. ' They had no conception of the effect thet this
was 'having on Gibraltar morale and this lack of inrormation is,
for the most part, the responsibility of the present administra-
tion. In fact, I was told by a senior journalist who covers the
House of Commons- that that generslly seems to be the problem
with Gibraltar issues. The information is never availeble to
Members mnd is never circulated properly. Furthermore, Mr
Speaker, no effort Has been made to btring out large numbers of
¥Ps to see Gibralter, not by this administration. -

HON CHIEF MINISTER+

We had a party coming, but it had to be cancelled because of a
small incident of a general election.

HON A J HAYNES:

Mr Speaker, thet wes in June this year. The problem has been
outstanding for = long time and when I came back from London I
knew that some of them wanted to come. I made the necessary
enguiries but nothing was followed up, H¥r Spezker. This lack
of information, this apparent apethy, this spparent acceptance
of the decision has weakened our own Gibraltar Lobby in the
House of Commons. As such, lir Speaker, an effort which is two
Years late, to chage the decision or to acguire better condi-~
tions was ill-conceived. Furthermore, this, in my view, child-
ish decision not to take the Leader of the Opposition and, with
all due respect, my friend and colleague, Mr Bossano, to England
to knock on the Prime Minister's door was a serious and grave
error. Therefore, Mr Spesker, how can Members of this side of

.
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the House be convinced that this is the best field possible when
we know that for two years precious little has been done to
change the decision. Precious little has been done to work up

a Lobby. Precious little has been done to esisblish & Gibraltar
Lobby on this issue. How can we now be convineced that two
visits in cne week, Mr Spesker, have produced the best results.
FPurthermore, Mr Speaker, we hnow thst the improvements are as

‘the Chief NMinister seid, £3m pounds and & year's deferment.

This is my idea of ‘the best desl possible. Now, looking at it
in e cynical manner, you divide the millions of pounds that heve
been given to us, by the number of people in Gibraltar and it
works out at about £1,500 per person and iwmembership of Rosia for
a year Mr Spesker. Mr Spesker, again, I do not think that we
should be asked to accept the motion on the basis that this is
the best deal that could be negotiated when 211 signs are that
it is not. As I believe the position to be, we are being asked

" to prop up Government because they have no choice in accepting

it and they want us to rally round them. Then, my only advice,
Mr Speaker, is to go to elections. .

HON H J ZAMMITT: ' N . '

My Speaker, Slr, listening to Members opposite I have, during
the course of the afternoon, come to certain conclusions which
I think,~as I will amplify later on, have been ratified by the
intervention of the Honourable Mr Andrew Haynes. I would like
to comménce, Mr Speaker, by saying as my Honourable friend Mr
Canepa said: 'It has not caught us by gurprl se to see that' the
official Opposition took this kind of stand in this motion'. I
thlnk, egually, we were totslly aware of Mr RBossano's consist-
ency throughout. Whether we had got £ilm, £14Om or 5 years,
Mr Bossano would have opposed it from the moment po so I can see
that consistency. What one cannot understand is the inconsist-
ency of the official Oppositlion because it appears that if we
hed come to the House and said in one breath: "ie were given 5
vears extension, £56m for modernisation, £28m over the next five
years on RFA fittings snd double everything else, the fact that
the Honourable Mr Isola was.not invited to 10 Downing Street, it
seems to me, irrespective of whaiever offer or whatever arrange-
ments the Gibraltar Government made, would have never been good
enough.. Alas, should the Honoureble Mr Isola have gone to 10
Downing Street and have got the yesr, just the year's extension
because he admits himself that they thought they had six months,
that would have been eureka. Eureka'we have found it,

‘HON P J 1IS0LA:

That is what the Honouraﬂle Member says sbout tourism 1ncre¢ses
every year. .

HON E J ZAMWITT:

I'11 go on to tourism later on, Mr Speaker. I am telking of con-
sistency because it is made asbundantly clear, to any person
listening to the debate that it is difficult to understand what
kind of deal would have satisfied the official Opposition. What
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kind of deal. There appears to be nothing more than a personal
vendetta because whatever is done on this side of the House,
irréspective, is bad. We would have done better. Mr Spesker,
some off us have pretty good memories and others better than

those and we have been accused that we have not pressed the
British Government enough, we could have golt more, particularly .
by the Hon and Gallant Mejor Peliza. Well, I remember clearly
and vividly, when he was Chief Minister of Gibraltar during

those 2% years of glorious,Gibraltsr prosperity, that he told

the public of Gibraltar: "i#e must not fight the hand of he who
feeds us". We must not fight the hand but when Britain gives
you £28m, £i4m another million pounds, land, reprovisioning of
the sites at their expense, we must bully Britain furthér. That
does not satisfy. them or does not sstisfy certeinly the Honour-
gble and Gallant Msjor Peliza. I can assure the Honourable
Member that there are things that they have mentioned that, of
course, have come our way &nd we have considered. It is now.
secret that no member on this side of the House, and I dare say,’
subject to being corrected, no Member on the other side of the
House, not one of us wanted a closure of the-Naval Dockyard. .
Not one of us wanted it. We would have liked the Navgl Dockyard,
despite Mr Bossano saying two hundred years, to have remained yet
another two hundred years in Gibraltar. Whether we have to be
grateful to them or them to us, we certainly had a way of life.
Gibraltar had modelled itself on the way of life that seemed to
suit some people. DNone of us wanted it, that is the first fact.
The second fact which I think is a reality, and let us not kid
oursleves, is that we all knew, and I. am sure the Honourable

Mr Bossano with all his influence in the Trade Unions in Great
Britain, he himself was convinced, we were thoroughly and total-
1y convinced that the Navel Dockyard in Gibreltar was closing.
Whether it was March 82, December, December 83 or 84, a time had
to come when due to circumstances beyond our control the Naval
Dockyard would be coming to an end. Therefore, under those
reglities of life, one had to look at the whole context of the
situstion and try and get what we considered, what had been
recommended to us as the only, the best, and I would use the word
part", alternative. I agree with my colleagues here that we do
not think that the' Commercial Dockyerd will fill the vacuum left -
but partly take up the vacuum left. Therefore it is better than
having nothing at all. Rightly so, no one opposite has said
whether we should atart growing mushrooms or pansies, primroses
or primulas. We Just have not been s#ble to find an alternative
better than ship-repair that would suit Gibraltar's demographic
position.

HON J BOSSANO:

If the Hon Member will give way, surely that is because the
Government and, indeed, other Kembers of the House accepted in

a previous motion in this House that in looking at any alterna-
tive that priorities of the base had to bYe put first. The Hon-
oursble Member must remember that when looking at alternatives
that is a condition that, of course, limits him. IT he is going
to limit what Gibraltar can do to what the MOD will allow him to
do then obviously his room for manceuvre is very limited.
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HON H J ZAMMITT:

No, Mr Speaker, what I mean is that there are certain facilities,
i.e. the dry docks, ‘which obviously ere there for that kind of
business. They could not be converted into greenhouses. There-
fore, shipbuilding was considered to be the best. One thing has
been mentioned, and rightly so, by invarisbly every member that

" has spoken and that.is the shipping recession. There is a

shipping recession without any doubt but there is & worlé reces-
sion in practically enything thet you can think of. There is
even a water recession. There is labour recession. I don't know
if I am"speaking with totel accuracy but I think the figure now
is over 20 million unemployed in Europe alone; over 20 million
unemployed. Where I find merit, particularly in the efforts of
the delegation, is thet, whether we thisk that Britain owes us a

. living or the world owes Gibraltsr a living, there are very many

who certainly do not feel that way, very meny. By looking at

the House of Commons Report and guestions, those people who have
defended us on the Nationality Bill certainly do not feel that
they owe us a living in perpetuity. I think we have to be very
careful sbout that too: In saying that, Mr Speaker, all these
recessions taken into account, we have to finéd'a way end I think
it was found, in feirness to the British Governmenti - and I am not
the most complimentary individual - to the MOD or thé lend factor
or other factors which I think are well known. I think that the
deal that Gibraltar hes had has been second to none in other areas
within the UK, not only in shipbuilding in dockysrds but where
factories have closed down without any other form of slternstive
employment,. without any other form gt &1l of livelihood. We can
all talk of the dole in England end the comparison between the
dole in Englend and in Gibraltsr but the concern that the British
Government has shown to Gibralter's dockysrd it certainly has not
shown to places like Chatham and the others. I will not éwell on
that because, again, I know it can be argued botk ways and I can
see my friend over there smiling. Ve must tske that .into account
and not be all that ungrateful when one talks of finding or try-
ing to find a wey out from our present predicament. Mr Spesker,
I think the intervention of my Honourable friend, Hr Canepas, which
was not only an intervention but an excellent exvosition of the
whole affeir, clarified an enormous amount of the Governmeni's
position and indeed, it is diffiecult at this late stage not to be
repetitive. However, I think there are & few points which have to
be amplified. First and foremost, we have been having land from
MOD," reverting to the Crown in the civil cepscity in tiddly bits
around town, the odd house here and the oad hous€ there but we
have never in the history of Gibraltaer been given by tkhe MOD, and
I put that in Inverted commas becsuse I still say they are giving
back our own land, prime land which is sttractive, and I can say
that Mr Speaker with some =zuthority, to developers. I can also
tell Members opposite in case they ere not aware that I do know
developers who are interested in developing areas such es Rosia
Bay and Quegenswey for whatever touristic, in particular, or see-
front smenities are thought fit by Goverrment. ILet us not all
just look and turn round and say that, because we had no tender-
ers, successful or otherwise, for the Command Education Centre
that everything is black and grim. It isn't. There are still a
lot of people interested in putting money into Gibraltar, and,

in fact, Mr Speaker, interested to the degree that they very much
would like to see Government showing the kind of lead that we are
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asking this House to take -in this motion. They would like to see -
us showing confidence in ourselves as & people before we ask them
to pour millions of pounds into our Gibralter. The land situation
I particularly receive with open arms. MNr Speaker, I think the
Honoursble and Gallant Major Peliza and then the Honourable and
Learned Mr Haynes spoke of the possible Spanish intervention in
trying to bring our commercisl Dockyard into economic ruin.

HON J BOSSANO:

T would like to intervene before the Hon Member passes on. It
seems to me, Mr Spegker, that the motion, in famct, does not ask.

the House to say anything al all about the land or about the
possible potentigl touristic development of the lend. The motion
says that the House accepts the offer to establish a ship-repsair
yerd. Maybe the land that -the Government has now got available
for development is the best land they have ever had and it maybe
that there is a possibility of developing it which has not existed
before. I am not in'a position to Jjudge that question but surely
it is not an argument to say that because Rosi& may have better
potential for development than the Education Centre, it follows
that the ship-repair yard is going to work.

i

HON H J ZAMMITT:

He is absolutely right, Mr Speeker, the trouble is that the
Honourable Mr Bossano wes not in the House this afternoon when
Members opposite had sald that despite the fact the ¥OD may hand
back land to the Government of Gibreltar, we would not be able

to get developers to so do. I am just enswering that point, that
there are people interested in developing prime sites such as the
ones thet are being returned to us. It is not that I am saying
that I align that to the efficiency of viability of the Dockyard.
¥r Speaker, going beck to the Honoureble HMajor Peliza and Mr

Haynes on the question of possible Spanish intervention, ‘we thought
of thet although it may strike the Honoursble, Learned and Emminent
My Haynes. We do think now and again, much to your surprise. I am
afraid that the advice that we received was not very disheartening.
-In fact I do not think Spain is going through a glorious economic
boom during this era and I think that before they started subsidi-
sing either Cadiz shipyard or the Algecires one that hasn't yet
started, they might think of subsidising Sagunto where the unemploy-
ed 4,500 men have not been provided with an alternative or anything
else, I very much doubt if Spain would be prepared to subsidise =z
Spanish ship-repsir yard ninety miles up Cadiz or across the Bay,
certainly, for st least three, four or five years because we know
very well that there is 50% of injection already guaranteed by the
British Govenment into our ship-repasir yard. So I don't think I
would like to lsbour very .much on that Mr Spesker. :

HON W T SCOTT:

If you could give way just far a minute, it seems to give the impres-
sion that it is not Spanish Goverriment policy to subsidise any
company and we have a very recent one, Rumasa, which is a conglo-
merate far bigger . « « »

.
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HON H J ZAMMITT:

That was not subsidised thet was a nstionel teke-over. Anywey,
Mr Spesker, I em Jjust trying to answer that I do not think that
is a mgjor point that we would have to consider. MNr Spesker, it
is not a major point, not
we had, both on the offer
in bscking the econémy or

fopre,

I do not think that

with the guarantee, }r Spesker, that
anéd in the ststement mzde by Mr Stewert
vhetever, should anything fail. There-

that is very veluable. Iir Specker, what-.

we do find coming out, and I must omit the Honoureble Kr Bossano
Trom this for the reason I explained esrlier on,. is that the
Official Opposition are really vexed about this question of the

broad agreement.

I am satisfied, as I am sure very many people

are, that if - never mind consultations, never mind informstion -
the Honourable and Learned Mr Isola would have been allowed to go
to England, then everything would have been all right. It is
obvious, KMr Speaker, that
able and Learned Leader of the Opposition. Mr Spesker, I do not
know — and I am not going to repeat the 'words that the Honourable
and Gallant Major Peliza mentioned, existed between the right
Honoursble Mrs Mergeret Thatcher and The Honoursble Sir-.Joshua

Hassan -~

that is the whole upset of the Honour-

I dp not know what other views can be held but what I
- do know, Mr Speaker, and it may pain NMembers opposite, is that

Mrs Thatcher does hold Sir Joshua Hassan in very high esteem in
Great Britain and in Gibraltar. Whether it pesins the Opposition
or not, it was not because of Sir.Jochues plue eyes but it was
because of his political acumen, his fibre and his fairness in
the 4O years that he has ruled Gibraltar. It is there, Mr Spesker
that Gibraltar stands Tairly and squarely- among the reasonable
people in Britain. Not.being accompsnied by anrybody else, let me
assure you, would have got us any more or any less. I think Mr
Spesker, that & time will come, not in the too distant future,
when the people of Gibraltar, reflecting upon this offer, coolly,
may consider that were it not for the presence of Sir Joshua
Hassan in Gibraltar we might have gone through a much grester
disaster than any of us would have liked to have endured.

MR SPEAKER:

Well gentlemen, I think we have had a long afternoon and I think
that perhaps it would be a good time to recess until tomorrow
morning at 9 o'clock.

HON P J ISOLA:

I think, Nr Spesker, thesi we should@ meet a2t 9.30 because we sre
meeting all the time at the convenience of the Government side.

I mean, normslly it is unthinkasbtle that the House should have sat
till 9.30 pm &né normally we would not have set. I did protest
to you sbout-sitting so lste and I suggested that we shouviad
recess at & pm ané then start st 9 am. However, if we recess st
9.30 pm end we start at 9 in the morning it gives nobody any time
to deal with urgent matters that they may have to deal with. ’
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MR SPEAKER:

With respect to the Honoursble Member. the Leader of the Opposi-
tion, I have heard what you have to say. It is not inconceivable
that we should sit until 9.30 Dm because we have sat till much
later and I have recessed until 9 o'clock tomorrow morning after
sounding the views of the Chief Minister whose prerogetive it is
to decide when we meet. The same thing happened yesterday after-
noon. We ere talking sbout half an hour. As I explained this
afternoon, due to a slip of the tongue I did give you that hslf
hour yesterdsy and T feel that we should not waste our time on
whether we should meet at 9 am or 9.30 am. I think 9 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

EON P J ISOLA:

Yes certainly, Mr Speaker. Now we know that it is the Chief °
Minister's prerogative, so please do not consult me about these
things anymore. -It seems to me that the Chier Minister does
what he likes, as indeed, he is entitled to because of his
majority. However, let him not have this process of consulta-
tion which he never follows. ’

i

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

" That is not fair, Mr Speaker. It may be that on one day or two
days it may not be the way thet the Honoursble Leader of the
Opposition likes it. I give way many, many times and he knows
it. I have given way many times over the years. It so happens
that this business must be finished quickly and that is all.
Insofar as these prerogatives are concerned, yes, but I don't
use that with a hammer. I try to pursuade people but what I
cannot do is, in deference to thet, become a slave to other
people who have not got that prerogative. :

MR SPEAKER:

In any event we will now recess until tomorrow morning at 9
o'clock.

The House recessed at 9.30 pm.
FRIDAY THE 29TH JULY, 1983
The House resumed at 9.10 am,

MR SPEAKER:

We are now continuing the debate on the Chief Minister's motion.
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first three yesrs, would be through RFAs.

