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[09:30]
The Roll was called and the Dean led the Assembly in Prayer.
PUBLIC BUSINESS — resumption

1. Draft Annual Business Plan 2011 (P.99/2010): fourth amendment (P.99/2010 Amd.(4))
(paragraph 3) (continued)

The Bailiff:

Very well then, we return immediately to debate upon the fourth amendment lodged by Deputy
Southern concerning school milk and the next speaker I have seen is Senator Maclean.

Deputy D.J.A. Wimberley of St. Mary:

On a point of order, could I just ask in the interests of the order of the debate, it was very useful to
have the Assistant Minister speak early because then we all knew what the position of the
department was. It would also be useful, because I will be asking questions of the Minister (or
would like to) but, of course, if he speaks first he cannot answer them. That is strictly a point of
order as to ...

The Bailiff:

That is one of the conundrums of the rules of debate, Deputy, which has been in existence ever
since the States has been in existence. It is for the Minister to decide when he speaks. Clearly, the
later he speaks then the more he can pick up points which Members have asked; the earlier he
speaks then people know what he says but on the other hand he is not available to answer the
questions. But I am afraid you cannot ask him questions; it is not question time. Very well. So,
Senator Maclean, do you wish to speak now or do you wish to speak later?

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

I am very happy to defer for a short while if that would be acceptable.

The Bailiff:

Very well, we have some other speakers who wish to speak. The Constable of St. Helier.
1.1 Connétable A.S. Crowcroft of St. Helier:

About 10 years ago primary school children were asked about their views of the town park and
many primary school children did drawings and sketches which they submitted to the States, only
for the States to decide in their wisdom not to build the town park. At least that was 10 years ago
and a whole generation of primary school children, I believe, grew up with a view that the States
could not be trusted. Yesterday evening [ was pleased the debate did not finish last night because I
was able to carry out some consultation with primary school children that are known to me, and
perhaps I should declare an interest, I suppose, at this stage. I said to them the reason their dad had
been out of the house from before 8.00 a.m. for early meetings until after 9.00 p.m. for Honorary
Police meetings was that we were considering abolishing school milk. I have to say they were
absolutely astonished. This was the important matter of State that kept this particular parent busy
during the day: to do away with their school milk. So I asked them a bit more about it and why it
was important and truly out of the mouths of babes and sucklings a lot of wisdom came out of that.
I discovered a lot about the socialising that goes on around school milk. I discovered that the
children do not have to have milk; that some of them choose to have water or juice; that some of
them look forward to school milk during the morning; that some of them have not had a proper
breakfast and have come to school probably after a bag of crisps and a chocolate bar and this is
probably the only nutrition they are going to get before lunch. I was also thinking that it would be
ironic for the Island that has given the world the Jersey cow to be a jurisdiction that abolishes free
school milk to children. That surely is a headline that somebody will pick up. These are not
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rational reasons perhaps: I am sure we will hear why the health benefits are overstated; why the
benefits for agriculture and to the dairy do not hold water. But I certainly want to have no part in a
decision to abolish school milk in Jersey. I must say that if Deputy Southern who has given us a
good long innings... if he does not succeed at this particular juncture, I shall certainly come back
because I believe that free school milk for our primary school children is something we can afford
to do.

1.1.1 Deputy A.E. Pryke of Trinity:

There has been comment by several Members on the health benefits of school milk for children.
Over the years my department has been working with Education in building-up a Healthy Schools
Programme and this is very important, not only in secondary schools - you would have seen
recently a press release going out that now school lunches are going to be much more health-
orientated and there is a set of criteria that the contractor has to follow, so we are very much health
conscious. But also, the Healthy Schools Programme is rolled out in primary schools and a healthy
eating programme is part of the curriculum. Out of the 28 primary schools, 7 have already reached
it, 10 are working towards it and the other ones are just beginning. But part of that healthy
programme is educating parents too on what should go in lunch boxes. As I said, brief comment
has been made and much work is being done in schools about promoting healthy eating. A
comment about Health: the M.O.H. (Medical Officer of Health) does not support the provision of
the school milk on the basis of health grounds and she has been part of studies that have shown that
children already get sufficient calcium from other food sources, some of which other food sources
are fortified with calcium. I will just finish by saying that obesity is going to be more of a problem
as we go on and I will just leave you with this thought that milk contains many more calories than a
glass of water.