HON W T SCOTT:

Mr Spesker, I think I ought to start my contribution by comment-
ing on certain remarks made by Members Opposite on Wednesday and
yesterday. As-far as we are concerned, kr Spesker, other than the
3 years RFA work and the increase from £11m to £i4m which I shall
go into in more detail at a lster stage, ell thet the Government
hes achieved is basically a one yesr's stsy of execution. It seems
to me rather peculiar that the Chief Minister, and it was perhaps z..
pointed remark, on Wednesday when introducing the motion seid: "I
am sticking my neck out more than ever before". Later on he went
on to sdy: 'I will stand or fall by them'. I think it is pather
a sheme and a pity that the Chiefl Minister made this statement
after and not before the Hanging Bill in the House of Commons, Mr
Speasker, & number of remarks were pessed by the Honoureble Maurice
Featherstone yesterday snd I am a bit confused. He was talking
generally about the package and, I guote again, he said: "It was
the best of a bad deal. My Honoursble Friend on my right, Mr
Gerald Restano, has already mentionéd how in the House of Lords

on ¥Wednesday, Lord Trefgerne, on two occasions within s short
intervention, described Sir Joshua's rezction snd I guote agsin:
'Sir Joshua appears to be very happy with the arrangements that
have been resched"'. Very quickly afterwards he said: 'I think
that Sir Joshua is well pleased with the agreement that he has
reached with the British Govermment". That, ¥r Speaker, is very
different to what the Honourable Hember, Mr Maurice Featherstone,
was saying yesterday when he described it as the best of a bad
deel. '

HON M FEATHERSTONE:

I said: "What could be termed the best of a bad deall.
not say specifically that it was a bad degl.

I did

HON W T SCOIT:

Yes, but it was termed by the Honourable Minister as the best
of a bad deal. Mr Speaker, there is a further point that the
Honourable Member said which also reguires clerification. He
said that 40 to 50% of the capacity of the Dockyard, for the
The stetement thst
was mede, elso by Lord Trefgarne, iwo Gays ago in ihe House saia:
"The work that we are providing will, in the early months and
years of the new commercial Dockyerd, be substantialiy all that
it can cope with". There is a very grest confusien here, we are
telking sbout a workload Gouble of that which was suggested and
I would like some clarificstion, perhsps from the Chief Kinister
or the Hon lember opposite.

HON M X PEATHERSTORE:

If you remember the presentalion we had from Appledore, they were
expecting a workload increasing over, the 3 years, obvicusly start-
ing low and gradually getting bigger, but they were aiming at
something like £30m over thres years.
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HON W T SCOTT:

Mr Spesker, with respect, that has nothing at-all to do with the
LO% or 50% of the capacity that the Hon Member mentioned yester-
day and what Lord Trefgarne said in the House of Lords: ", ..be
substantially all that it can cope with". There 1s a very great
difference. In the early months and years there will be no other
work, according to Lord Trefgerne, other than RFA work, that the

Dockyard can cope with. That is the essence of this statement.

HON ¥ K FEATHERSTONE: -

.The Hon Member is a little confused. He possibly has not seen
Appledore'’s projections.

HON W T SCOTT:

Mr Spesker, there was a comment also, passed by the Hon Minister
for Economic Development and Trade yesterday when he was talking
gbout industrial negotiations and so-forth. I .think the words

he used there was that Appledore or the management would have to
negotiate with the unions. It is, perhaps, a little bit surpris-
ing for him to make that remark because a number of Members of
Government opposite have - obviously they have not agreed vith
my Hon Friend on my left - at least said of him that he has been
totally consistent with his fight over the Dockyard over the last
twelve or fifteen months. He has gone on record, even as late as
last Wednesday, in saying that as far as he is eware, although he
was spesking as a politician, the unions will not negotiate with
Appledore. He mede it blatantly obvious on Wednesday night on
television, what his party would do should they come into power.
Mr Spesker, I think the Govermment is perhaps pulling wool over
its own eyes if it expects the Transport and.Generel Workers .
Union to negotiate with Appledore if, ss we suspect, the stand
that they have made up to now will not continue. I think it is
invidious to think that any union can negotiate with a mansgement
set-up that imposes conditions on its negotiations with the union
of & no strike or industrisl asction clause for four years. That,
I think, even the Gibreltar Labour Party/AACR, hopefully, will
find unacceptable as well. I think that if Appledore have any
visions of ever getting this project off the ground, they will
obviously have to think of negotiation at an individual level

and not negotiste with the union. That is g totally different
story. If that hasppens, then obviously the Union will perhaps
have to think of what other tactics it shall employ, but that is
up to them. Mr Speaker, there have been also & number of remarks
passed on the land aspect of the package deal, particulasrly late
yesterdsy evening when the Hon Horace Zammitt was talking. He
gave way, rightly, to the Hon Joe Bossano when he went a litile
bit off target but I venture to suggest that in fact that there
is an-aspect of land which has very much to do with the Dockyard
and which the commercial operator is not going to be using. It
is perhaps indicative in that context, looking at the record of
commercial privete development that this Government has had. In
passing that comment I think it would be less than fair of me not
to make a remsrk regarding the Minister for Economiec Development
and say that the record that he has had in his Ministry has been .
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a very greatly improved one when compared to the ones that hsve
been had by his predecessors. I accept that and I think he hes
to be congratulated on that. We have mede that point in this
House on other occasions. But notwithstending that, Mr Speaker,
the record of privete sector commerical development is not as
good. In fact, it could be described as reasonebly dismal and
certainly none of that development, other than one that I can
think of, the marina, is revenue raising ir itself. There wss

‘en opportunity, Mr Spesker, and there has been an opportunity,

I think for the last nine months or one yesr, Tor revenue rais-
ing development within the area of the Dockysard, in a situstion
where the commercial operator was not requiring that piece of
land. To this, the Government has given nothing other then
Jukewarm support. It hes lasted for over twelve menths, g lot
of money has been spent by the intending developers and by past
finangiers end the Government has had no positive reaction what-
ever. To such an extent, Mr Spesker, that the same people have
had to go over to Spain, they have already, or so I understand,
been promised the lend, they have ‘been promised a good finencisl
and fiscal set up to their advantege. The signs are that the
Tinal deal will be negotiated and signed very quickly. We all
know what I am talking about, Mr Spesker. I am talking sbout
the Solerex enterprise, the Solarex factory which not only would
have brought export eernings to Gibralter but would have provided,
in the fullness of time, a very definite number of jobs and job
opportunities to Gibraltarians. We have certeinly not heard fronm
Government, in the course of this debate, what their opinions are
on this development, which seems to me rather sad. I think the
people have the right to know in a public forum of this naiure.
I think I will give way now.

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:
A point of clerification, Mr Speaker. I wonder if the Hoﬁ Mémber

wguld like to tell us whether he read the proposals and projec-
tions by Solarex and if so whether he considers them viable?

HON W T SCOTT:

“Well, Mr Spesker, I do not want to teke up a political point with

the Hon Member on my left. I am asked to consider these proposals
viable 1n the same context that I can consider Solsrex vieble.

The Government, at least, after they had received the reports from
Appledore went to Belech, Coopers and Lybrand and after thst went
to Casey but éid they undertszke the ssme exercise with Solsrex?
HORN PINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

Yes, lr Speaker.

HON W T SCOTT:

Well, I am glad to hear that from the Hon Financial and Develop—

»ment Secretary because that is the first we hear-of it. Where

et least we have had the consultant's reports on the Dockyeard,
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at least on a confidential bssis, we have not had that anad this
is the first time we have heard that they have been investigated.
There has been no, certainly as far as I am aware, no cost ele-
ment in the Supplementary Estimates to pay for a consultant's
report, the seme ss we had with the Dockyard, of £20,000.

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

If I may intervene, with respect to the Hon Member. This was
looked at as part of the on-going study of the Dockyard and the
work which was undertsken by Coopers and Lybrand on tais. It
was pald for from the funds which they are receiving from ODA
for the Dockyard study. The results and their comments were
sent to the local firm representing Solarex.

HON W T SCOTT:

Well, the only thing, Mr Speaker, and the last, infact, on that
is that we do not consider these proposals vigble and I think
that at the beginning Government perhaps might have had its own
reasons why perhaps it did not find them visbles. Otherwise they
would not have solicited the opinion of consultants. Mp Spesaker,
continuing with land, Government's record on its initiative
regarding the East side reclamation is & very good one - I think
that I complimented the Minister on that when he Tirst announced
it in this House ~ and Menbers are aware of the interest that I
have shown in this by the number of guestions I pose is this House
and other Members of my party. However, I have alwsys warned
Government, and increasingly so of late, that this is a project,
Mr Speeker, that in its finslity could be greater even than the
Dockyard. It could provide an economic bese, & financial struc
ture, a job opportunities scheme far greater than the Dockyard,
navael or commercial. I had purposely not asked the Minister for
Economic Development and Trade when we had the last guestions .
session in the House in order not to interfere with what perheps
could be termed as the confidential nature of the possible nego-
tiations. Yet, I have warned him, Mr Speaker, and I think he ‘took’
the point thst in an investment - and we are talking about quite
a few hundred of millions of pounds investment at the end - of
that nature you have people that are interested, they are not
going to wait forever. They have the money availsble, they are
not going to wait forever. They are going to go somewhere else.

HON A J CANEPA:

If the Hon Member will give way and I am grateful for thet. It
is true that he hes not raised the matter of lste and therefore
I think I owe him some explanstion as to whst the state of .
affeirs is currently. I think he will recsll that I gave an in-
dication that since it is such a huge project and since there
was very little between them, certainly not enough on which we
could decide between one and the other, I asked tae two parties
to get together to see whether they could Jointly undertske the
development. Arrsnging meetings between the two parties has
been an extremely difficult and frustrating process. The posi-
tion wes, two or three weeks ago, that a meeting was held in
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don. t was not very satisfactory but progress is ngt being
iigg?nnotxsawmuch because they are not making p?ogsess 12 §is~
cussing the details dut because not gnough meetings are ilgg’nk
held to give them opportunity to actlvely get togetneri ; i
the stage is being reached-when next month I shell_rea }y Bve
to call in the legal respresentatives of the two flrgs in Spes—
tion and, as it were, knock their heads ?oge?her. Eltggr they
make & move jointly-or, if one or the otner.ls.respon5101§ for
the lack of progress because they sre not w1111ng'to ggt E_d
gether, the Government, I think, may hgvg a new s;tuatlon %n ,
if only by default, we may be in & p051p10n in wh}cp vie ha»p
to make &n offer to one of them. Thgt is the p051§10n at the
moment. Therefore what I am indicating really, and I hope‘@e
will accept it as a sincere statement, I honestly do not ?nlnk
that any fault lies with the Government, so far, as regerds the
delay. . .

HON W T SCOTT:

i X © but it is not
I am grateful for that intervention, Mr Spesker, :
a quegtion of gpportioning fault or blame. It 15 a question of
Government, having taken the initiative, it should ensure that
that initiaetive is carried through in all of its stages and
that decisions are taken by the Government as and when they are
necessary.

HON A J CANEPA:

i < j if 2 decision
take the point, Mr Spesker, I Jjust hgpe'that, if e . ion
iere to be %aken: the Opposi%ion, part}cularly the Hon 'Mr Willie

Scott will view the decision in that light.

v

HON W T SCOTT:

\ is our prerogative, Mr Spesker, if &nd when the ilime
ggkié.thﬁgwéser, Ipam ggatefui for the Hon @ember’s intervgntlon.
Mr Speeker, there is something that I certainly fould reguire

: some further clerificction on because }t coes not seem cleear to
me and I will try hard not to.reveel what is corntained w%tpin
these reports when I say what I heve to say. ;t*ls.someuhlng
thst appears very ambiguous tg ne, §omqtq1ng tga: the Hgn ang the
Learned Leader of the Opposition raised 1? an 1nu§rvent10n et e
end of the Hon and.Learned Chief iHinister's introductory speecp
to his motion. Thet was the £11m which is now_£1um. _Ag we under—
stood it, lir Spezker, certainly &s far sc I unéersiona it - tne~
Hon Joe Bossano said it quite clearly as well thats iz ﬁaE not.llke
thet - it was that the £11nm was part of L?e QZEm, the a2og bglng
composed of £i7m end £41m. This is contained, 1n fact, w1th1;
this report. "The totel funding required from 004 will be epprox-—
imately £28m".

HON PINANCIAL AND DEVELOPHENT SECRETARY:
i ificatid j . £41m is
. On & point of clarification, Sir, that is from_OpA ?pe
the fﬁnding from the Ministry of Defence that is possibly where
the Hon Member may have been misled by the report.

\
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HON W T SCOTT:
I still have to find the £411m, Mr Speaker.

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

I think theat the Hon Member will find it .in the balance sheet
figures at the back of the report where it indicates the amount of
work but it is very difficult to say in the House why the actual
£11m was not put there. There is presentational reason and I will
talk to the Hon Member outside the House if I may, I am sorry, Mr
Spesaker.

HON W T SCOTT:

Mr Speaker, I am grateful and I obviously will accept that offer.
Mr Spesker, it has been said many times in this House by the
Government that the deal could not have been made eny better if
there had been consultations and the tripartite approach to the
British Government and the British Parliament over a period of
time had been made. What we say is why could not the deal have
been better with an all party ‘involvement? If Government have
achieved what they say is an acceptsble deal with one year's :
deferment after being in, used unreservedly, secret negotiations:
during something like twelve to’ sixteen months, why cannot they, ’
the Government, accept that by the same token = united approach
could have achieved a better deal? Mr Speaker, there is an aspect
of that deal that has not been mentioned before and I wonder, in
fact, whether any regard has been taken of it. In the sbsence of
any comment, I must assume’ that it has been forgotton about com~ °
pletely although I hope I am golng to be corrected. Does the
package, for example, contain financial aid to companies who,
because of the operation of a commercial yard, of a new commercial
yard, and having been for very many years in the shipping and

Yachi repair business, will find thet they now cannot compete with -

an admittedly subsidised yard and will have to cesse operstion?
If there is any compensation to be made for the loss of business
of those enterprises, the loss of businesses or perhaps even total

liguidation of those enterprises, is there any compensation that is

going to be paid to those enterprises and if so who by? Where is
the money going to emanate from? I think, Mr Speaker, there is
one obvious one in particular that I am talking about. I think
that after heving done a great service to shipping generally, and -
Gibrgltar in perticular, over guite a number of years it will have
either to contain itself to a very small operation indeed or close
altogether. That is the Bland Ship Repair Yard and foundry on the
other side of the sirport. I-think it would be less than fair to
expect businesses of that nature, which will obviously see a very
detrimental effect to them of a new commercial yasrd, going out of
business without compensation. There are other enterprises not as
large as that which do not employ so many people but, of course,
the principle is still the same. I wonder, Mr Spesker, what
guarantees there are that the new commercial operator, if the
business envisageé by them does not materialise and that their
workforce is not completely occupied, would not enter into asctiv-
ities which, traditionally, have been undertaken by a number of
small, medium or larger companies that have had absolutely nothing
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to do with dockyard, naval or commercisl work. For example, in
the construction industry, in compuier services, offering computer
services — because we have all heard how Appledore has this
marvellous computer that they are going to install in Gibreltar -
in welding and other mechanical and electrical services anc the
preparation of drawings. Will this put more jobs outside of the
Dockyard walls et risk, Mr Spesker? There has been no comment

at a1l from Government on this. MNr Speaker, we undéerstand that
the commercial operator will be introducing parity, only for the
first twelve months. After that it will be on &, presumebdly,
productivity basis, how they work and so forth. It raises a
question, Mr Speaker, because Government is a very laxrge employ-
er and indirectly it will also be the employer of the Gibraltar
Shiprepair Compeny Limited. Although it is a private compeny the
shareholding will be by Government and there will be Government
appointed people and, perhaps, even civil servants on that board.
Perhaps Government is in a position to say no. We cannot be in
that position because we do not know. Mr Spesker, what is Govern-
ment's policy with regard to the continustion of its present
parity policy in public sector employment. Are we to expect, for
example, & virtusl freeze,on job creation and opvortunities in
the public sector to oblige workers to take up employmenit in the
commercial yard? Well, that has not been mentioned before. I
think it is a very important one. Is Government also hopefully
going to look to see how the negotiations at an individuel level
are taking plece with prospective employecs of the company with

a four years "no industrisdl action" sgreement and see how they
can perhaps use it. A word of warning to my friend on my left,

on that basis. Mr Spesker, we have had a number of documents,

not all made available- to us over the last few months. One in
particular, I think it is called Casey's has been mentioned here
yesterday. The Hon and Gallant Major Feliza explained how, in
conscience, he could not read that document. ‘Well, Mr Speaker,
there are two of us on this side of the House thst feel exactly

as he does and.I am one of them. The case could be made, per-
haps, for a document paid by taxpayers outside of Gibraltar,
finding itself in our hands and the people of Gibraltar not being
made privy to it. However, when -the revort is paid by the tex-—
payers of Gibraltar, on an issue as important as the Dockyard, I
think, Mr Speaker, there is a morality about ithe whole issue and
a very strong one at that. It is a very strong »oint of principle.
I am sure that moral point has not been lost on the Government, Mr
Spesker. I can only draw one conclusicn from the Government's
decision not to make it public, in fact, not even to give us s
copy like this to take home or to our offices ito study. We cannot
even do thet. We have got to go down to the Secretariat, confirm
to them that we will not dislcose it, read it and then go home
like good little boys. Mr Speeker, I suspect, therefore, that if
Government has chosen to withhold this report from the public -
and that is the only cornclusion I can come to - and sttempt to

tie our hsnds, which they have done - end remember I have noil reed
that report - its recommendations cannot be other than obviously

a highly politically damaging one. They must be ir conflict with
the decisions taken by Government in srriving at the sgreement of
the packsge deal. They must be, I can draw no otker conclusion.
There have been no ressons stated ss to why this confidentiality.
I feel, Mr Speaker, that thsat being the only conclusion that I can
come to, and I think I am not sltogether wronsg in that, the Govern-
ment must view it as & very great contributor, should it be mede
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public, towards a decrcase in the votes in favour of the AACR dt
the next general elections which hopefully will tske place soon.

MR SPEAKER:.

Are there sny other contributors?

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:
Well, Mr Speaker, if no one has anything further to say I think

. I will have the last say for our perty in Opposition. I have,

as you know, Mr Spesker, spoken on the two previous amendments.

MR SPEAKER:

With respect to you, you have spoken on two amendments. You have
spoken on Mr Isola's amendment extensively and therefore I will
remind you, as I warned you then, that you have had over an hour
on that one end I will riot allow any repetition.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

H

" Yes, Mr Speaker, I will just start with the statement of the Chief .

Minister to which I herdly referred yesterday. I won't tske very
long, except to say that as he-was reading, he said: “As this
House knows, we have been engaged in the most intensive consulta-
tions with the British Government for the past few weeks". I
thought he was going to carry on: ... and we have had none with
the Members on the other side of this House as I promised I would
do'*. That, in fact, Mr Spesker, is the truth. He may have had a
lot of consultatlons with the Government but he has had none at
all with the Opposition notwithstanding, Mr Speaker, he has been
giving the impression all the time that he would do. The last
consultations we have, as he calls it, is when he brings the
motion to this House and he expects a debate in the House to
represent consultations. Amezingly, Mr Speaker, in the same
statement, in paragraph 15, he goes to say: "... if any of us on
either side -of the House or in any sector of public life in
Gibraltar were to place party, political or any other interest
above the good of Gibralter as a community for which we have
fought so hard and so long". Mr Speasker, how can he possibly
talk ebout unity when right from the beginning of this tremendous
issue for Gibraltar he has been promising consultiation and he does

not do so? He has certainly done his very best to divide Gibraltar
~on this issue and now he calls for unity. Furthermore, Mr Speaker,
on sn issue which I thought was very important, that is to say, to

pave the way to convince the Government of the need for giving a
very herd look at what they were doing and so prepare the ground
by getting support in both Houses of Perlisment and in England
generally, we see, Mr Speaker, correspondéence with the Lesder of*
the Opposition which proves again that he was taking the Opposi-
tion up the garden path deliberately, it cannot be otherwise. 1In
his letter of the 10th June, 1983, Mr Speasker, he says: "After
discussion we agreed that action on a possible campaign should be
deferred end that further thought should be gilven by 8ll concerned
to the steps that might be teken. I continue to hold the view
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that the guestion of a campaign should be deferred until we have
come to a conclusion on the commercialisstion proposals. e are
now guite close to reaching that p051t1ﬁn" In paragraph 6 of
that same letter he said: "Our agreeing in principle that an all
perty delegation from Gibraltar should meke early contact with
the Brltlsh/Glbrsltar Group, &s in the case of the possible
letter-writing campaign, I think it is important to get the .
timing right and I 'should like to discuss these iwo matters with
you as évents develop over the next two or three weeks'". The
letter is dated the 10th June. It hss got no reference but it

is addressed to the Leader of the Opposition. Then there is
another ‘one, Mr Speaker, on the 22nd June, 1983. The last peara-
graph reads: "My vieit to London will not now be for the purpose
originally intended end I will be in a better position after it,
to consider the question about the meeting of all perties men-
tioned in your letter". The 27th June, Mr Speaker, sgain the
last psragraph: 'Subsequently, having regard to certain develop-
ments, I thought that the Government in the exefcise of its res-
ponsibility have a duty to carry out certain functions in London
within our competence, before the visit to which I referred took
place. Hence the decision to tske the first meeting as the
opportunity for .this purpose. The guestion of the joint visit is,
therefore still pending". These arrangements were written down.
Why 8id he act in thet manner? WWhy did he say one thing and do.
the very opposite, Mr Speaker? Was he trying to misleed the
Opposition? Is that the way of bringing about the unity thet he
is asking for now? Does he expect the Opposition to cerry the
baby for 'him now? Mr Speaker, it i1s an unformed baby unfortun-
ately and whilst we cannot take responsibility for it, if there
is an election and, of course, we are elected, we will do our best
as you might say, to clear the mess and indeed it is & hell of a
mess. Yes, Mr Speaker, perhaps I cen do a few things from London
and I -have done a lot from London. I have approached a lot of
Members of Parliament and thanks to that, perheps, the opposition
that Mr Zammitt says exists today is even greater, because the

‘Government have failed to carry out the zuolic relstions exercise

that was necessary to inform the HMembers ol Parliament and the
British public of the resl situstion of &Sibralter. I will deal
with that a little later. Of course, let my say, Mr Spezker,
that when I am required I am here, when,; perhsps, Members of the

Government sre not. For instance, lMr Speaker . . . .

, MR SPEAKER:

Order, order, I will not have Members diverging znd going off at
a tangent becsuse a remark has beén mzde. You are speaking to
the. Chair and you should address yoursel? to the point at issue.
I say this after you have had your sazy dut let us not prolong
this.

1

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

The point is that I have been atitacked, !ir Spesker, by an aside
and I think I have every right to deferd my pesivion. That is

to sasy Mr Spesker, that I have becn here for this purpose since
the Lth July and I was prepared to stay nhere for as long as
necessary and that has not been the case of llembers of the Govern-
ment. .
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MR SFEAKER:

No, T will not have this any longer. Will you please go on.
Order, will you go on with your contribution.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I have been provoked, Mr Speaker, snd I have got to defend myself.
I would not have mcted that way otherwise. Well, Mr Spegker, I
will try now and follow the debate in answering some of the points
reised by Members of the Government. I would like to deal first
of all, Mr Spesker, with Mr Featherstone who usually' goes back
to the times of King Canute that is the fable he usually quotes.
I do not know what the relstionship is or if he has got anything
to do with it‘but he always seems to produce a book. Then also,
I think it is that he is historical because he usually goes back
to the times when I was Chief Minister which was far back in 4969.
So, just to try and prove that the Government was doing right by
keeping secret all the hundreds of reports that they have had, angd
I think it probably goes into hundreds, he produces one, the :
Beeching Report. It is not the first time he has done it. He has
done it before and of course he will do it sagain because that is,
apparently, the only defence that they have. Why didn't you mske
public the Beeching Report? I hed nothing to do with the Beeching
Report, Mr Spesker. It was the Governor's Report and I hsd noth-
ing to do with it. I did not ask Mr Beeching to come here, -that
was done by the British Government for the sake of finding out

how 'they could improve productivity, I suppose, in the Dockyard.

I had & chance of spegking to him and I did learn a lot from what
he said: This is one of the reasons why I was so keen on product-
ivity, which took so long for the Government to realise and, of
course, on which they have achieved nothing to this date. Mr
Speeker, I think I would suggest that he comes down to live in the
20th century and forget sbout Canute. Mr Spesker, I can see how
gullible he is too. He referred, Mr Speaker to the achievement

in Singapore. I was looking through some paper not so long ago,
vhich my Hon Friend here drew attention to, on Singapore and I.
noticed that this = I think it was to do with the Consultative
Economic Committee of the Governor - was one of the papers that-
wes thrown in. It was excellent to toy with the idez of commer-
cialisation, it couldn't have been better thought: 'Look at the
echievement in Singapore, you can do the same in Gibralter'. MNr
Spesker, he swallowed it, obviously, hook, line gnd sinker and

he thinks that the situation in Singapore is exactly the same as
Gibrslter. Singapore, to start with is not subject to a blockade,
we asre. I would say that we would have a very good chance of
commercialisation if the situation of Gibraltar was not -what it
was but not even to the extent that the Government think. I
believe that we hsve tremendous essets in that Dockyard which must
be worth hundreds of millions of pounds and which obviously we do
not want to throw away. What I am saying, Mr Spesker, is that you
cannot place the whole future of Gibraltar. on a basis of comnercial-
isation which is going to replace the income that is today coming
from the Dockyerd. That is totally absurd. ZEven the Financial ang
Development Secretery probably agrees with me on that one. At
least, he did when he made his speech at the time of the budget
because it is just not common sense. Here we have, Mr Speszker,

Mr Peatherstone, the Minister for Public Works, saying what a
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wonderful thing Singapore did and we could do the same thing here.
I suggest to him that before he thinke about Gibraltar, he had
better start doing something in his own department which needs &
lot of looking at. I would draw his attention to Cascmates and <.«

‘¥R SPEAKER:

No you won't.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

The point has been made. I wish I could-convince Mr Featherstone,
he has been convinced before on the question of divorce, Mr Speeker,

" So I think he has got an open mind. Therefore if he has ean open

mind I might still convince him that he might voie against the
Government today. I am very optimistic, Mr Speeker, and sometimes
it works. His battle cry, I think, was: 'We accept commercislisa-
tion, we will rise ta the occasion'. Grest words, lMr Speasker, ~
glmost Churchillian, but I say to him that comnercialisetion is
Gibraltar!s Archilles heel naw end I say to him that Spain is

going to aim its . arrow at that heel almost immediately and I say

to him that this 1is already happening because I am going to quote,
Mr Speaker, from & newspaper which is already saying so.

MR SPEAKER: |

No, 1t has been guoted from already. We are not going to have a
repetition. .

‘HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

’

Then, Mr Spesker, I will just give him the date in case he has
missed it., It is the Daily Telegraph of the 21st July end if it
was all guoted then there 1s no need for me to guote it. If he
refers back to that, Mr Spesker, he will see then that on the

other side of the Bay a commercial rensir yard is already on its
way and.also he might have noticed that in that erticle a report
says how ships are being attracted away already to Ceuta and
Algeciras from our course. I was surprised, Mr Spezker, the

other day when I asked the Minister for Port for statistics on
what was heppening in Ceuta and X¥elilla. How much of our shipping
wes going that way. I have now found it. I.am surprised, in fact,
that the Government does not keep track of things like that because
if we are interested in rising up to the occasion, one of the
things we must have is information on our corpetitors sbout which
we do not seem to care very much. I asked a gquestion the other

¢ay to the Minister for Port and he just did not krow. I hsve been
sble to find it end I will say what the position ie with regard to
Ceuta and Melilla. In 41578 the number cf ships coming to Gibralter
was 1,592. The total tonnage was 17,704,149 and in Ceuta the .
number of ships was 9,639 and the tonnage was 23,396,000. I won't
go all the wey down but I think I would.like io guote 1981 which
shows how the tonnage in Ceuta has increzsed considersbly and ours
has stayed more or less the same. These are: in 1981 there were
1,533 ships, a few less than in 1978, and the tonnage was
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17,347,000 which is agein a few thousand less than in 1978 and

in Ceuts it was 9,468 ships and the tonnage rose very considerably
from 23,000,000 to 31,327,641. That is the position, Mr Spesker.
I could not find the figures for Algeciras.

HON H J ZAMMITT:

If the Hon Member would give way. I think the Hon Member is
absolutely right in quoting the figures of 1981 and 19682. I think
he will find, in reading the figures of late 1982/19863, that GCeuta
has been able to offer ships free water which . . .

MR SPEAKER; . .

No, order, we are not goint to get involved in the reasons why more
ships are going to Ceuta. The Hon Major Peliza has been quoting
Just general figures for the purpose of his argument. We are not
going to get.involved. With respect, we are not going to get §
involved. We cannot get involved.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

!

Mr Spesker, I think that he is just supporting my argument.

MR SPEAKER:

I will sllow you to go a little further than this exclusively
for the purposes of giving compsrative figures and nothing else.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Mr Spesker, what I am arguing is that here we are going to open
& comnercigl repair yard which is going to be the subject to
interference by inducement, competition, fair or foul competition
by all means, and 1t is true, I think, guite rightly so that they
ere now glving them free water.

HON H J ZANMITT:

No, Mr Speaker, with respect, Sir, I may have given the wrong
impression. I beg your indulgence. I am saying they used to
give free water, they are no longer in a position to give free
water and ships are coming to Gibreltar because they do not mind
paying for water, for something they need end do not mind paying
for.

HOKX MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Well, I am glad to hear that, it means that there will probably
be a few more distillers and I would suggest to them to put . . .
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MR SPEAKER:
No, with due respect.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA

Alright, ¥r Speeker, it is a good thing. If we can compete I

.am gll for it but I have my doubts &snd 8ll I sey is, on the

figures that I have availeble that the picture is not & good one
for us.. If we see the position with regsrd to shipping both in
Ceuta and Algeciras and we reelise that on e straightforward
thing such sas Jjust coming in for bunkering or vhatever it is
that they do, Wwe are losing ground . . .. .

MR SPEAKER:

" With respect, we have been lebouring & point which has been made

by every single Member who has spoken and that is repetition.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I am just trying to answer the point. So Mr Speeker, I think thet
¥r PFeatherstone when he egein referred to the report on vwhich
nothing is known said that, eccording to the report, the order
book would be ready in three or four years. 'Whei I understend
from that report which I have not resd -is that it would not be in
three or four years but thet it would-go inlec Live, six, seven &nd
even eight years. IT that is ihe cese, ¥r bxcbyer, the p¢cturc is
an entirely different one. I think thet the point shoulé be mede,
therefore, of the importance of relsssing that report so thst we
know on what judgement the Government hes decided to go commerciel.
¥With regard to Mr Canepa, Mr Speaker, I slways thirk that he is
very clear in the expositions of his argument and usually, ¥r
Speaker, very logical. T have tremendous respect for thei but,

if 1 mey say, yesterday he gave me ithe impressicn that he was
reading a school essgy. He is much beliecr when he does not heve
to use copious notes but I think that the reason why he sounded
that way was because he 4id not have the frecdom cof argument that
he would normelly have if he was dealing with en issue on which
he wes convinced was the right one. I o not believe thet he is.
All he said was: "well, this ig bed enough but .+hat is the
alternative of the Opposition?". I will tell him whet the gliepr-~
native of the Ovposition hes slways beern and indeed now Jhbh of
the Opposition but of all of those whc signed the memorsndum thsat
was sent to Lord Carringion, Signatures here include pecple,

not only all the pnliticiens, ir Spesker, who sre in this House
but the Gibraltar Trades Council, all tre parties, the Giiraltar
Youth Associstion the Gibreltar Chexber of Commerce, the
Gibraltsr ‘Vomen's Association, the ?urouean ¥ovement, the
Buropean Unicn of Students. There was unity for you, ¥r Spesker,
and it is this unity thset this Goverrment has broken theamselves |
because if we had adhered to this position which we adoptied then,
which wes on the 17th March, 1%62, ihig unity would have been
preserved to thils day and Gibreltsr would have an alternative
which is not Just the Oppositlon's but of the whole of Gibraltar.
I om going to read, Mr Spesker, the persgraph so that . . . .

2gh,



MR SPEAKER:

You have read it, with due respect.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

If I have read it, Mr Spesker, I would suggest that they refer to
it. It is paragraph &, Mr Speaker, of Lord Carrington's memoran-
dum. 8o, if I hasve read it, I do not want to labour the point.
Mr Spesker, I do not want to go all over 1t again but if Mr
Canepa thinks that there are people in the House who think the
offer was very generous I will Jjust repeat again that it is
because they are not informed. They just do not know what the
whole thing is ebout.

MR SPEAKER:

You mean people in Gibfaltar, not in the House.

- Do you mean
people in the House or people in Gibraltar? .