1.1.2 Deputy T.M. Pitman of St. Helier:

I am pleased to follow the Minister for Health and Social Services because I have to say anyone
who says that low-fat milk makes you fat is talking complete and utter rubbish. It is not the word I
was going to use. Among my many accomplishments, one of the stranger ones is I am a qualified
fitness instructor. I know you are not surprised by that and my slim physique [Laughter] and if |
am not as fit as I was, I think it has less to do me with not drinking low-fat milk than it has for me
getting home, like many of you, at 10.00 p.m. or 10.30 p.m. at night and probably scoffing a load of
cheese and Branston sandwiches and not going to the gym as much. Yes, there is a lot wrong with
a lot of milk products but honestly you show me someone who can get fat on the orange milk that
we sell over here, and I do not mean the colour of the milk but the packets. You could probably get
fatter on one of the Assistant Minister for Education, Sport and Culture’s glasses of Jersey water.
For someone who has worked with young people for 20 years, I can tell you that the bigger
problem ... well I will give you one example. I worked with a young man whose mother was
convinced he was overweight because of drinking milk but when we analysed it he was consuming
6 bags of sugar through Coke and fizzy drinks. Now I think that is something we need to look at.
Unfortunately, we have seen previous Members of this House, including the former Minister for
Education, Sport and Culture, come out with this type of stuff again and again. There is an awful
lot of difference between full-fat cream milk, milk products and skimmed or low-fat milk. If we
really want to tackle obesity - and I fully support the Minister for Health and Social Services - what
we should be doing is encouraging the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture as well to get as
much physical activity as we can back into school programmes, we should be giving the Minister
for Transport and Technical Services a lot more money so he can encourage cycle tracks, and that
is tackling the real issue. Like all of you, I probably got home last night and read an email from
one of our most prolific writers of emails and letters - I think he lives in Grouville - and I think he
is keen to take us back to the Keynesian times. If you do not want to vote for Deputy Southern’s
amendment, do it for the right reasons. Perhaps you just do not agree that our children should have
milk. But do not do it under this false information that this little bit of milk is going to turn them
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into - to use one of the words we invented in our family - some kind of “blubbersome” creature
because it is not. All the healthiest people I have known, and I do not get there as much as I used
to, but all the years I have trained in the gym, the fittest people I know are those who drank milk -
not full-fat milk - and they took physical activity and they did not guzzle loads of soft drinks. At
the time the last Minister for Education, Sport and Culture was telling us about how we were all
going to become obese from school milk, the diet at school was still very poor. So I am pleased
that the present Minister and the Minister for Health and Social Services are tackling that; that is
great. There is a lot to be said for milk and I am really pleased to follow the Constable because he
is quite right, there is a lot of social things that spin around that sharing of milk. I can even
sympathise with the Constable of St. Clement because the one thing I did not like about school milk
when I was at school was it was regularly left out in the sun, it was heated up and it tasted
absolutely disgusting. But it was not the milk, it was the fact that it had been left there in little
Tetra Paks. I am really showing my age now. So, please, if we are not going to support Deputy
Southern, do it for the right reasons; do not do it because of misinformation. I think there is still a
place for school milk. I think it is very reasonable to ask the Minister for this and please do support
Deputy Southern.

1.1.3 Deputy P.V.F. Le Claire of St. Helier:

I remember going to school and I had not had breakfast on many occasions. My mother used to
work with my father late at night playing music in hotels and with 5 children first thing in the
morning it was not the easiest thing to do to get them ready for school. So on some occasions the
older ones, my older brother and I, would have to fend for ourselves and get ourselves ready.

[09:45]

I invariably was not really up for eating first thing in the morning and we would go to school
without having eaten anything but when it came to the milk time, I remember enjoying the milk
when it was not left out in the sun, as Deputy Pitman has pointed out. Rather than repeating all of
the things that have been said and cognisant of your ruling on this, I wonder if we might not think
about keeping it in place for the time being while we conduct some survey of the parents and the
children themselves, maybe through the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture. We have heard
from the Minister for Health and Social Services that the Medical Officer of Health has conducted
surveys that it is not warranted on health grounds but nor is taking vodka to school and we used to
do that when we were 11... [Members: Oh!] but at St. Helier Boys it was mandatory. But the
reality is there are a lot of things that are not healthy for children, including people smoking in
public places and children’s playgrounds but we do nothing about that. So, rather than looking at
this and crossing it off on the grounds that it has no health value because Health and Social
Services need all the money they can get in all the other areas that they do not have money, I am
wondering if we can keep this in place. There is an £11,000 profit to the dairy. I think we need to
think about this carefully, about how much activity we would be reducing in the dairy if this was to
stop and what that £11,000 profit would mean if the productivity was to stop, and ask the Minister
for Education, Sport and Culture to conduct a survey of the parents and the children themselves. If
we are going to go on to considering what the Medical Officer of Health has said about what is
healthy for children, I know from our own experience - and I declare an interest with a son at
school, having been through nursery school once again most recently - we would pay money for
snacks to the nursery to augment their healthy eating and we were advised not to bring in things
such as Coke and juice, et cetera, because that was not good for them; they wanted to promote
healthy eating. It was quite interesting, especially from the Eastern European countries where my
wife comes from and a lot of Polish people come from, but one of the things that most of the
parents put up as to what they would wish to see in school was school meals. Hot school meals at
lunchtime. In the U.K. (United Kingdom) where most people get a hot school meal and where
some Members have come from, they will probably remember those meals. I have never had a hot
school meal. I know there is a canteen at Hautlieu and it is well used but the value of a hot school
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meal during the lunchtime far outweighs what can be crammed into a sweating lunch box and left
in the corner for 4 or 5 hours. So if we are going to look at the nutrition and the health issues
around children and what they eat and what they consume at school, then we need to do it on a far
better and more open and honest approach than what we have considered so far which is what the
Medical Officer of Health has said constitutes a healthy or qualified needed income for the Health
Department. I am going to support Deputy Southern and I am going to ask the Minister for Health
and Social Services, the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture and the Minister for Economic
Development if this is passed to go away and to conduct a survey of the parents. We are talking
about consultation all the time. We are doing one at the moment and I urge all members of the
public, all parents and all States Members to go on to the States website today and look at the one
that is out there for play, the issues around play; the playground issues. The areas where we would
like to see our children have opportunities to play. It is a very good survey and the States have
done a very good job in doing that and I would recommend it. But I would also urge the Council of
Ministers to do a survey on whether or not the parents and the children want school milk. I urge
Members to continue to support this until we have the information to make a proper decision rather
than just a financial one. Because in the next amendment we are going to be arguing about whether
or not we should support Jersey Finance with another £400,000 of taxpayers’ money to go off
swanning it around the world for an industry that has just cost everybody all their jobs. They can
far afford to support themselves. If we are looking at cutting overall States spending and not
adding taxpayers’ taxes on to issues, we can cut that £400,000 from the budget. The world will
turn on its head in about 20 minutes and all the arguments we have been hearing will go the other
way.

1.1.4 Deputy M.R. Higgins of St. Helier:

We have just heard from the Minister for Health and Social Services about the Healthy Schools
Programme and the healthy eating programme and how they are educating parents into what should
go into lunch boxes. Now that is fine and commendable but I found it shocking to learn that in a
wealthy Island as Jersey is reputed to be that many children do not go to school with a lunch box or
even have breakfast. Now, I found it absolutely shocking that the youth workers at First Tower are,
for example, providing hot meals for children because they do not get a hot meal at school, so there
are an awful lot of children who benefit from the free milk that we give them. It may be the only
real nutrition they get during the day and I certainly will not be voting for any cut in this provision.