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

1.
People in the House, Mr Spesker, in the House of Commons. In
fact, Mr Spegker, I would like to read from another paper which
I do not think has been read and that is yesterday's Guardian.
It is the editorial, and I would like to refer, Mr Spegker, to
only the first {wo paragraphs because the others are to do with
other things. These ‘two parsgrephs are directly connected with
the Dockyard and 2lso with the question of how much money we are
getting., It says: "Yesterday's Government announcement of the
Tinal arrangement for winding up Naval Dockyard facilities at
Gibraltar rasises the whole complex of dlsturbing issues which
do not appear to have been fought through in London. We sheall
limit ourselves to mentioning filve of them". I will not mention
all five because two of them have nothing to do with it. The’
editorial continues: “The £28m conscience money to compensate
for the loss of at least 1,000 jobs will come from the overseas
aid budget. As Britain oevotes just 1.38% of GNP (compared. with
the United Nations target of 0.7%) to what is meant to be aid to
world poor, this seems to be a double shabby expedient. It is the
Defence Ministry that will save £10m a year on the deal and it is
their bloated budget that should have been cut. The pious hope
that the Dockyard facilities.will be able to survive on a commer-
cial basis elready undermined by a world slump in shipping may
have been extinguished altogether by the Spanish decision to press
ahead with the development of the neighbouring port of Algeciras.
Then, there is the NATO angle to consider. Gibraltar offered the
Alliance the only specislist naval repeir facility in the western
Kediterranean, particularly important for nuclezr submarines. A
port reduced to scraping a living from paséing trade, mercantile
and nsval, csnnot be expected to set aside extensive facilities
for unpredictable emergencies, as the US Navy was among the first
to appreciste", that, Mr Spesker, is the Guardian.
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MR SPEAKER:

I must make a remark on quotations from newspapers. I em afraid
that the opinions of newspepers are not & matter which should be
teken into consideration in the House of Assembly. It can be
used as an argument for the purposes of furthering contributions.
I say this after we hsve had quotations from about six different
newspepers and I must not allow that to heppen indiscriminately.
I have said this efter you have made your contribution.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I was trying to meke & point, Mr Spesker, of the importance to
keep the media, the Members .of Perliament, the public at large
in England informed of whet the true situstion of Gibraltsr is.
Otherwise, Mr Spesker, we get that sort of thing heppening and
people might just not know the true position of Gibraltar. Mr
Spesker, I think that, if anything, the Government, because
it was unable to adhere to the policy that was sgreed upon by
all parties, finished up by going to Britein almost considering
that they have lost the battle. This is why, in my view, Mr
Speaker, when they came to the crunch eof the matier, when they
had to decide, good old Shskespezre's position, to be or not to
be, I think they decided not to be. This is the position, lr
Speeker, that Gibraltar finds itself in now. We find that they
felt that they had either to get commercislisstion or be doomed.
As far, and this is why agein I will stiress the importance of .
letting people know, as the public in England and Members of
Parlisment are concerned, ve are getting a good Gesl. They did
not know that commercialisestion, as any reasonsble person meking
an assessment of the situstion knows, is not a2 replacement of
the Dockyard slthough we all know thzat. They do not know that
the ether slternative wss budgetary aid. Thet, spparently, was
the situation end not what we asked for in the memorandum. Thet,
Mr Speaker, is a terrible situation beczuse to me it is virtual
economic disengagement of Britain from Gibreltar. The full
commitment of economic support to Gibraltar hes éwindled consider-
ably by their pulling out of the Dockyard and then pessing the
whole responsibility to the Government of Gibraslter. This is
what is happening, Mr Speeker, and we have got to reslise it. It
is not just the jobs of the people in the Dockysrd. We hesr from
the Minister who is alsc responsible for Lsbour - he has not spoken
yet but I think we have hesrd something szlready - how we are goirg
to try and edjust the sitvation., I do not ithink they reslise thet
if we do not get.the income from outlsice that we used to get frox
the Dockyard there will be less money within our economic ares to
be able to carry on supprorting the kind of wsasges thsat we pay in
our Government. Yesterdéesy, m Syezxer, and I will not cuoue, I
read in the Chroricle how civil servanus in Holland sre going to
have to reduce their income by 20%. Do we honestly believe that
we shall be able to carry on with having perity inside the Govern-
ment when we do not have parity in the Dockyard? If thst is so,
it is reelly a dsydream and therefore all the civil servants,
those who work for GEC, the Police, everyhody in Gibralter must
realise thet unless the workforce in the Dockyard esrns the money
that they used to earn before, all their wsges are going to start
going down gnd all the social services are geing to suffer. Let
there be no question &bout that. I 6o not think that this has got
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_ home yet. The penny has not dropped, Mr Spesker, but ilhe sooner
it does, the better becsuse then they will reallse what we are
telking about in this House. They will reslise why we have said
it was necessary to go united and what terrible blunder the Govern-
ment has made by bresking that unity that was so well held to-
gether at the beginning of this situation. Mr Ganepa said: "We
have reached the crossroads". Indeed we have. We have reached
the crossroads and God knows the way that the new road is going
to teske us. It is very, very difficult for us in the state that
we are in, Mr Speaker, to believe that with the package that we
have got, with a Tew more little bits of land on the sea front
snd a little bit of land at Rosia Bay the future is now shining
for Gibraltar. I would ask the Minister for Development what
progress has been made recently on development here. Why, when
we get this land, is the situastion going to be totally different?
Why? I understand, Mr Speaker, in fasect, that there is a company,
Wimpy, who wants to develop Cornwall's Parade and who wants to
develop the eastern side of the Rock but they are getting no joy
from the Minister's Department. I do not know if thaet 1s true.

HON A J CANEPA:

Mr Spesker, it i1s shattering to hear a thing like this here in the
House becasuse I have not the slightest indication that Wimpy have
hed an interest in the Command Education Centre. To me it is
extraordinary how, if up until the 414th July I was available
during normsl office hours, people ere unsble to approach me,
This is incredible that someone would go 16 the Surveyor sand
Planning Secretary's Department, not get any Jjoy out of that
department snd not come and tell me. Mr Speaker, I am sure that
it is not the experience which other Hon Members in this House'’
who know anything sbout development have. It cannot be.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Mr Spesker, all I will say is that I will try and get back to
the person who seid that to me and tell him to approach the
¥Minister. ‘

MR SPEAKER:

In feirness, and I must say this again, in fairness to the House,
if sllegations and accusations are going to be made they should
be made in the full knowledge that they can be substantiated and
that is the principle on which allegations are made in this House.

HOR A J CANEPA:

¥r Speeker, if I may, I think that communications 1s the essence
of things in life, Hr Spesker. I would invite the Hon Member, if
he ever gets any inkling of that and since he writes so many
letters to Members of Parliament to write me a letter and I will
deal with the matter immediately. I assure him that he would be °
doing Gibraltar a service il he does that.
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HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:
I take the offer, Mr Speaker.

MR SPEAKER:

We will leave matters there now.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

¥es, Mr Speaker. Mr Spesker, I ssy that the best way of making

development here progress repidly is to ensure that those who

pave already developed, those .who have already put the moné§ in

in our sarea, particularly hotels, and I d&o noit see anyone builé~

%Eg more hotels, are able to pey their bills. I believe that
0S€ o o o &

¥R SPEAKER:

No, with due respect, you cen telk sbout. develo
C . pment as an alterns-
tive to the Dockyard but not how development is going to progress.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Well, tourism was brought in, Mr Snéaker if I maj in thi
; ) r t 4 M T may sey so, in the
statement of the Chief Minisber as a thing of the futwne ind Lhowee
fore I have got to refer to it. i B

¥R SPEAKER: .
You can refer to development as one of the alternstiv

2. es to the
pockygrd but not how development is going to progress and how it
is going to be implemented.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Mr Speaker, but I cannot see how one can talk sbout a
r ) ; v Z evel
without saying how it is going to happen. - clopment

MR SPEAKER:

As a general statement you are entitled to do that.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

This is what I am trying to fird out because I dé

t el not see, Kr
Speake?,.hopestly, @ow you cen expect anyone to buila E;oiher
hotel in Gibraltar 1f_those who are there now are on the verge
of closing down? It is again kidding ourselves if we believe

* that that 1s going to heppen because it is not going to hsappen.

Therefore, even if we have the land, Mr Speaker, thet we start
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putting our house in order. With this, Mr Speaker, I come to the
Minister for Tourism who unfortunately is not here at this very
moment but he is probebly listening from outside. He said that I,
in the past, have ssid ~ a very memorable phrase apparently, they
seem to remember what I say, which is good -~ that you must not
bite the hand that feeds you. Yes, Mr Speaker, I still stand by
that, In the context that I made it it wes that we should not
quarrel with the people representing Her Majesty's Government in
Gibraltar and I still say that. We owe everything that we are to
the fact that Britain is here but that does not mean to say that
this means servility in any ‘manner or form, any more than it is,

Mr Spesker. The fact that I am now guarrelling with the Govern-
ment here does not mean to say that I am less Gibralterian, of
course not. If I guarrel with the British Government, it does

not mean that I am going to be less British, becsuse I am not.

I am going to remain British, whatever happens in Gibraltar
because I think we are going to muddle through. I do not believe *
thet we are going to be extinguished either by the Spaniards or by’
the closure of the Dockyard or whatever may happen here. We are
going to get .through, the point is how are we going to get through?
That is the point that I am trying to make. MNr Speaker, therefore,
when I made that remark 1t had nothing to do with the other. He !
also said, Mr Spesker, that they do not owe us a living in perpet-
uity, but we don't want that either. I think the Chief Minister
knows perfectly well, better than I, that Gibraltar used to pay
its way. We never used to ask for a perny from anybody elsée. I
am sure that he would like to see it that way egain and so would

I gnd so would everybody. The only rehson thet we are in the
position that we are today is because Britain did not retaliate.

By not retaliating it gave Spain & free hand as to thelr restric-
tlons., This is why we ere in this position. It has nothing to

do, if I mey remind the Mihister now thet he has come in, with .
wanting to be looked after in perpetuity. That is not the point.
What happens is that the British Government, and we seem to for-
get this, rather than retaliate said: "We will support and sus-
tain". I think that we are absolutely entitled to ask for thet,
otherwise they should have said et the beginning: "Glbraltar is
untenable we cannot hold the position and we will disperse". We
have got to look at reality in the face. It is happening to

Hong Kong today and.no one for one moment believes that that situa-
tion can be saved. It would be absurd to believe that that situa-
tion can be saved but in the best judgement of Her Majesty's
Government it was decided in 1969 when the frontier was closed
finally that it was possible to holé Gibraltar, not by reteliating
but by supporting and sustaining Gibraltar, that pledge still
stands. That is the sort of information that the Merbers of Farlia-
ment must get and then I think that they would see the situstion as
being completely different. Mr Spesker, it is not just a question,
as the Minister seid, of showing confidence in ourselves. We must
show confidence in ourselves but above all we have got to meke

sure that a bigger power which is surrounding us and which can
obviously strengle us if they want to, there is no question about
it, does not get away with it. As far as we are concerned, I
would draw the attention to the Minister that he should try very
hard to get thst tourism right because he has failéd totally up

to now. It is not because we have not been prodding him to get
things done. Mr Spesker, I see very little prospect of any change
in tourism for as long as that Minister 1s there because if he has
not been able to do it in the last four years, or was it eight years
or 80, I doubt whether he has capacity there to be able to change.
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MR SPEAXER:

No, we are not geing to turn this into a veite of confidence, on
the Minister for Tourism.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA

I am finishing. Lastly, Mr Spesker, I would like to refer to my
Hon Friend Mr Haynes who is not here and who I thought made an
excellent contribution yesterday. I think I would like to finish
up with what he said. He said that the Governnent hed brought no
srgument to this House 1o prove that what they were trying to sell to
Gibraltar was valid, they have not. They have not rroduced what
Tigures, they have not produced facts, they have produced nothing.
All they have produced is a lot of secret reports which they will

"not allow to be given out to the public end which immediastely

become very suspect becsuse, if those reportis were as good as they
obviously think they are, then, Mr 8p°aker, this debate would not
have taken place. We would gll be singing “ana dancing in the
streets of Gibraltar as to the wonderful future we vere going to
have w1th eommerclallsatlon. .

HON DR R G VLLARINO:

Mr Speaker, Sir, I rise io spesgk -on the motion moved by the Hon
the Chief Minister. ZILet us first consider the facts: (1) HMG

has made a firm decision to close the Navel Dockyard, no matter
what ideas the Hon Mr Gerald Restano has‘on this subject;

(2) Closure of the Naval Dockyard with nc replacement activity
would lead to & collapse of the economy with in an extremely short
time, probably not more than s year, unemployment would rise to
unprecedented heights and the consolidated fund balance would
suffer greatly as a direct result of the closure.

HON J BOSSANO:

If the Hon Member will give way. If that were to happen the
British Government would bte breakirg its word given in the VWnite
Paper of June, 1984. Does he think that the British Government,
in which this administration has so much feith, is cspable of
that? I do but does the Hon Member share my view?

HON DR R G VALARINO:

¥r Spesker, I do not particulsrly shere the Member's view but the
fact remains that if there is a2 closure of the Dockyerd and there
is no replacement activity, unemployment would increase and that
is a8 simple as two and two mskes Tour.

HON J BOSSANO:
¥r Spesker, that cen only happen if the .British Government is

prepared to bresk the commitment it gave in the White Paper of
June, 19841, Command 8286. I have been saying thet the British
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Government 1s quite capsble of this, particularly Mrs Thatcher's
Government, because they are always behaving like that. Does
the Hon Member share my view?

HON DR R G VALARINO:

Mr Speaker, I repeat the obvious thing and I em afraid that, at
this esrly -stege in my speech, I am not prepared to give way any
more to the Hon Member. ' But as I said, two and two maskes four
remains. I will now go on to the third point. (3) The economy
is elresdy wesk from the contimuing haemorrhage causedé by a
partislly open frontier and en acute shortage of land available
and suitable for development purposes with tourism in mind. The
picture is bleak end the only solution possible is a diversifica-
tion of the economy so as not to rely on the long-standing Dock-
yard economy. The only way to continue to support our economy
given HMG's firm and final decision to close the Naval Dockyard, -
is by commerciaslisation together with the development of those
prime sreas offered to us by Her Majesty's Government. It is
only with a stsble economy that the Gibraltar Government will

be sble to borrow funds for its other needs, principally housing.
Commercialisation offers a potential major source of employment
and income. I have no doubt of the long term viability of the
project and consultants agree that this will be the case. As
mentioned by my Hon Colleague, Mr Canepe, who covered the subject
comprehensively, this represents a desirable change from an .art-
ificial economy 'to a natural economy.  However, the future of a
commercial ship repair yard does not solely rely on the aveila-
bility of work, the initial years of which will be supported by
help from HKG. FKere is an opportunity to accept a challenge and

to achieve success. Gibralter cannot lose this opportunity of
establishing a new "dockyard" facility which could form the basis
for a diversified economy. In fact, in answer to a point raised
by the Hon Major Peliza, it is my opinion that Her Majesty's
Government, heving invested cspital in the Dockyard project with

a view to developing the Gibraltar economy and provided that the
ship repair company has done all in its power, both management

and the workforce, to ensure success of the venture, it is unlikely
that Her Majesty's Government would stand by and allow the venture
to fall because of future depressions in the industry or because

of & deliberate attempt by our neighbours to sabotage the develop-
ment of the facility by unfair subsidised competition. Here, let
me put the record straight. The facilities offered nearby in °
Spain, and I believe mentioned by the Hon Mr Gerald Restano, have
to do with ship building and not ship repairing. The Opposition
feel aggrieved and f{rustrated thet, in their opinion, no "consulta-
tion" with them hss teken place and with the aid of the Gibraltar
lobby they claim they would have been able to obtain a better pack-
age. This is totslly without any foundstion and let me point out
that the present lerge conservative majority in the House of
Commons has practically rendered the Gibraltar lobby impotent.

The best package has been obtained from Her Majesty's Government
and Givbrsltar must be thankful to the officials who were closely
involved in the negotiations with HMG and to Sir Joshua Hassan in
perticular. With a commercial ship repair yard in operation the
additionel spin-offs and extra revenue to Government will be

large. Let me suggest one area in which I have some knovledge ~
telecommunications. A modern yard has to have a high degree of
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sophistication in their communications system. They need an
excellent international telephone network, telex, deta, PiBX's
and other related telecommunications fecilities. They could
well need computerisation within the yerd. All these can pro-
vide added revenue to Government. The motion, as it stands,
does not mention lands or the great steps put forward by the
Government in respect to this vitsl aspect of our evolution.
The handing over of very valuable land areas and the probsble
‘release of other sites hsve o be considered as part of a pack-
age involving also the transfer of Dockyard land and not in
isolation. The development of such areas of land forms pert of
the diversification of our ecounomy and will mean sdded work Top
our lgbour force. Nobody can guerantee that the future will be
easy but it is up to ue to meke sure ihat Gibraltar remains
economically viable, since if Gibraltar is economically wviable
tpen it is also politically visble. In the long term, constitu-
tional reform will be necessary. In ending this short speech
le? me once sagain say that what HNG has offered hes been some-
thing which has not been offered to esny other concern either in
Britain itself or overseas. All praise agsin rust be'given to
those involved in these difficult negotiaticns with HMG. MNr
Speeker, - 8ir, I have no hesitation in supporting and welcoming
this motion. Thank you, Sir. :

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPTIANWI:

Mr Speeker, Henry VIII said to each of his wives: "I won't keep
you long". I have had to make a taciicel withdrswal becsuse the
lady did not meke a U-turn. I think she burnt slightly but the
U~turn she did not mske and I was convilced that the lady woulid
not make a U-turn when she got such a huge majority of 1l or
1&7 votes. I think the comparison of ithe British Netionality
Bill and the question of the attempt to stop the closure of the
Dgckyard cannot be put in the same sphere. They ere two toTtally
different aspects under twe totally different conditions. In
the first place, the United Kingdom Government hed =a majority of
lesg than 4O before the elections. In the second place, the
Netionality Bill did not talk sbout money and losses of worklcead
to shipyards in Her Majesty's Dockyard.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA: .