1.1.5 The Deputy of St. Mary:

Yes, first of all, I would like to thank the Minister. I think he absolutely did the right thing because
at the end of the debate we will have the Minister replying to all the points made and then we will
have the proposal and that really is the way it should be done and I thank him very much for that. I
was going to focus on the wider implications for the dairy industry, but I would like beforehand to
say just how much I was struck by the Constable of St. Helier’s comments and now Deputy
Higgins’. It does worry me. I was going to go down the route of suggesting that the actual
economic benefits to the dairy industry of going this route are very, very small, if indeed they exist
at all. So the issue I was going to put to Members was how do we signal our support for the dairy
industry and make sure that it is there? That was the question for the Minister about how to
reconcile the 2 different accounts we are getting in the amendment and the comments. But there
are issues now I see that are stronger than I thought about school milk itself: its social role and the
no meals issue. I think Deputy Le Claire had a very good point that it might be a good idea to find
out what its role is before we think about cutting it. So I have been influenced by what people have
said quite a bit in the way that I might end up voting, although I am still open. To go on to the
wider issue, in the comments of the Council of Ministers they say that they are not cutting support
for the industry, with the exception of the cessation in support for school milk there will be a net
increase in the total of direct and indirect government support payments to the dairy industry in
2011 and elsewhere they say that they are not suggesting cuts specific to the dairy sector in 2011 or
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2012. But what we read in Deputy Southern’s proposition is that on page 13 he claims: “The
overall reduction in support to the dairy industry, ‘part of the D.N.A. of the Island’, amounts to at
least £650,000 over the coming years.” He points out that the price of land is also increasing
because of the success of the potato sector. So we are getting 2 different stories here. We are
getting: “We are continuing our support for the dairy industry at least for the next 2 years” and on
the other hand we are getting cuts to the dairy industry being put forward by the proposer and that
is a big contradiction. I want the Minister to clarify exactly what the level of support for the
industry is and so on in the light of the fact that what we are discussing is £180,000 support for the
dairy industry in the form of school milk. Now, I take the argument that it is not a terribly efficient
way of supporting the dairy industry but in fact the Minister is perfectly free after the survey to find
out about the social issues and the health issues about food and diet. He is perfectly at liberty, if we
vote this money back in, to use it to support the dairy industry through other mechanisms which he
already uses. We know that Ministers can do this, in fact, even across departmental boundaries. So
the issue then is support for the industry. I have here the J.M.M.B. (Jersey Milk Marketing Board)
and R.J.A. and H.S. (Royal Jersey Agricultural and Horticultural Society) submission on the Rural
Economy Strategy 2011-2015 White Paper, so this is their last word on the whole consultation
process around the rural strategy. They set out their vision and I was sure that Members would say
“amen” to this but after the debate yesterday, I begin to wonder about certain attitudes here. But
this vision is really spot-on: “Preservation of the Jersey breed as a viable herd in its Island home;
maintenance of productive capacity of the Island’s farmland and combining grazing livestock
within an arable rotation and the benefits of that; contribution towards self-reliance in society with
the production of a wide range of locally-produced essential foods; preservation of the landscape
with its patchwork of fields and meadows which are only of use to livestock and are the richest in
biodiversity; a positive contribution to the environment; fauna, flora, air, water and soil with low-
intensity agriculture that uses minimal artificial inputs” because of course the cows provide a
different form of input: “Maintenance of road verges and countryside features; greater opportunities
for the informal leisure; use of grassland by the wider public.” That is their vision. That is how
they start their submission and I cannot imagine that any of us would disagree with that kind of
vision and yet here we are talking about support for the dairy industry. So do they need the
support? They claim that they do. They claim that they are working hard, they are the only sector
that has totally open books on their profitability, their costs are completely open to the department
and yet they say they currently work on extremely tight margins and as such significant changes in
revenue flows will directly affect farm profitability. There is a chart in the proposer’s document on
page 11 which shows you that they are nowhere near the 20 per cent E.B..T.D.A. (Earnings Before
Interest, Taxes, Depreciation and Amortisation) which they need for sustainability. They are
nowhere near that. The Minister said that they were somewhere near 10 per cent. They are not
near 10 per cent; they are at 5.9 per cent in the current year, I believe. They point out that there are
cuts in Quality Milk Payment and services in the White Paper and of the magnitude proposed they
will have to be passed on and that will imply an increase in the wholesale milk price of 10 to 12 per
cent contrary to the agreed strategy which is to become more and more competitive with other
jurisdictions and to head-off the possibility of imported milk. So this is a different story we are
getting from the people at the sharp end. Of course, it is special pleading, they are the industry, but
we have to decide on whether we support that vision and on whether support for the industry does
help that vision stay a reality because it is reality now. In their closing comments: “The next 5
years [not the next 2 years; the next 5 years] will require a cautious approach to changes in
government support to the agricultural sector as any recovery is likely to be slow; a cautious
approach.” I just want to ask the Minister about the figure that Deputy Southern uses of £685,000
cuts in support for the dairy industry and whether or not we should not consider leaving this money
in the budget subject to surveys about the value of using the budget as school milk but keeping it
there as support for the industry to be used in that way. That is all I have to say, thank you.

1.1.6 Deputy J.G. Reed of St. Ouen:



You spoke about a conundrum, but I think this is one of the difficulties that this States Assembly
faces in trying to seek, on the one hand, to reduce budgets and re-prioritise the resources available;
and addressing some of the other areas that we feel quite passionately about. School milk, I
believe, is one. The reality is that we are faced with our “cutting our costs” pursuit. We also know
that the economic argument that is being put and is being repeated by the dairy industry (and I
believe it is sincere)... we have heard it on many occasions used to support various decisions that
this States Assembly has made, to improve and help the industry stand on its own 2 feet. There is
absolutely a benefit from milk in the provision of milk to some of our school children. I think I
pick up and would highlight one of the issues that Deputy Higgins raised. We do have concerns of
a small minority of young people that are coming to school with a lack of proper food. Is it solely
our responsibility? No. Should we do something about it? Absolutely.

[10:00]

I again thank the Deputy for highlighting the fact of one of the practical ways that we are helping
these young people through the Youth Service, in this case; others it is through schools. More
importantly, it is through helping and supporting those parents that are struggling to recognise
perhaps their responsibilities in bringing up their children. Is it necessarily an argument to just
maintain school milk? No. No, I think we have to be smarter. I think that the dairy industry
absolutely needs support and there is a good case for them to continue promoting and providing
school milk to children because I would expect that it would encourage those children later in life
to continue utilising that product. That is a commercial decision. Yes, we can all argue about
health benefits and the whys and wherefores of milk. That is not the issue. The issue here is that
we have difficult decisions to make, not only in this Business Plan but in the next coming years.
This is not a priority. If the choice is school milk or sufficient resources so our children can learn at
school, I know which side I am going to fall on. Thank you.