Will the Hon Min;ster give way. If that was the view of the
quernment why did they keep us going slong the garden psth
right to the very end? They should hazve ssid so: "“We cannot
do it, we are not interested".

HON MAJOR P.J DELLIPIANI:

Mr Spesker, I have not mentioneé the Governmeni at gll. I said
I have made a tectical withdrawal. I realise thet whetever we
did, we would not change Mrs Thatcher's mind ané to me it is a
miracle thet we heve got a year's extention bscsuse she is a
tough cookie. Let me say one thing, the guestion of work pract-
ices hes been mentioned both in this House of Assemdbly end in
the Commons and in the House of Lords. I am referred to some-
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times by my colleasgues as the reactionary Major but there is
s§till a bit of sociaelism left in me and I hold the right to
strike by trade unions very dearly because I have been through
thet. That does not mean that there could not be agreement as
.to which way to strike. There could be agreement that strikes
could be by ballots. It does not mean a blank cheque for the
unions but the limitation of the right to stirike, in any work
practice, is sbhorrent to me. I think there is an attraction
for me after the 1little bit of soclalism that is still left in
me, in that this is called the Gibralter Ship Repair Yard and

it is owned by the Gibralter Government. There could be, and I
do not see why not, as part of the negotiations to create work
practices which are conducive to better productivity, an element
of worker psrticipation in profits, in the sharing of profits,
if the commercial yard is a success. I throw that as a besis
for any sgreement that can be made between the unions and the '
management of the ship repair yard. .

HON J BOSSANO; ) , ’ §

If the Hon Member will give way. I think he is making a very
interesting contribution, let me say, in introducing into the
debate, quite frankly, en-element that has been totally missing
up till now. However, I think we come back to the essence,
which 1s that the potentisl that may or may not emerge if the
unions or the workforce decide to get involved in attempting to

make a shlp repair yard work, is and must be based on the informa-

tion that is availeble to us as to what sre the chsnces of its
success, Nothing has been sald so far in ithe House, other than
that the British Government would not change its mind, to indic-
ate that the chances of success now are any greater than they
were in 1982 or in 1981 when it was studied previously. It is
no good saying to the unions that they may be sble to have an
agreement giving the workers a share of all the profits if all
the indications are that there are not going to be any profits.
Would they share the losses?

HOK MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI:

I do not think we will talk about the sharing of profits or
sharing of subsidies. I just introduced that élement to suggest
that it could be part of the negotiations end the little social-
ism that is etill left in me would like that; I mean,.we are
going to have a nationslised industry. The other point I would
like to emphasis is the questicn of land and, in particular, the
one which has been highlighted in the House, the Command Educaw-
tion Centre. The tendering procedure for the Command Eduation
Centre was so rigid.-and tight, so inflexible, that I knew it would
not attract anybody and I hope that the Development and Flanning
Commission have had a second thouht on the matter because it is
still a valuable piece of land. However, it did not make -
commercial sense. I think the Hon Mr Willie Scott mentioned thsg
one of the interested local operators has been left out. Fronm
the studies that I have come across, the local operator was left
out because their presentation provided even less Jjob opportuni-
ties than the Appledore presentation.
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HON W T SCOTT:

If the Hon Member will give wey. What I mentioned was not the
preferred operator. ‘hat I mentioned was & developer that would
meke use of part of the land outside the commercisl dockyard ele—
ment but still using part of the land. Nothing at &sll to do with
I spelt it out guite clearly, it wes the company
called Solarex not, an other tenderer for tne commercisl ysrd.

MR SPEAKER:

I think what the Hon Member hes said, insofar as land is concernsd,
was on the effeét of the commercisglisation of the Dockyard on
existing businesses. .

HON MAJOR F J DELLIPIANI:

What I was trying to say, Mr Spesker, is that the land that has
become availsble now is the kind of lané which an enireprenneur
like the .Bland Family would jump at it. It is reslly & vrime

piece of land. We have always been wanting the sea and it will
become availsble. Whatever we might decide in this House, the

"fact remains that if the Dockyard closes and there is nothing

else to offer, we will be in far greater trowuble than hsving a
commercial ship yard. I think everybody knows that. This is
why I made my tactical withdrawal becsuse if I meke a stand and
we get nothing, what is the use of making a stand? At least we
made p stand snd we have got something:

HON J BOSSANO:

Will the Hon Member give way? I have got a great deel of respect
for the honesty with which he often spezks in the House because 1
think he does that without really caring whether that is used
ggainst him politicelly or is used to embarrzss him or to accuse
him of breaking with party policies end I woulé not attempt to do
anything like that. I think that he is spegking honestly but I
would ask him whether he does not see that, in fact, by meking =
tactical withdrewal on the basis that this is better than nothing
and not becesuse he has been persuaded that it is going to succeed,
he is tekirg the responsibility for feilure upon himself? I think
after me, he hes been the liember who hes most sirongly sugpested
that commercialisation wculd not succeed. IT ke has not been
persuaded that he was mietsken in his assessment, if he hes simzsly
been persuaded that it is either that or nothirg, then cen he see
that now he is taking the responsibility for the events of collepse
of commercislisation, whereas if there was nothing now it woulé be
the British Government's responsibility for welching on their
promise of June, 198172 He is neking himself responsible for sone-
thing which he should not carry.

HON MAJOR ¥ J DELLIPIANI:
Mr Spesker, I have been persuaded to go elong with the package

desl because of the package element of it, beceuse of the extended
time element. If you look at it, we sre going to have a year of
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neval dockyard work and three years where we are guaranteed
almost 50%. So, the extension is there to see whether we can
hdve that up turn in the shipping repair business. At the moment
the shipping repair business is going through a bit of recession
but we have & period of between a year and four years where we
can see how the ship repair business moves on. The only way wé
are going to sttract other shipping firms to come to Gibraltar

is by how successful we are in tackling.the RFA refits which

will be the basis of our guaranteed workload over a period of
three years. However, we have to add the land element to that.

I know that I hasve always been of the opinion that we should

have had the land in any case, but we have been having a very
difficult time over the past forty years to get it. It has

taken this to get it from them but at least we are getting it.

I agree with the sentiments of the Hon Mr Bossano ltieceuse I .
feel as strongly as he does and so does the Chief Minister.
That is the only way we have got it and we have got it and I
rejoice at the fact that we have taken this valuable piece of
land which has been used by the privileged few in Gibraltsr.

I have never clgimed, and I will nevey claim, thet a commerciel;
Dockyeard, however successful it can become, can be the mainstay
of the econony of Gibraltar because that itype of business is a
eyclical business, it is up and down and if it was only that I
_would oppose this motion. However, I am taking into account
the development aspect of the land that is going to be released
by the Ministry of Defence. I am persuaded by that. I know

that there will be an immediate impact in the industry which is
suffering most at the moment which is the building industry.

It will have an immediste impact. I will emphasize the Hon Mr
Stewart's ststement that the British Government will still look
at weys end mesns to help us economically if a commercisl Dock-
yardé does not prove the success that we 2ll hope it will be.

The Chief Minister, in his speech, mentioned Britain's commit-
ment to Gibralter had been shown in the package that has been
presented to us. I go slong with that but I am still worried
gbout one espect whiech, in one way, has to do with the economy

of Gibrslter and employment in Gibraltsr. Firstly, I am not
happy with the way the motion on localisation thet was brought

by the Hon M¥r Bosbano here, is going. We must continue to

fight for locglisation and that must be a battle that concerns
the whole of Gibraltar because there sre still too many jobs

for the boys and there is etill mistrust of the loyslty of
Gibralterians. Thst is why there are jobs for the boys. The
other sspect that I am not happy at all with, and I generally
believe thst either it was deliberate or en honest opinion which
was totally misleading the statement that was given some time
ago by Mr Stanley on the defences of Gibraltsr. The defences

of Gibrelter are extremely wesk, no matier whether the Gibraltar
Regiment has been equippec with blowpipes and lipght guns There
is not one wespon in Giobralter that does not depend on eyeballs.
There is nothing which is reder controlled, nothirng which has
infra red TV imaging, nothing which has radar tracking, absolutely
nothing. OQur air defences, our early warnlng systems are week
end what I say to the British Government is: "“If you have not
got the menpower to provide ihe necessary defence that Gibraltar
needs, we can provide the manpower if you give us the equipment'.
There is no doubt in my mind that Gibraltar's defences are
extremely wesk. I will gauge the barometer of Britein's continu-~
ed interest in the economy and the defence of Gibraltary by what

.
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she does with her defences. Let us not forgei thei she hss al-
ready withdrawn, some time ago, the compeny that we had at the
frontier and she also withdrew the guardship. Ne have the guard-
ship back but if you see the guerdship slipping awey and not
coming back, start getting worried. In conclusion, Mr Speaker,

I support the motion because of the package, beczuse of the land
element in it, I would not support the motion il we had only got
I urge Hon Members to
realise, as I realised, that the ultimete success of the Dockyard ..
depends on two things, on the relationship that management and
the workforce can establish and on the influence that the opera-
tors have in being eble to attract shipping to Givrslter. IT
they have not got the worldwide asgencies to attrast shipping to
Gibraltar then no matter how well the trsde unions behave, no
matter what work practices they bring in, if we cannot atiract,
the shipping to come to Gibraltsr because of pressures from
Spain etc, then we will not succeed. I commend the motion to
this House in the spirit that I know and I am convinced that it
is the best that we have been sble to do.

HON FIPAN“IAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

Mr Speaker, Sir, at the outset I shoulé meke it guite clesr that
I shall not be voiing on this motion as an officisl. However,

I think it would be useful if I spoke on a Ffew fects and points
that have been raised and try and clerify on fects First of
all though, I would like to thank the Hon Minister for Eccononric
Development. and  Trace for the kind words. which nhe said egbout
of'ficials who heve been engaged in uiecussions and quite hard
fought negotiations on this issue over ihe last two years. T
think I speak for all of them when I say that we hsve merely done
our job and what we have done we have Gone for Gibvraltsr. e
reguire no thanks for that. W#hat have we got over the past two
years, since it first seemed likely that the Dockyard wes going
to close? After numerous studies we have, in fsct, got the £28m
which Mr Loddo suggested was available two yesrs ego; it wesn't.
It was not available until late last yeer when HNG accepted thet,
in its view, a commercial Dockysid could be vigdble. Up to that
time there was & denger that we would rnot get any support for s
commercial dockyard from HKG and that we would be pu hed into
grents in aid. Some people msy consider thsat thet would have
been a better choice, that is a matter of opinion but all I am
sgying is . . .

At

HON J BOSSANO:

4ill the Hon lember give way? Is he saying, in fz¢t, that until
December lest year Her lajesty's Government was rot convirnced
that = pommercl sl dockyard was viable and thnerefore would not
provide the money? Surely, then it must follow ihct in Jenuary
of this year, if they haé not provided the money - the guestion
of congideration being given to alternstive ways of Iulfllllﬁg
the Government's oblipgation to support the econony of Gibrsltar -
having investigated the alternative they would have come to the
conclusion that there wasn't an aliternstive and thst therefore
they could not just say: "Right, we are still closing the Dock-
yard", without, in fact, having to fsce the situztion where
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clearly they were bresking their word in the White Paper. That
political congideration, surely, the Hon Member must consider to
be an overriding factor in any assessment which is not a question
of facts and figures.

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

%hat I am saying, Mr Spesker, is that the danger would heve been
that HMG would have considered that it was fulfilling its obliga-
tion to support, not sustain - the word sustain wes not used in
the Command ¥hite Pesper of June, 1981 - to support Gibrzltar by
grenting aid. Thet is what I am saying and that is the danger.
So that there has been rather more progress over the two year
period than the Hon Mr Loddo would have suggested. Let us not
look at what is downstream but at whet is upstream. How are we
going to use the one year additional period that we have negotia-
ted? I think that this has got to be used to ensure that on the
closure of the Naval Dockyerd and the start of the Commeréial
Dockyard, there must be minimum unemployment and meximum opport-
unity for the viability of & commercial Dockyard. I think that
this year perioed can be used to that end in re-training schemes
and getting the Dockyard ready so that on vesting day we will
have a fully equipped commercial yard. As to further consult-
encies and reviews during that period, I have my doubts. I hsave
had a surfeit of consultancies, as I think we all hsve over

these past two years and I am tempted to eguate,.with respect,
consultents with economists. If you took 100 of ilem and lsid
them head to tail:they would never reach a conclusion. They
always take a view and the views that 100 consultants tske can
come to 300. I think that I will just step slightly out of my
role as an official here but I do so with the agreement of the
Hon and Learned Chief Minister. I think thet one of the import-
ant things that have got to be done, again I say it is a personal
view, is that the workforce who are going to be affected by the
changes proposed must have a full presentation of commercialisa-
tion proposals such as that which was given to the House by
Appledore and by the consultants. It should be given by Appledore
and by the consultants and the workforce themselves should have
an opportunity to examine the proposals, to guestion them and to
quiz the consultants and elso Appledore. I think thet if the
Government can do anything to bridge the arrangements for this
meeting and presentation between Appledore, the union and their
respective members, this should be done.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Will the Hon Member give way? %ould it also not be fair to give
them & presentation of the reports from Casey? I think it is
only fair that they should see both sides of the coin.

HON FIFARCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

I seid the consultants, lMr Speeker, and consultants includes
Casey. The state of the ship repsir industry is bad, we all know,
but I think there are one or iwo gleams of light at the end of a
very long tunnel. First of all, I think it is interesting that

307

'

P

the Japanese are pﬁmping £44m into a new ship repeir Tacility in
Japen. I know the Jepanese too well.

HON J BOSSANO:

That is bed news.

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOFMENT SECRETARY:

No, it is a different market, lkr Speake?. I k?cw the Jgpanese
weil and I am Jjolly sure they wouldn't De pu?tlng £11m.1f they
did not think they were going to make a vprofit out of it.

HON J BOSSANO:

It is bad news for us, Mr Speeker, that.mgkes our chances even
less. If the Japenese are after the British . . . .

MR SPEAKER: B

Order.

HON FINANCTIAL AND DEVELOPIKENT SECREYARY:

The other is that — I also have been Going a bit ofvreseargh to
see how companies are doing - whilst iy Por?ugal, L}snavg itselfl,
their main yard is in terribple trouble, their loss in 1902 wes
about 74 million dollars and their yerd-is new cloced with a work-
force sit—in which will probsbly tszke some ihree years to sort out,
their smaller ysrd which sccounts for about 155k to_ZO% of turnover
has been in profit right through since 19?9. On lhe latest .
figures that I have mansgeé to pget which is for 198j, they made &
profit of 5.9 million dollers. KNeorior of whom we heve hesrd
much, have had three good yesrs:- :o.u¢, SS.%@m'ano in 19&2!

bresk even. The Gotlaverten yerc, a big Sweclenr group, having
made losses in 1979 and 418&0, have been on pre§k—?ven in prof1t$
in 1981/82. Eritish ship repair at Fezlmeuth vho have & force o
1,400 employees end were in a loss-h “ing u?}ll un§1l 1979“yhena
they had a major restructuring, have since tulien mace & profit of
£0.3m, £im, £1m and this year, &1.1a.

HON J BOSSANO:

M e e g ey 5
Did the Hon Member say what ¥r Casey hsdé to sey goout Felmoutlh?

HOY FINAKCIAL AND DEVELOPHENZ SECRETARY:

Vogpers in Southampton hsve lost consistently, 1960/?2, andé this
yea} hsve maée a very snell profit. Tyne_havg been in losi'
throughout. The Verolme Botlek at Roticrcam nave made proi’its
in 1960, 1981 and 1962. The Vlesrdingen Ocst in Rotterdam have
made profits in 41981, 1982. Frederikshaven in Denmark mede pro-
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enquiring sbout the repair of ships that might be constructed
there. It is guite true thet the Swedish yard which has taken
it over is a ship repeir company with s very formideble reputa-
tion but my understending is thzt to convert Crinavis from &
ship building yerd- to a ship repsir yeré would reguire very hesvy
expenditure on changes to their dry ooors anc¢ their meachinery.
Government participation in the projects has been touched on. I

i think that this “is a matier which will hsve to be more fully

L expiored when the Government brings to the Fouse a Bill on the --
Gipraltar Ship Repair conpany which we hope will be in October
this year. However, I think thet one thing thst we heve to meke
clear is that st the start of our negotistions with HMGZ they
asked us how much we in @Gibrelter were going to put in to the
new yerd to metch HMG's contributicn. Our answer was short,
sherp and consisted of_ four letters, I won't tell you what it
was. The Spanish competition . . . .

fits in 1979, 1960 and 41982. Aslborg Vaerft in Denmark are also
in profit. I am not saying theat everyone is in profit, I am
merely saying that some people do make & profit.

BOX MAJOR R J FELIZA:

Will the Hon Member give wey? ihy then did Mr Lamont the kinister
for Industry say that Britain should pull out of ship repsir alto-
gether and so does the corporation?

HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPKENT SECRETARY:

I think that it was during the presentation.to the House by

Appledore that an explanation on the disarray in which British
ship repair finds itself, was given. That is that there is = .
change 'in the traditional pattern of shipping.which no longer : HON P J ISOLA:
goes s0 much to the -northern yards. I think this was the poini :

that was made. Can one infer from thet thet Govermment hes no confidence in

) the project either?
HON J BOSSANO: '

s

Where is Denmark, Mr Spesker, in the South? 1 HON FINANCIAL AND DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY:

. : No, Mr Spesker, the Government consicdered that if HKG was goirg
: 1 . . to close the Navsl Dockyaré they could footl the bill, we were
HON FI CIAL DEVELOPMENT SECRETARY: ’ not going to. Spanish blight was not nentioned in many of ihe
e n 7, ¥ e AITa
We are tslking about England. consultents reports ‘but, in discusgsions wiih the consuvltants,

we have raised this consistently because ii Is something which
) " has bothered the Government. It has teen pointed out to us thet
HON J BOSSANO: if the Spenish Government were to aubs;cibc their yards in order
) : to teke work away from Gibraltar, they sre also going to iske
work awasy Ffrom the rest-of the couniries in the Mediterranéan .
who would be competing for that ifrade and thet this could not e
kept up indefinitely. Secondly, thal tkhe cmount of work which
they could steer away from Giorelter would be limited .znd not
terribly significant in the context oi the whole market. This
was the view of all the consultants. The Hon Kr Scott asked
: where he could find the £11m for the Ninistry of Defence pro-
gramme. It is in fact at table 9(L) of the proposed commercisl
ship repair operstion prepared by Appledore wherce the figures
are shown:- 1684 - £4m; 41985 - £um and 1966 ~ £3m. Diversifice~
tion: - from the very start of ithis project the ofiicials working
on it have been cohscilous ithat 2 cycliczl _dc“stry uudJ as &
commercial yard couldé not fill the gey in the economy waich the
closure of the Navsl Dockyaré¢ will cause. ¥With the Navel Dock-
yard you have got a steady state of work, of the rlow of funés
both into Government revenue andéd Tor the gross nationsl product.
ylith.a commercisl yard you are v01rg 10 Lave cyclical swings.
It is extremely difficult to say when they will arlse, how deep
the troughs will De or how high the peaks will be. Ve hsve been
conscious that with so small & tsx base end a fragile economy it
would be extremely difficult for Gibrazlter to cope with ths
troughs in that cyclicel pattern. It is for ithet reason thst we
have: (&) sought wider diversification and (b) been insistent
that we should get from HEG some {orm of sefety net sc that if
we run into &*very difficult pateh, if not throungh the fault of

I know, ir Spesker, but if the Hon Member will give way. He has
just told us that Denmerk is making profits. The Hon Member ask-
ed him whether he can explain why British Ship Builders is pull-
ing out of ship repairing and he says it is because Britain is

in the north. Well, I do not know where he thinks Denmark is.

HON PIRANCIAL AND DEVELOFMENT SECRETARY:

It was a change of shipping patterns from the north of England
to other ports which have caused it and this was shown by maps
which were presented in the presentation. Mention was msde of
the sdditional document which Coopers and Lybrand were prepsring
and the guestion was asked whether, in that, there wes any refer-
ence to spenish blight end the effect of spsnish blight. Ve have
only just received that document, no asdéitionzl reference on
spenish blight is mesde. The document merely sets out how the
financisl analy81s was arrived at and gives examples of working.
I think that, on Crinavis wiiich has been mentioned, the srticle
in the Daily Telegraph wes to an extent slightly misleading.
Crinavis was constructed as & ship building yard to build ships
to carry liquid gas. I know this because the Dutch company who
built it end who were going to run it at one time, came and dis-
cussed with us when we were looking at potential operstors. Not
that they wanted to operate a ship repair yard here but were
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menagement or the workforce but because of a deep recession in .
this industry, that we could look to them for assistance. We :
have got that undertaking. I won't repeat it because the Chief
Minister has mentioned it and so have other Ministers. On the
wider diversification, we have been and are still looking for
industrial type of work which can come into Gibraltar, in order
to widen and diversify the economy. What we want are industries
or ectivities which are not open to Spanish blight. We are at \
the moment negotiating with two companies who have an interest X
" here and whose work must be complementary to a commercial dock-

yerd. The Dockyard could do some of the heavy work for these
companies. We are conscious of this and we have got to press
ahead with it. Mr Spegker, I am grateful.

.

MR SPEAKER:

If there are no other contributors I will call on the Hon and"
Leerned Chief Minister to reply. .

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Thank you, Mr Spesker. I think we ought to be grateful to the .
- Financial and Development Secretary for those facts which have
put matters in a clearer light than has hitherto been possible.
I would like to deal with a number of matters and what has been 4
said by Members opposite. In the first place I would like to
refer to Mr Bosseno's origindl contribution which, unlike his
logical approach in many cases, was a bit of an outburst, per-
haps because he had a full gallery or he wanted to go away

early for something else. I am not going to desl with Mr
Bossano's intervention as a trade unionist because as he says
very clearly, despite his great involvement in trade unionism
‘he is not here in that capacity. ©Nor does,. in my understanding,
the fact that he opposes it politically necessarily mean that

it commits the whole Trade Union Movement to oppose it. As he
and other trede unionists have alweys ssid, before they reject.
anything they will see what is on the table and I hope that

they will look 'at what is on the table. I am sure that they
will look at the different problems on the table. However, in
his political role he tskes a view which I think is dangerous
because he talks about the land possibly being visble but being
ours enyhow. Well, he has gone a long way from the virtual
approgch to the independence of Gibraltsr, which I am sure he
would like 1if it were possible, and whiech he advocates now to
the integration ticket on which he was brought to Gibraltar in
1972 to fight the Government. He has gone a long way from there.
From there he broke away from the Integration With Britain Farty
because he was a realist and he found that the British Govern-
ment would not accept integration. He was a reslist, he thought
thet he was fighting a losing battle and he changed his miné and
went it alone for a while. Then he attempted, under the GDM .
ticket, to have enough candidstes to form a Government to try . .
end identify what the future of Gibraltar was.” I think he digd
not succeed very much in that, either in the elections or even
subsequently in the way which other people took their positions.
When hé then formed the Gibreltar Socislist Labour Party and
stood egein with other candidates in order to try and get a
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jopity to form & Government, his personal s 5
?igned %ut, regretfully for him, his party 8id not do very well.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Mr Spesker, on a point of order.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I am not going to give way.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I would like to speek on a point of order, Chief‘Minister.

MR SPEAKER:

With respect, will you please tell me what the point of order
is? ’

HON MAJOR R J FELIZA:

X thi % ief Minister is intro-
Yes of course. Mr Spesgker, I think ?he Chie . :
ducing a subject that has not been discussed In the House, how
the Hon Member, my friend here, started pollt19§ in Gibrelter,
and it has nothing to do with the bueigﬁss of the cay at all.

MR SPEAKER: , '

! ise i "has meée &
I conglet and utterly diszgree. The Hon lir Bossano
stateﬁtnshgnsofar gs lhe landé issue' is concerne@z Ee pa§ accept—
ed the fact that the land belorngs to us. The Chiel Minister is
saying that he has mace a chanpge of stance.

AON J BOSSANO: .

ie i i i iti aree if he thirks that
He is snalysing my whole politicel career but if he ¢ ;

it is goiné to persuade snybody to accept comm?rclallsatlon -1
am patiently awziting to see the conrection - by gll meens carry
on. . s

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

! .
1 am going on to the connection.

MR SPEAKER:

I am ruling on a point of order and nothing else.
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HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Normally, I do not spegk unnecessarily as perhaps some other
Members do &end what I say, I think a lot about. I have that
sense of responsibility and I do not stand up without knowing
what I am going to say and finish up going from one point to
enother like the Honouravle and Gallant Member normally does.
This leads me to a very importsnt point because it is precisely
on his outburst the other day when I was interrupted under the
guise of & point of order that I meant to heve said that though
he got great personal support his party failed. Let me also
say that when he went to that election he did not tske the gues-
tion of Gibralter's independence as part of his manifesto.
Therefore, when he says that the Dockyard belongs to us or. that
the other land belong to us and that, in any cese, if the
British want to have & base, well lét them pay for it and so on,
he is reslly not being consistent with the ticket on which he
went to the election, however strongly he feels about it.

HON J BOSSANO:

If the Honoursble Member will give way, he did not put in his

manifesto that he was going to set up a Gibraltar Ship Repair

Company. A

MR SPEAKER:

Order, order.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Quite, quite, but I am entitled to say what I am saying now, that

you did not put it in the manifesto. However, this is much 'more
im;ortent, because we are reaching the stage where what the
Honourable- Mr Bossano is saying is that we are not being given
anything, the British Government should pay Tor the Naval Base
if they want it and so on. Well, that reslly means that his
attitude is that we can go it alone without the British Govern-
ment end 1f the British Government want to be here, they have to
pay for it. Well, that, I think, would be the most disastrous
thing that could happen. In the debate on the Naval Base, which
I brought in lieu of the suggestion that we should go on tele-
vision, I made it quite clear and I made no bones about it. I
subscribe to this approach that would make Gibraltar completely
free from external forces if it was guaranteed by those who want
to follow us and others that that feeling one has got, that we
have to go it either with Spsin or go it with Britsain, of thet
there is no doubt. We have to go it with Britain because the
alley up which Mr Bossano would teke us would eventually bring
about & disengagcment by Britain. Then the outcome would be
absolutely clear, we would be swallowed up by our neighbours

and that is the last thing thsat anyone wants, even Mr Bossano.
He therefore does not see the consegquences of his thinking in
one respect and the result that it will bring in another. I
will go on to what was sald later on yesterdsy and was clarified
it deals partly with the point thet he made that what was being
done was putting a pistol at the head of the workers to accept -
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one thing in order to get the other. TLet me.be quite c}eur
about this, that, of course initially, in ihis manrner, t?e
people who are going to suffer most are the worgers of the Dogk—
yard. There is no doubt about that because il is the Dockyard
that is doomed to closure. If it had been the PS. or the DUE
it would be the people of the PS4 or the DOE bui il havpens to
be the Dockyaré and they are the people who are going to suffler
most, of course. They &re not being made to p&y for ihe rest
of the economy. They may have, like the resi of the econcmy or
other people in the econcmy, to suffer herdships tut their heré-
ship may come socner then the others if there were a deteriora-
tion in the situstion. Let there be no guestion of saying that
the workers of the Dockyard have gol the responsibility for the
rest. The workers of the Dockyaré have got ihe responsibility
for themselves, let alone for others, fto see whai is best for
them and it is their priviledge ana their liberty to do so.
They are entitled to commit suicide as well, if they warti to.

A judge said recently: ‘'Well, if you start suicide, then Tor
God's sake Tinish it properly." . Well, I hope ilhat that does
not happen here, when we have a cese ol attempied suicicde. The
kind of exercise that has been mentioneé by the Pinanciel and
Development Secretary of umaking a presentation to the workforce
snd letting them know whet it is 211 sbout will have my full
support. We have discussed this before. I am guiie sure that
this is the matter in vhich, despite the discipiine and the
feeling of membership that the union enjoys, particularly the
Trensport and General Workers Union, the workers and the
Gibraltarians have also got a little piece of infependence of
mind. I hope that everything will be done ithreuzn the Unions,,
not over the hesds of the Unicn, but this is ths cese in which
each individusl must decide {or himsell zr@ it is not one of
those cases where ihe Union'!s executive, or a2 periticulsar section
of the executive, is poing to decide the Tutare of the men, I
am sure that that would be the last ithing thsi arybody in the
Unioh would want. Even if the Dockyerd workers sre geing to
have this choice and, hopéfully. gainful empleyment, it is
certainly much more then some people in tne United Xingdom who
come under the zxe of the present cuils are getiing. The only
difference is that they are paid cole smoney. To have a say in
their own future jobs, 2= the Dockysrd¢ workers szre going to have
here, is not given to the mgjority of ihe people who sudéenly .
find themselves faced with redundasncy becatss cof the indusiry
to which they belong or tecause of the factiory to which ihey
belong. - The loss of 1,000 to 2,000 jebz is anrounced every day
in the press. They sare not given the chznce tc opt Lfor ciker
employment. Therefore, I hope very much ithat tkere will bve
meaningful negotiastions by management with the rsorkforce to

bring the metter to a setisfezctory conclusion. As I szid nefore,
and one way has alreecy veen indicaled by the Financiel =znd
Development Secretary, we will help irn sry vey <ihst we can end
certeinly we can help in putiing zeross what tlhere is there, andé
let them judge. We are not going to tell ihen xhit to dc becsuse
even if we did they would rotl do it if they ¢o nct want to. This

is & free society and they are entitleé¢ to do ihat. The day we
were to sgy British go home, then it will meen ihat Spein will
come in and perhaps there will rot be so much need for Gibwgliar—
ians to go to Spain. I did not sveak onr the amsn t resterdsy
because, in fact, the main point mede by the Lea ' the
Opposition,- - to which I wented to reply was roing & gone any-
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how in my last contribution, not because I am afraid and I want
to have the last word but because it is my right anyhow end
beceuse.I think the picture is looked at better if you spesk once
only on one matter and not repeat yourself or possibly incur the
reproach from the chair that one is essying the same thing more
than is necessary. I hope I never do that. It is all very well,
all the exhortations thaet have been made from the other side .
about the fact that they have been asking for unity, but what
have they done ebout working for unity? . I think my honoursble
colleague, Mr Canepa, cleared the way and all the letters thsat
the Hohourable and Gallant Major Peliza mentioned before were
prior, except for. one pert of one letter, to my letter of the
15th June, 19&3, addressed to the Leader of the Opposition after
he chose, on his own, to write to all the MPs. On that day, on
the 16th June, I wrote to the Leader of the Opposition saying:

"I am writing to you with reference to the letter which you have
addressed to Members of Parliesment. You will recall that in
your letter of the 3rd June you informed me of your -perty's view
that there should be a petition A to the Prime Minister, a
letter writing campsign as well as & delegation from all the
parties represented in this House of Assembly. You also informed
me that you yourself proposed to write to Members of Parlisment
on behalf of your party immedietely after the general elections
results were known. In my reply of the 10th-June, I made the
following points:- (1) that at our meeting on the 10th March

we had ‘agreed that action on a possible campeign should be defer-
red and theat further thought should be given by all concerned to
the steps that might be taken; (2) that I continued to hold

the view that the question of & campaign should be deferred until &~

we had come to a conclusion of the commerclalisation proposals;
(3) +that it wes my intention to make availsble -to you, early
this week, copies of the relevent. documents for you to consider
prior to presentations being made to you &nd your colleagues by
Appledore snd by the Government Consultants on the 27th June, an
srrangement which you were previously aware of; the documents
were made available last Tuesday; - (4) +thst, as you knew, we
had in mind that I should visit London to discuss this matter
before it was referred to the House of Assembly, now early July;
(5) thst I agreed in principle that an gll party delegetion
from Gibralter should make early contact with the British
Gibraltar Group, thet, as in the case of the letter writing cam-
paign, I thought it was important to get the timings right and
that I should like to discuss these two matters with you as
events developed over the next 2 or 3 weeks; =&and (6) that I
was sending & copy of the letter to Mr Bossano, who would also
be receiving copies of the relevant documents on his return from
the United Kingdom and who would also be sttending the presenta-
tions referred to s2bove. In the light of the above and of our
discussions on the 10th March, I consider that your letter to
MP's was premature. I believe that Gibralter's oversll interests
require that there should be a nigh degree of coordination in
this matter snd not unileteral sction by a psrticular political
entity. Apart from the above, it is clear from the text of your
letters to lembers of Perliament itself that your approach was
incomplete and likely to csasuse confusion in their minds. You
state, for instance, that all the sigmns and &ll the evidence
available to my party seems to indicate that the commercialisa-
tion slternative may well not be a viable alternative". Surely,
it would have been preferable to await the main evidence which-
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you knew would be made available to you very sho?tly. i sfter
considering that evidence and if after consultations amongst

the 3 parties we were, in fact, to conclude thet commercielisa-
tion woulé not be = visble alternative, that surely would have
been the time to mount & united &nd effective ccmpaign bssed on
a capeful study and resl, as distict from hypothetical, argu-
ments with positive and realistic clternatives. IHe &also states
that it seems that redundancy notices will be issued to the work-
force in the Neval Dockysrd before the end of the current month.
This is not in fact the case, no Gecision has yet been tgken as
to the date which redundancy rotices will be issued. He slso
states "clearly there is a need Tfor finsgl decisions to be post-
poned ‘pending further discussions, not only between the British
Government and the Gibraltar Government, but beiween the
Gibreltar Government and all political parties represented in
the House of Assembly of Gibralter". I go on to say, as you

gre fully aware, all concerned, including the British Government
had agreed that this discussion must iske place and it has been
guite clear for some time that they will not Tinalise before the
end of June. I reiterate .my conviction thstl a&s you yourself
have stated on many occasions we musi ell atiempt to work to-
gether in the overell interesis of Gibrzlter ené thal our efforts
are much more likely to succeed if they are droperly coordinated
and based on a reasoned case. Finally, I must azain mzke it

clear, as I have done for many months, that Gibralter lMinisters

have not yet reached a firm view on the commercislicaiion pro-
posals. When we do this, we will pursue our policy with the