1.1.7 Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

One of the benefits or drawbacks, depending on which way you look at it, of being in the States for
many years now is that you hear the same debates time and time again. Many years ago when |
was President of Social Security we had the debate on school milk then and we managed to get rid
of it out of our Social Security obligation or objective and it was decided that maybe it was more
appropriate as a health requirement. We debated that a second time and we decided it was not a
health requirement so we moved it to Education because maybe it was an educational requirement.
We debated that a third time and we decided it was not an educational requirement but it was quite
simply support to the dairy industry. I thought that was where it was now acknowledged, having
been debated 3 times, that this funding is no more and no less than support to the dairy industry.
Yet the comments and arguments that we have heard yesterday and today have ranged over a wide
range of areas, very few of which, with the exception of the Deputy of St. Mary, relate to the
support for the dairy industry. But in fairness the proposer of this proposition is very clear that it
refers to support for the dairy industry and in the second part of his proposition, which we will be
debating later possibly, he talks about phasing-out the support for the dairy industry over the
following 3 years. So he is quite clear that this is an economic justification for this money and if
further justification were needed it is because the money rests in the budget of the Economic
Development Department which has responsibility for the rural economy. So when we debate this
we should be debating it in the clear knowledge that we are debating support or subsidy to the dairy
industry. Now if we feel that we need to continue support to the dairy industry, let us at least be
honest and say why we are doing it: in support as a form of subsidy. It is not a form of educational
benefit, or health benefit, or social benefit; it is an economic benefit. To Deputy Le Claire, yes, I
am sure if [ asked parents if they would like the Government to continue giving them free school
milk the majority of them would say yes. If I asked people: “Would you like to pay more taxes?”
the majority of people would say no but there is no such thing as a free lunch or a free pint of milk.
If we are going to give free milk then something else has to give. We would cut out some other
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service or we increase taxes, and let us not forget that fact. It is a matter of priorities. Is this
ongoing support to the dairy industry, in addition to the other support given by E.D.D. (Economic
Development Department) in various forms in the rural economy, is this additional support also
necessary? In my view, in the current economic times the answer is no, sadly, perhaps for some
and therefore I have no alternative but to suggest that this proposition should not be accepted.

1.1.8 Deputy S. Power of St. Brelade:

Briefly, 50 years ago I was 5 and I went to a primary school in the middle of Limerick City and I
remember the pervading smell of sour milk but I did what I was told and I drank that milk.
[Interruption] I have the odd occasion when I do not behave but normally I tend to do what I am
told still. The comments of the Council of Ministers in relation to Deputy Southern’s paragraph on
this are fairly clear: that this has been around the Houses on a number of occasions. It has been
through the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture’s assessment, it has been through the
Minister for Health and Social Service’s assessment and it is clear from E.D.D. that it is not a
benefit or a subsidy that is needed to support the dairy industry. Whether it is 40 or 50 years ago or
whether it is today, there are children who go to school for whatever reason and they have not had
the benefit of a breakfast, either that is through parental choice or that is because they refuse to
have that breakfast or whatever the set-up is in that family home. I constantly hear this sort of
clamour that: “The States must do this. The States must do that. The States must provide some
form of support to the parental governance of Jersey” whether it is to the Minister for Health and
Social Services, the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture, the Minister for Home Affairs or
even the Minister for Housing at times that we have to pick up and catch up for all the sins of the
Island. Well we do not. Whether it is 40 or 50 years ago or whether it is today, for whatever
reason, some children do go to school and they are not provided with sufficient provision for food
early in the morning. Breakfast was always regarded as the most important meal of the day. Most
of our primary schools (I am subject to correction by the Minister for Education, Sport and Culture)
and our secondary schools, if not all, do provide some form of service where children can access
some food. So, the argument that we have this morning is a simple economic one, and I will repeat
today what I said yesterday: we are in a situation where we have to find ways of saving money. It
was very clear yesterday with the amount of support for Deputy Vallois’ ninth amendment that a lot
of States Members want to go further than the Council of Ministers have. Some States Members do
not want any cuts at all but the strong message coming out right now across this Assembly that
reflects the mood of the public out there is we have to start saving money [Approbation] because
the alternative is a swingeing budget in December. If that goes ahead, I can hear the clamours of
protests now. My view is this is a “nice to have”. It would be nice to continue to supply the
subsidy but with looking at reality out there my view is I think the Council of Ministers have it
right and [ urge Members to reject Deputy Southern’s amendment in this case.