“utmost vigour and determinztion, hopefully with %the support of

Gibrsltiar as & whole. He wrote & letter back cenfirming what.
he had done ané I reiterated thet I thought it was premsiure.
Tater on, in the newly launched party paper: "Clearly the
leader of the Democretic Party of Briiish Gibrzliar, took & leafl
out of Sir Joshua's book by writing to a1l lewbers of Ferliament
at the most opportune moment, namely, shortly afier their
election to FParlisment. Well, there is no &oubt that this move
clearly snnoyed the Chief Minister. It vias nevertheless
recognised that it was a necessary move to make lembers of
Parligment awzre of the problems that Gibralter was feced with
as a result of the closure of the Dockyasrd'. So, really, he
was responsible for the parting of the ways by writing over the
hegds of the British Gibrelter Group to all MNembers and I do

not see that he has produced much by that wonderiul efiort of
writing 650 copies to all the lfembers of Parliament. So, it is
no use .talking sbout the unity on the one hand and doing vhat
you think is right or what you think is popular, on the other..
So that, as I expleined in my subsequent letter, and as I
expleined in paragraph 13 of my statement, I may well be szsked
why, on this particular occasion, I §id not aitexmpt to relly ell
concerned in Gibraltar with a view to unity, irn the Tsce cf e
problems shead of us. The arxswer to this is vwhat I gsgié that
colleepues and I had the responsibility eas & Government %o 5o
into the whole matter thoroughkly firsi with tkhe Eritish Govern-
ment and assess what might be schieved. e heve done so and,

as the House will see, we heve achieved e very concldersble
amount. Well, I will say & little more about thai. 4As it
happened, the way events developed, 1t weas ouite clear ithat it
would have been impossible ito have been &t reference zll the
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time, as the Hon Member has to be in dealings with these
matters to his colleagues, in the very difficult negotiations
that pursue and it would heave been very difficult to have
reached any agreement which would have had a consensus of all,
It was a matter of doing what we could do in the circumstances,
taking advantage of the strength of our case and presenting
what we have done to the House. I make no further apologies
about that. I think the Hon Member forfeited his right to say
that there should be unity when he acted entirely on his own.
So that, really, whilst we know that the letter writing
campeign had very little effect, we were, in fact, invited to
hear the very long letter sent to the Prime Minister. I do
not know on what terms he is with her but the Hon and Gallant
Member writes to the Prime Minister as if he were her next
door neighbour., If he gets any reply from her or not, that is
another matter. I am told, however, that she is a very well
behaved lady who reads all her letters even though they may be
purely acknowledgements.

HONW MAJOR R J PELIZA:"

I could show the Chief Ministér a number of letters to which

I have had a reply from the Prime Minister and I have no doudbt
in my mind that a reply will come. If not she will get
another letter from me, I can assure you.

.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Yes, I am sure, I am sure that she makes a point of writing a
letter to everybody, not just to the Hon Xember, because that
is her style. However, what the letter contains is a diff-
erent matter and what one can schieve by talking to her is
another matter. Now, the references that have been made about
the British Nationality Act, I think, have been exposed more
than once. The two things are completely different. Here'we
are talking about hard facts of defence, change of defence
policy which is controversial in some respecis but which is
the definite policy of the British Government and where money
is concerned. Perhaps we may hear things now and then.that we
do not get enough but my friends in England think that the way
some of the indusiries are dealt with in ungland, some of the
ways in which unemployment is talked about in England and ‘the
little regard it has for them compared to the extent to which
they go to support the people of Gibraltar, is to them un-.
believable, A lot has been said in connection with this
guestion of the unity of a Gibraltar view. First of ally

there would not be a Gibraltar view., We had it yesteraay
from lMr Bossano, that even if we went to an election and we
vion there would not be a Gibraltar view on the commercialisa-
tion of the Dockyard. So there cannot be a Gibraltar view
because there is a fundamental difference of approach in

some sections. That has to be realised. It is interesting
that all the questions that were asked about consultations

to the MP's, were not about whether the Gibraltar Government
had consulted the Opposition but whether the British
Government had consulted the Spaniardse.
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That was all that people were concerned about, not about
whether the Government had consulted inhe Opposition. The
Opposition has, to some extent, been much more in this than
would normally have been the case, es my Hon Colleague
mentioned, they have had the benefii of having « « « .

HON P J ISOLA:

Will the Hon liember give wax?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

No, I am not going to give way. I give you notice from now
until the end of my intervention. Then, after that you can
say what you like if you hsve the opportiunity. The Opposition
heave been given the benefit of the reporis, of course on 2
confidential basis, we have it on a confidential basis, there-
fore why then should not they have it cn a confidentiial basis?
Why should they be entitled ito publicise documents ihat we, in
the interest of Government itself, consider it not the policy
to do so? This is happening every dey in the Uniied Xingdom
and every day you get the szme noises  from the people whc do
not get everything they want - not then owr fzult dut
Governmments. That is the normal answer. Of course, Government
has got to carry on and Government has got to exercise its
prerogative to decide what is in the ghbllc interest or not
because ultimstely the Opposition go home haf?ll, end the
responsibility lies with Government end that is why the
Goverrment must have the.last say. They were slso given two
presentations which were described as very useful by the Leader
of the Opposition, though, as it happerns, nene of them were
ettended by the Hon Member. He was looking after his
constituency in Stanmore or Esling or vierever he lives. They
were also given the opportunity of putiing quesiions in order
to understand a little betier whet was belng rut to them.
What have these reports, varsiculerly the 1as one, which we
have paid or partly paid, whal have they done? What has
happened? Let me say that a very vseful outcone of those
reports is that we have been gble t9 have our sttitude towards
the conditions of commercislisation sirengithened dy those
reports because some of the. reports on the Appledore Report
say that the Appledore Report is over—criimistic and we hsve
been able to rely on the other.reportis to say that the
optimism of Appledore cannot be taken i'or granied and tnewe;ore
that commﬂrclallsatlon alone is not enourh and sozething must
go with it. The Minisier for Economic Development showed what
we had szid in February and it showed what the ininking of the
Government was: that you have to diversify the econcmy, that
you have to have added areas ancé adéed eczivity fo diversify
the economy in orcer 1o make up for Lhe loss that may be
suffered by a reduced Dockysré or Dby, gerhaps, the ending of
an era where people's Jobe were guerenteed whatever else was
happening in the world outside. Here is where we come to a
very important factor. Gibraltsr, by virtue of the Dockyard
economy, has not suffered the wind of change that is tzking

318.



place in the rest of the world. The people hsave had secured
jobs, overtime to some extent and security of jobs. All that
does not exist anywhere else in the western world end the
world is sheking and the world is changing and unfortunately
it takes a little time but it has come io Gibrsltar and this
is & reality. We must reslise that the economy of the world
is in a sheky position and we cannot have continued and eternal
security, irrespective of outside forces. Outside forces have
come and they have to be faced. Fortunately we have options
to face them with others are not given that option. All the
reports equelly said thet nothing else could substitute the
closure of the Dockyard for the commerciasl Dockysrd. That is
the outcome of all the reports. There was no other option
éxcept complete closure and nothing in 1its place.. There was
talk also sbout my having been cornered and other Members
described it as stampeded. Perhaps I might read, if I can
find it, a piece of news that appeared in the Daily Express.

I do not vouch for its accurancy but things sometimes have:
the knack of getting part of it right. It was an artiele in
the Daily Express of the 27th July, 1983, that is the day we
came back from England. Actually, I reed the Daily Express -
well, I do not usually read the Daily Express - I looked at it
but I found that the edition that had arrived in Gibrsltar

when this was brought to my notice did not carry this piece of °

news but later editions cerried it: "liaggie to the Rescue for
Rock. Mrs Thatcher egreed s multi-million pounds package. lasi
night to keep the Rock of Gibraltar afloat. It followed a
threat by the Gibrslter Government to resign and pass direct
rule to London if Britain clocsed the Royal Neval Dockyerd but
last night the Chief Minister, Sir Joshua Hassan, signed the
rescue deal with Mrs Thetcher". Wwell, that was not strictly
true, but anyhow: "It will include a year's reprieve for the
Dockyard, aslmost £50m on development aid, a gift of Ministry
of Defence land around Rosia Bay to be developed as a Costa
del Rock and British Government help in converting the Dock-
yard to commercial use. A statement about the deal will be
made simulateneously today in London and Gibraltar'. So far
for having been stampeded or threatened.

HON J BOSSANO:

‘Where are the £50m?

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Well, that is the figure., Almost £50m it ssid but almost can
be anything. Anyhow, if there is £26m on the one hand and
£1h4m on the other, you heve £42m, plus £1lm a yeer for five
years or vhatever it is. T am not trying to emulate the
" Spanisrds in mentioning millions but millions are there and
the report yesterday in The Times of the parliamentary
proceedings only mentioned the 'heady £28m for Gibraltar'. So
that I really feel thet any suggestion that we have been °
bullied about is completely and utterly untrue and I have the
advantage, on this occasion, of having had my colleague, Mr
Canepa, who has given an account of how things went.. Mr
Restano's contribution ageain pays 1lip service to unity but it
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is rather interesting because he said thst he found incredible
that the new assurances were lsft out. It shows complete and
utter ignorance of Government ané lhe tasks involved in these
matters, Nothing would hsve been more preferable for me, in
presenting the case, to rresent it the best way vossible. It
was part of the sgreement to neve had it included but as I was
speaking on the firsi pespes of my siatement, the last pages
were being typed because we di¢ rnot start working on the state-
ment until after I sew the Prime Minister which was at half
past five in London. A lot of it had to be dictsted over the
telephone and the rest was prepsrec¢ on the plane and it is
inevitable thet one persgraph was lefz out but the fact thet I
did not guote it does not make any difference. If I had failed
to quote something which was sdverse then they would say that
he was trying to mislead the House but I have failed to make
the one, not only the most importent one - and at the time of
reading, I was resding and I was not thinking in terms of what
I was reading - but. the one on which I specifically asked the
Prime Minister whether I could cuote the fsct that I had drawn
her attention to that part of the agreement becsuse I attached
the greatest importance to it. She said that I could ssgy that
I had stressed that to:her at our interview. That is the all
important new clause' which runs parallel, as the Leader of the
Opposition himself has expleined, runs completely parellel to
the support and sustein policy which was enunciated sfter the
closure of the frontier ané that cen apply 1o the closure of
the Dockyard.

HON P J ISOLA:

Could I ask the Hon ané Learned Chiefl Xinisier to give way?
There is one little point that I hied fiot noiiced, actually,
because this thing was brought in and that is that ihe commit-—
ment given there, which we welcore, does, in fect, refer
during the present border resirictions. Therefore if the
present border restrictions are nct trere, ssy, in the fourth
year of commercialisation then there is no commitment. That
is how I read it.

HON CHIEF WINISTER:

I appreciste that that is a possivle reading of the statement
but they mede it guite clear, ané¢ that is why I mentioned it:
"In line with the policy of supporiing Gibreltar during the
present border restrictions means the kind of sustain znd
support that we have been giving you wnilst ihe Vorder is
closed and ‘there are resirictions, we undertszke to give you in
respect of the outcome of ithe cemrercialisztion of +the Dock~-
yard'. That is a proper clear intercretation. I was cauiious
at first at that wording. Let me be perfectly frank, ihat is
why I cleared it with the ¥inister and I cleered it with the
Prime iiinister herself and I ssidé ithat I wanted authority to
be gble to refer to this as having been a vital link in our
package. As I 'said, this was happening et the same time, or
rather, within an hour of this, pari of the statement was being
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written and within two hours of that, part of it wes being
telephoned to Gilbraltar for typing because the time of this
meeting of the House of Assembly was not set for the convenience
of the time from my arrival from the airport to this House. It
was set teking account of the fact that I did not want a state-
ment to be made in the House of Commons before it was mede in
this House and 3.30 pm was the House of Commons time which was
L.30 pm Gibraltar time. I wanted absolute synchronizstion of
thet, in order that we should not accuse, as has happened so0
often, that we should not sccuse the British Government that
news are released in England affecting Gibraltar before they
are releesed in Gibraltar. Hence the rather short period of
time between arriving here and getting the statement ready.
Let me also tell you about the rush in these difficulties.
During the last vislt of Mr Stewart to Gibraltar heads of
agreements were moreor less reached but they were not forth-
coming until' Mondsy morning becsuse they had to be cleared by
Cabinet Ministers. The Gecisions were taken at the highest'
level up to the very last moment., TFor all these reasons para-.
graph 13 of my statement is absolutely true and correct. We
would have been bogged down in detajls had we =2ll wanted to get
this Gibraltsr view that would never have been forthcoming and
we would not have been able to get even what we have got which
I think is very good. I hawe been here most of the time, .in
fact, all the time and I have listened to everything that has,
been said and I think that we have had .a good debate in which :
peoplé have expressed their views quite clearly. Ultimately, -
in these important matters we are conscious.thet we are taking
a very crucisgl decision. "It would have been comfortable to
have shared them with others in cese things did not turn out
well but it is also ultimately the responsibility of the
Government to do what the Government thinks is best. We cennot
forever stand immune from outside forces. Against the back-
ground of the inadvisability of the closure of the Dockyard, we
are satisfied that we have obtained the best deal possible. A
point was made whether I had fought for the continuation of the
Dockyard. If Hon Members get their pages right because they
were not, I am afraid, issued in the right order in the House
of Lords questioning. Anyhow, I have got it right. Lord Boyd-
Carpenter asked: "My Noble Lord told your Lordship that the
Government of Gibraltar were recommending acceptance of this
arrangement to the Gibraltsr House of Assembly this afternoon
but can he confirm that Sir Joshum Hassan and his colleagues
have made it absolutely clear that they would infinitely prefer
the continuance of the operation of the historic Naval Dockyard?"
Then, Lord Trefgarne dealt with other matters and Lord Boyd-
Carpenter said: "My Lord, will my Noble Friend answer my first
guestion as to the attitude of Sir Joshua Hasssn and the
Gibraltar Government?", and Lord Trefgarne said: "My Lord, I
.apologise for not answering that guestion. Sir Joshums appears
to be very happy with the errangements that have been reached,
no doubt he would have preferred the Royal Naval Dockyard to
have remained forever exactly as it is But I am afraid that,
that was not one of the possibilities open to us". So that
point was in fact made in the course of our discussion. We do
not, happy as we are with the deal that we have obtained,
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underestimate the difficulties ahead and the eflfects on the
economy. 1 think my Hon Colleague, Mr B;ian~Perez,~QWelt at
lenpgth on that and there is no kind of misunderstanding what-
ever about the difficulties that we Tzce but we dec so conscious
that we have got a fair deal which, iT we krniow hop to.work it,
can go & long way to overcome them. ‘e hsve Tought what I
think was a good fight. ‘e zre ssticfied in our own
consciences with all the knowledge of how we have conducted
the negotiations and we sre satisfied that we £oT the best
deal possible to give to Gibralter as a2 whole and particulsrly
to those who are totally affected in order to save ourselves
from disaster. Mr Speaker, sfter many years of Lighting the
Gibraltar cause I have come 1o this House wWith a clear
conscience that I have discharged my duty honourably ﬁo ny
people and that I have obtained the faires? dgal possible end
that I hope Gibraltar will take that opportunity.

Kr Speeker then put the question in the term§ of the Hon the
Chief Minister's motion and on & division being ftseken the
following Hon Members voted in favour: .

The Hon I Abecasis

The Hon A J Canepa

The Hon MNajor F J Dellipiani
The Hon M X Featherstone

The Hon Sir Joshua Hassan
The Hon J' B Perez

The Hon Dr R G Valzrino

The Hon H J Zammitt

The following Hon Mewbers voied againsi:

The Hon J Bosseano

The Hon A J Haynes

The Hon P‘Jd Isola

The Hon A T Loddo

The Hon Major R J Peliza
The Hon G T Restano

The Hon W T Scott

The following Hon Members sbhstained:

The Hon D Hull
The Hon R J Wallace

The motion was accordingly passed.

HON A J CANEPA:

The Hon Major Peliza raised, in hie inlervention, the guestion
of Wimpy. I checked with the depariment. IHe raised the ques-
tion of Wimpy's interest in the Commané Educsztion Centre )
Development Project. I checked wiih tie Crown Lands Depariment.
There is no record on {ile of sny spproach having been made by
Wimpy. However, because the Surveyor and Plenning Secretzry
himself returns from leave on ¥onday, what I will do next week
will be to check with him whether there heve been any verbal
enguiries. However, there is no reccord of ary formal enquiry
being made.
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HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I am sure, Mr Speaker, that the Hon Minister will pursue the
matter, I know. .

MR SPEAKER:

I understand Mr Isdla that you have lost interest in the motion
which still stands in the Order Paper.

HON P J ISOLA:
I will ask the leave of the House to withdraw it.

MR SPEAKER:

Well, there is no need. It has not been proposed.

ADJOURNMENT
HON CHIEF MINISTER:

I wish to move that this House do now adjourn sine die.

MR SPEAKER:

I will then propose the question which is that this House do
now adjourn sine die. In so doing I will remind the House
that the Hon and Gallant Major Peliza did give notice on the
6th July, as a matter of fact, that he wished to raise on the
adjournment matters connected with the enfranchisement of the
people of Gibraltar in connection with the elections to the
European Parlisment. Therefore, you are free to do so now.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Would you mind my asking, Mr Spéaker, in total it is forty
minutes, isn't it?

MR SPEAKER:
It is forty minutes. It is, by my watch 11.51 am.

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

I have no intention of keeping the House, Mr Speaker. I think
that thie is a subjeet in which, unlike the previous one that
we have been debating here the whole day, I think that there
is a certain amount of unanimity with the question of represen-
tation by Gibraltarians in the European Parliament. The reason
why I went to raise it is because in June next year elections
are taking place. I felt that it was necessary to bring the
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matter to the House, first so thst people in Gibraltar generally
ere made conscious of what is likely to be their fate in ihe few
months to come and also to try end Tind out what the Government
has done since the matter was last raised in the House and vhat
it intends to do to ensure that the people of Gibralisr are
enfranchised. I think thet we, who feel very conscious of our
democratic rights, must also feel very conscious that we do not
seem to have this right together wiih most Europeans who belong
to the EEC. In fact, ihere is a bit of controversy going on
gbout British Citizens who do not reside in Britein but reside
in Eurppe, in other EEC couniries and wiho up to now, unlike
their counterparts in the other nations, do not have the right
to vote. They are conducting a csmpaign st this very moment,
they are collecting signetures with a view to getting thst
right for themselves. Now, the House will recsll, and I em

- going a few years back, that in 1977, on the 16th July 1977, we

got & bit of a shock.. Arising out of the guesiion put by Lord
Bourneé in the House of Lords, in the anewer given by Lord
Goronway-Roberts, we were told thet we were not going to perti-
cipate in that election. He went as fsr ss suggesting that the
people of Gibraltar were -guite happy with the situation when,
in fact, neither the Chief Minister nor the Government of
Gibralter had been approached on that matter. I.think that
there was a bit of an uproer here beczuse of the wey thst they
had conducted the enguiry thet was put by the Gibralter Govern-
ment on behalf of the people of Gibraltar, ané particulsriy of
ihe European Movement, as to this. I think, ¥r Spesker, that I
would ‘like, just to be fair o the Hansard which is dated 15th
July, 1977, on page 22, to guote the Chief Ninister who saigd:
"I think on that, it looks as if ithe arpguments thait were pui in
that letter were not being given, certsinly cn the 25th May,
the considerstion end respect that they éeserved even il they
had not agreed with it bul certeinly I thirk that the matter
had not been treated with theatl consideration thet a letter of
that nature wzrranted". It referred to a letter that he had
sent from Gibrelter ané an answer to thet letter was given in
the House of Lords without, in fzct, the Chief Kinister heving
had a reply for Gibrealtar. Then he went on to say: WYAs the
letter states, all elected Members in the House of Assembly,
are Members of the Gibreglier 3ranch of the liovement, and I
confirm that they fully support the reguest that the people of
Gibraltar, as community nationals, should be &ble to vote in
the elections when they are held". ©Now, I do not think that
anything has happened since then to incéicate in sny way that
there has been any change of hezrt in the people of Gibraltar.
I feel that situation is almost the same. XNow, it so heappens
that in another debste in November that yesr, as a result of
this, the House supported the motion that was to be taken to
the Eurcpean Movement so thet it could be passec by the congress
of the FEuropean Hovement and so edé support to the representa-
tions being mede by the Gibraliar Goverrmert. That resolution
was passed almost word for word &s thal which was sgreed to in
this House. I feel thst it is important thet I should read
that resolution becsuse it shows that we have got to do some-
thing similar and do it very quickly if we are going to have
any chance whatsoever of participating at the next elections.
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I will say why I think that it is very important thet we should
particularly now. I will read this: "At the congress of the
Europeasn Movement held in London on the 26th Novemwber, 1977,

at which &1l the United Kingdom Branches were represented, the
following motion was approved unanimously by acclamation:-
'Recognising that Gibreltar and its citizens are within the

_ European Community under Article 2274 of the Treaty of Rome

and in view of the proposed enlsrgement of the community and
the forthcoming elections to the European Parliament, the
European Movement in Britain resolves - (1) to pressurise this
Government and. olher European Communlty Governments to
recognise thet Spain would be in breach of Community rules if
admitted to membership whilst continuing to blockade Gibrsaltar,
and (2) to cempaign for the enfranchisement of Gibraltarians

in the elections to the European Perliement on lines similar

to those epplied to overseas territories of other Member .
States'". Of course, that refers particularly to the French
territories. This resolution was slightly amended by an
addendum which, in fact, came from the people, the British
Citizens who live in Europe, who, as .I explained before, are
not being enfranchised. The following addendum by the English
spesking Brench of the European Movement in Belgium was also
approved: ~ "To pressurise this Government to coordinate its-
legislation with the Government of the other eight Member
States .that all United Kingdom citizens residing in a community:
outside the United Kingdom are also able to vote in the :
election". We ere now British Citizens and if we happen to be
living in Frence we will not be able to vote. This is why, I
em glad to say, at the last congress in November last year a
similer resolution to this one wes passed bit it was
incorporated as a whole, that British Citizens vho are in
European territories which are part of the European Community
should have the right to vote. Now, that resolution was passed
at the congress this yeer. Obviously, we have to tske our line
directly with Gibraltar. We can see that the other British
Citizens in Europe are taking their line. They are making all
the efforts that they can in that way. I also know that Loxrd

Bethell is very interested but he is making very little progress,

either with the British Citizens or with us. That, of course,
does not mean to say that we have got to throw in the towel. I
believe that it is absolutely vital for. Glbraltar for the
Gibreltarisns, not simply becsuse I think that it is a
democratic right, that it is owed to us but also, I think,
because we -should try and be enfranchised before Spain joins
ithe European Common Market. We may otherwise be forced, when
ne time comes, to hsve to participate in a regionsl election
in which Spain will be included. I do not think that that will
be in our interests and therefore I thin: thaet it is absolutely
vital that we make a super effort to try and get through this
time. Xow, I know that tne European HMovement in Gibraltar is
very keen to try to do everything possible within thelr power
to bring this to the attention of the British Parlisment and.
of course the Britiesh Government. However, &s we all know,
the Buropesn liovement har got no piece, as ‘you might say, no
political piece as such. It is obviously the Government who
has. & much bigger say, and is much more listened to than the
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Movement by itself. I wsant, first of all, for the Government
to be able to give their Tull support - and I mean every
Member of this House, not just the Government, the Government
perticulerly, of course, bul every iiember of this House - to
the European iovement in whstever sctlon lhey may d¢ecide that
they want to teke to try ené obteain this legitimaie rirhi of
the Gibraltarians. in iime for the next eleciions. I under-
stand that they sare considering the possibility of teking a
petition to Fsrliament sfter acquiring as many sipnatures as
possible from Gibraltar. I glso kxnow thet ihe Chairman, or
Chairwomen, when she was in Englené recently to hand over
their memorandum to the Prime ¥inisler, hass been in contact
with Albert McQuarrie who has glready ssid that ii he is
wanted to present the petition, he will be more than pleased
to do so. So, I d6 not think that we cen find any difficulty
whatsoever in having the pbktition presented in Parliament.
Now, '‘of course, 1 think that first of all, ws have to convince
Parliament because at the end of the day it is representztions
that the British Government mekes Lo the relevaht authority in
the BEC that will carry the weight. If they insist and persist
I cen see very little. difficulty in the European countries
themselves accepting it. What we have io do is to convince
the British Government itself. From the replies that we have
had from them last time, I think that they have put quite a
nunber of impediments, one of them being representation in the
British FParliament. I do not believe ihal lwo wrongs meke one
right. I do not believe that beceuse we do n20v have rerresen-
tation in -the British Parlizment, we should o0t haeve represen-
tation in the European Ferliazment. I do nct believe that
because they represent Gibraliter throusn ins Forelgn Oifice,
indeed, they represent Britain through’ the Foreign O0ffice in
the EEC, however, that does not cdewvrive ithe individual British
Citizen in the United Kingdom from huving direct representa-
tions in Perliament. That is very importent. In fact, that
is the balance.of power &s we all kxnow. Therelore, thet
argument to me is totally wrong, ifr Spcaxer, andé therefore I
think that we have good argumentis to pursue. I do rot intend
to put them here in this Eouse toéay. I know thet the Chief
Minister &nd his Government are ouite capable of doing this.
So, Mr Speaker, what I am going to ask ihe Chief Minister

if* he will do this, end he must say lhis convinced thet the
Government is prepared to-pursue thic matter, andéd will the
Government do it. I wsnt to have this clcared. e do rot
want any differences too lste in the c¢ey when nothing can be
done. Is he prepered and is the Government Lrevared to »ursue
this metter? Is the Government nreparec to pei the Opposition
to cooperate with him ané coes he really mesn thsi¥ If he
coes, will he get cracking es soon as possible becsuse there
is very little time? Does he believe that the Europesn Move-
ment should be brought into this? 1ll he slso give eveary
possible encouragement so thet the petition is as successful
as possible? I would like to hear the Chief Hinister
uneguivocably say yes or nay to this. I would not like the
same thing that has heppened with the Dockysré to happen on
this, for everybody to slow down ané do nothing sbout it and
then find that the Government, at the end of the day, believes
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that it is better not to take the matter up. This, to me, is
very serlous because I certainly have my ideas of what we
should do &nd if the Government is not going to do it, I would
certainly try to get it done by every possible means by who-
ever can do 1t. A little effort is better than none. Whilst
I-believe that the Government should throw its full weight
behind this, as they said they would, in fact, in both previous
debates that we have had in this House, I do hope that they
will do it now. ©Now, Kr Spesker, I should finish up with a
little quotation. In this case, Mr Spesker, I am going to
‘quote a Member who was in the Opposition and now is in Govern-
ment, and this is Mr Perez. He referred to everybody and he
said: "I have heard the Hon Mr Canepa express the feeling and
also the Hon Chief Minister but what I have not been very
satisfied with, in hearing the Chief Minister, is what his
intentions are and what he intends to do now".

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Where is hg.readiné from?

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Page 227 of the Hansard of the meeting of 24th June, 1977.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:
Who gaid that?

HON MAJOR R J PELIZA:

Mr Perez, in Opposition. I am sure that perhaps he would say
the same thing today if he were to be on this side of the
House. However, I have brought it up, Mr Speaker, to show
how important it is that if we do get a commitment from
Government that that commitment stands and that they do not go
back on their word. I am asking now, with all sincerity
because this is vital. We must be absolutely blunt snd clear
on this thing. If the Chief Minister thinks that he cen do
something ebout it, he must say it now. If he thinks that he
cannot, then he can also say that, that the Government will
not pursue this matter. Therefore, lr Speaker, this is the
very reason why I have brought it up. There is very little
time to go. We want this to get under way as soon as possible
ané I would like to hear it, since he said himself then that
he was going to pursue the matter and Mr Perez questionéd then
what the Government had done since this was said here in this
House. If he cannot give it to me now, and I can understand
.i1t, perhavs he could write to me or let me know.
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HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Well, first of all, let me say thet when we visited Strasbourg
orflcially in 1980, I was perticulerly impressed by the sirength
of feeling of all Members of the European Farliament whom we
met, from Madame Veil, the Presidenl, downwards, about the

.1neou1ty of our not belng eniranchlueg. Tnere was no doubt

about that although. they msy not be abtle to do much about it.
There is no doubt about that. I have teken every cpportunity
that has arisen since then and I think I have a certain smount
of correspondence with Lord Bethell, dealing with matiters of
the European Perliament, where this matier occurs and occurs
again. It is less than feir to sey thal he has cooled down on
his enthusiasm.' I think that, like so many others, he has got

‘a number of ceuses and sometimes. he may be detracted from one,

giving his attention to the pither. Only yesterday, or was it
the day before, I spoke to the leader of the delegation that
came here sbout the EEC. In fairness, I want to be gquite clear
I 6did not raise this myself. I told him that I hoped that the
memorandum presented by Mrs Baldachino would be considered in
all its parsgraphs. He said: "Yes, the whole thing will be
considered, and there would be & due reply". OFf course, that
memorandum contains, among the vitel elements in it, the
question of enfranchisement. Therefore, from the polnt of
view of policy, Government supportis the idea that there is no
reason why we should not, apart from the fact that we do
enthusiastically support the ldea in every way. ‘hat should.
be reelised is that the Government is - I do 1ot like the word
impotent - in as diff'icult a position es irze Cpposition can be.
I will fully support eny matter but, if I may say so, this is
one in which, perhaps, Members of the Oppositiion can prevare
memoranda for joint meetings endéd so on. The Government,
unfortunately, always depencéing on the cane pceople on very
vital matters, is end will now be vexy seriously engaged on
this matter which we have debated today. To tell the Hon
Member that I will be &ble to cedicste these afternoons to
these matters with officials now woulé not be telling them the
truth because we have simply not got the time to do it now.
That does not mean that our enthusizsm is any less or thst we
are not prepared to support. So, iris belng a matter which is
outside party interests and is overall, I woulé very hsppily
leave the initistive of the working of this, not orly to
Members of the Opposition, but to my colleagues in the Zuropesn
Movement themselves to lisise with the lierbers of. the Oprosi-
tion in that movement, to prepsre memoranéa ané bring them to
me vhenever my asdvice or my intervention is reguired. I can-
not go further than thet because it woulé be misleading. I
know thet we are going to finé great diificuliiy. I know that
they may sey that pzrliamentary ilime is not availsble to do it
now and in time for the next election. I inow that there are
édifficulties sbout that. However, we will certainly support
it in every way but I cannrot say thst I will devoie & lot of
time to the memorznds or that the officizl working to me can
do that at this stage. It is just simply not possible. ‘e .
are stretched and we have been, and I may have been at fsult in
not saying a general word of praise, desyite the differences,
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to all officials. Two who were not mentioned for their
sterling work that they have done in connection with the
Dockyard were Mr Pitaluga and lkr Montedo. Whatever the views
of people, ihey have served Gibraltar very well and they are
really stretched and will be for a long time. However, I am
guite happy to support the idea and to give every encourage-
ment possible to Members opposite and to the colleagues of
mine who gre in the European Movement. Before I sit, may I
Just, with regaré to something that wsass sald earlier, say
that arrangements have now been made for a presentation to be
made by Appledore to the Dockysrd and to the public at large.
Leaflets are being published on this.

HON J BOSSANO:

Mr Speeker, the Hon Member has mentioned Appledore but I think
that when the Financlel Secretary was telking in answer to a
point by the Hon Member, he seid that he meant all consultants.

HON CHIEF MINISTER:

Well, we have arranged the Appledore one now. 1 mean, we -
have been sble to clear that. We will do the other one ss :
well but we have not had time, it is a matter of arranhgement. :

Mr Spesker then put the question in the terms of the Hon the’
Chief Minister's motion that the House adjourn sine die which
was resolved in the affirmative.

The adjournment of the House sine die was taken gt 12.10 pm on’
Friday the 29th July, 1983.
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