1.1.9 Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

I have held back in the interests of being helpful, in particular to the Deputy of St. Mary who had
some questions. The Deputy of St. Mary raised one particularly important point and that was the
level of support for the dairy industry: do we support the dairy industry? Well absolutely we
support the dairy industry from the whole process of moving the dairy from where it was to its
current modern facility that it operates, to a range of facilities that are provided for the dairy
industry in terms of subsidy support grants like Quality Milk Payment and other areas of agriculture
that benefit from the Single Area Payment. The £600,000 Quality Milk Payment is currently
afforded to support the dairy industry and there are many other areas in which we are supporting
them to develop their export markets: ways in which the industry can become sustainable longer
term; looking at higher-value products in the export market. All of these things are happening, we
are working with the industry to deliver that and it is absolutely right and proper that we should be
doing so. I will just pick up a point that Senator Breckon raised last night about grants in general. I
think he was concerned about the level of grants, particularly to the agricultural industry. I should

10



say to him that over the last few years grants as a whole have been slowly and in a measured way
reduced from agriculture. They have come down by close to £2 million and over the next few years
there will be a continued reduction but it will be done in a measured way in order to ensure that the
industry can stand on its own 2 feet. It is not something that Jersey is doing alone; it is happening
elsewhere and it is absolutely right that we should be looking to support the industry, to increase its
productivity and to be able to be more sufficient as we move forward into the future. The Deputy
of St. Mary also made a comment about how easy it is for money voted as part of the Business Plan
to be moved around among departments. What I would say to him in this regard - and he also made
what I thought was quite an extraordinary suggestion - that if this is voted through we could use it
to support the dairy industry and not necessarily for milk for school children which is the purpose
of this clear proposition. In any event, what he was trying to say ...

The Deputy of St. Mary:
Would you give way?
Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

I am not going to give way. But what I think he was trying to say was we can move our budget
around. What I would say to him and to other Members is if a decision is taken by this Assembly, I
certainly - and I do not know of any Minister that would choose to go against the decision of an
Assembly, if this was to be supported, Deputy Southern’s proposition - I would not seek to then try
and use the money for some other purpose. It would just be a completely unacceptable position to
be in. Do we move money around in our budget? Yes, we do. Of course; we are the Economic
Development Department. We operate quite simply to capitalise on the budget we have. We move
it around to deal with threats and to deal with opportunities as Members would expect. We need a
maximum return from the investment of public money that we put into all the areas of the economy
that we support. I would like to pick up on the Constable of St. Helier who made a very emotional
speech earlier on. He said he had consulted, I believe, with some children; I was not quite sure if it
was his own children. I have to say I have also consulted with my children. I am probably
conflicted in this area of school milk because my children are recipients of school milk at the
moment. Or certainly they have the offer of receiving it and certainly I had a totally different
opinion or view from my son when I asked him the same question last night about school milk. So,
there are always going to be opinions and I think what the Constable of St. Helier was proffering
was an opinion, an opinion that he is perfectly welcome to pass on. What he did say, which was
probably one of the most relevant comments that I think I have heard in this debate was that, yes, to
school milk and some children like it and, yes, it is given at a time where there is social interaction
but also he said children can choose between that and water and juice and quite often do. It is a
choice, a choice that we are not paying for. It is a choice that they have and that is absolutely as it
should be. I think if we consider that, it is a very important point. I would also like to just deal in
conclusion with some final comments. First of all, we have had a long debate historically about
school milk. Deputy Southern has got some stamina, I must say, the number of times he has
brought this back and he has been quite successful. But we are living now in a different economic
climate to the one in the past when he has brought it forward. Indeed, the last time he brought it
forward and when it was successful and supported by Members it was done so with an outcome at
the end, when the new dairy was in place. At that point school milk was going to be one of the
subsidies that was helping and assisting the dairy industry that was going to be phased-out and was
going to end with a new dairy. I remember the Deputy standing there and saying that very point.
Here we are, now he is suggesting: “Well let us just go on a little longer. We have got the new
dairy but let us just carry on a bit more.” It is a different climate we are living in; it is not the time
to be continuing on with that particular subsidy. We have heard from the Minister for Health and
Social Services, we have heard from the Medical Officer of Health, we have seen plenty of
evidence in the U.K. who also over many years have been reducing support of school milk to
children. The health benefit is not there; the economic benefit is not there. I think it was Deputy
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Le Claire who raised this point about the dairy making a profit, yes, £11,000 for school milk but the
Deputy probably did not realise that that was in 2006. Today the dairy is losing money on school
milk; around about £6,000 and that is from their own figures. So it is not supporting the dairy in
terms of a subsidy. Finally, the proposition itself is flawed and it is flawed for one simple reason.
The Deputy has brought forward a proposition that seeks we maintain school milk for next year
2011 and then to reduce it by a third in the following year and then a third and a third.

[10:15]

Well having spoken to the dairy it is not economic for them to do so. They cannot make money
and, in fact, they will probably cease doing it altogether because they simply are going to lose too
much. They are losing money now. If you reduce the form of subsidy from government it is going
to be even less affordable. It just does not work; it is as simple that. I would implore Members to,
however difficult this seems and however emotive it is, for obvious reasons ... I remember, not
because 1 was about at the time, but I have certainly read the newspaper articles about when
Margaret Thatcher took milk away in the U.K. in the early 1970s and was known as “Thatcher the
milk snatcher” and I know how Members feel. It sounds terrible but the world has moved on in all
respects from health, diet and from an economic point of view. I would implore Members to reject
this albeit well-meaning proposition and maintain our aim. We have to cut costs. This is one, I am
afraid, that has to go. Thank you.

The Bailiff:
Does any other Member wish to speak? Very well, I call upon Deputy Southern to reply
1.1.10 Deputy G.P. Southern of St. Helier:

I am grateful to all those who have taken part in this debate, particularly those who have spoken up
in favour of my proposal. I remind Members that my proposal is not to maintain free school milk
willy-nilly for ever. My proposal is to phase-out the support for school milk over a period of time
which will enable the dairy - or should enable the dairy - to get alternative sponsors and alternative
backing to continue with school milk. I believe that is certainly what the dairy suggested would be
a reasonable way forward to me and certainly did not say: “Whatever you do, school milk is
doomed, we are going to stop.” That is not the case. If we pull this funding now, yes, school milk
will stop. If we phase it out in a reasonable and, I believe, responsible manner which we should do,
then school milk might continue because the dairy will seek alternative funding. A number of
speakers, starting with Senator Breckon last night and the Deputy of St. Mary and indeed the Chief
Minister today, have addressed the issue of what it is coming down to is the economics of the dairy
industry. Well I refer Members to my report in which I go into some depth and it is all very well to
say: “The dairy industry must learn to stand on its feet” and that we are progressively withdrawing
support although the Minister for Economic Development seemed to suggest that all this support
was being maintained. Nothing could be further from the truth. So let us have a look at the state of
the dairy industry and in particular the role of subsidies to the dairy industry because as many
Members will be aware, an agricultural industry in Europe which is not receiving some subsidy is
doomed to fail. There is no way we can maintain agriculture in Jersey in competition with the
subsidies which still go into E.U. (European Union) farming and hope to survive. Bear that in
mind. We are told that the Jersey Dairy 5-year business plan previously indicates that by
2011/2012 the E.B.I.T.D.A. - the profit margin - could reach 17 per cent on Jersey farms. On page
11 of my report I show where we have got to by 2009 and 2010 and we are at 5.9 per cent; 5.9 per
cent when the aim is 17 per cent by 2011. Jersey farmers in the dairy sector are not highly
profitable yet. Then we examine what we are doing overall in the whole series of cut, cut, cuts in
the dairy sector and for agriculture and on page 12, I outline some of them. For example, it says on
page 12, and this is a part of the plan: “Royal Jersey Agricultural and Horticultural Society Service
Level Agreement will not be renewed from 2014 a reduction of nearly £250,000 and they say that
this is perfectly acceptable; it is not necessary the service that they do. The dairy tell me that this is
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completely wishful thinking. What they are doing is running the insemination programme and the
monthly milk recording service and they say that is: “... an essential element in promoting the
quality and traceability of our dairy products.” This in turn: “The availability of these services is a
vital part in negotiations to obtain export contracts for high value-added products. To cut this
service would seriously damage efforts to raise export targets. The statement made about the
diminishing need for such a service is misleading.” That is what the dairy is saying: “You want us
to maintain our dairy service, the herd on the Island, and part of that is selling high-value products
into the U.K. That requires the absolute rigour of recording exactly what this product is and why it
is such high quality. Without it we do not stand a chance of getting into Marks & Spencer; of
getting into Tesco; of getting into where we need to be. Without it, I am afraid, we are going to see
the slow decline of the industry on the Island.” In addition to that, we are maintaining the Quality
Milk Payment until 2013 when we will put a 10 per cent cut in. This 10 per cent cut that we are
aiming for: 2 per cent; 3 per cent and then 5 per cent will be rolled into 2013, so we are just pausing
with that part of the axe until 2013. That subsidy will be being withdrawn. If you look on page 11
of my chart you can see in the graph the element in bright yellow that is Quality Milk Payment and
you will see that reducing from 2013, it gets smaller and smaller. On the graph - that is only a 6-
year scale - you could extend that to 2018 when you will see Quality Milk Payment getting smaller
and smaller and smaller and by 2018 it will be gone. There will be no Quality Milk Payment and I
list some of the cuts that are about to be taking place. So R.J.A. and H.S., I have just mentioned,
school milk, Jersey Product Promotion Limited... again, shall we give them help promoting their
products for export or whatever? No, that is going to be discontinued from 2013, a reduction of
£140,000. Countryside Renewal Scheme, a reduction of £140,000. Quality Milk Payment I have
obviously mentioned already, a reduction of £250,000 by 2010. If you add those up you get the
best part of £1 million reduction in support to agriculture. Yesterday we saw the commitment to
Tourism, I would say, be substantially reduced; wither on the vine. Now we are seeing £1 million
worth of reductions in subsidies to this industry are going to be made. About £650,000 of that is
directly applicable to the milk industry. I am suggesting that while we are intending to do that,
while we are reducing support for this industry by £1 million, the very least we could do is be
reasonable and rational in phasing-out, rather than cutting immediately, support for school milk.
That is the economic argument and I believe it is a substantial one. Amid what are a series of very
serious and I believe not rational cuts to our agricultural industry and our dairy industry in
particular, we may endanger the entire industry. It may well be that by 2018 when the herds are
producing properly as they should be and the bull semen is having its effect and the herd is up to
standard, will we see us able to compete with cheap milk from abroad? Perhaps not. This is only a
minor step along the way but nevertheless it must be set in the context of £1 million worth of
reduction by 2018 in support for the dairy industry. That is the context. Crossing our fingers and
hoping that everything works out is not the way to behave. Time and time again I have heard
today - I heard it from Deputy Power, I heard it from the Chief Minister - that if we restore this
money then we are talking about taxes rising. No, we are not. I heard it from the Minister for
Education, Sport and Culture. He says: “If it is the case of cutting school milk or cutting resources
so that people can learn, then I know which side I am on.” No, but that is not the case. This
proposition does not say: “Maintain school milk and cut your funding for books.” It says:
“Maintain school milk and take £180,000 from the £6 million we put aside to lay people out of
work; to restructure.” That is all it says. Not a penny on income tax. Not a penny on tax. That is
what it says. Remember that. So that is the economic case. I believe the case for supplying school
milk on the grounds, for example, there has been a survey done. The dairy industry has conducted
a survey. It conducted a survey of primary school head teachers and said: “What is the take-up in
your school? How much do you value free school milk?” Overwhelmingly, with one exception,
every primary school head teacher bar one - that is before we go to children, before we go to
teachers, before we go to parents - said: “Wonderful; absolutely vital for our kids; an important
element in the day; an important element of their nutrition.” One headmaster said: “I could do
without it. We could do without it. I am not impressed by it.” We still have kids going to school
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without breakfast. We still have kids, despite the efforts for healthy eating, of which fat-reduced
milk is part of a healthy diet and it is all about balance, as Deputy Pitman said. We are not talking
about full-fat milk, we are not talking about obese kids through milk. We are talking about obese
kids through 3 packets of crisps and a Coke in the morning and educationally, Minister, that child
with its 3 packets of crisps and its Coke fuelled-up at break time is running around the classroom
for half the morning. We would much rather that it has the milk than the Coke and perhaps it can
study; that is the educational argument. The health argument, I believe, it is part of a healthy diet.
The survey says that head teachers certainly welcome and would have the free school milk
maintained. Long-term in terms of milk on this Island, I believe it is important to maintain as well.
I thank Members for their tolerance in putting up with me for the fourth time on this debate and I
urge Members to vote for a sensible and reasonable way forward, phasing out this particular service
for subsiding school milk, in the hope that the dairy can work out alternative ways of funding this
through alternative sponsorship and that this House does not earn the accolade of being the people
who removed school milk. Could I ask for the appel?

The Bailiff:

The appel is called for then in relation to the amendment of Deputy Southern. I invite Members to
return to their seats and the Greffier will open the voting.

POUR: 14

CONTRE: 30

ABSTAIN: 0

Senator A. Breckon

Senator T.A. Le Sueur

Connétable of St. Helier

Senator P.F. Routier

Connétable of St. John

Senator P.F.C. Ozouf

Deputy of St. Martin

Senator B.E. Shenton

Deputy J.A. Martin (H)

Senator F.E. Cohen

Deputy G.P. Southern (H)

Senator S.C. Ferguson

Deputy of Grouville

Senator A.J.D. Maclean

Deputy P.V.F. Le Claire (H)

Senator B.I. Le Marquand

Deputy of St. John

Senator F. du H. Le Gresley

Deputy of St. Mary

Connétable of St. Ouen

Deputy T.M. Pitman (H)

Connétable of Trinity

Deputy M.R. Higgins (H)

Connétable of Grouville

Deputy D.J. De Sousa (H)

Connétable of St. Brelade

Deputy J.M. Magon (S)

Connétable of St. Martin

Connétable of St. Saviour

Connétable of St. Clement

Connétable of St. Peter

Connétable of St. Lawrence

Deputy R.C. Duhamel (S)

Deputy J.B. Fox (H)

Deputy of St. Ouen

Deputy of St. Peter

Deputy J.A. Hilton (H)

Deputy of Trinity

Deputy S.S.P.A. Power (B)

Deputy 1.J. Gorst (C)

Deputy A.E. Jeune (B)

Deputy A.T. Dupré (C)

Deputy E.J. Noel (L)

Deputy A.K.F. Green (H)

[10:30]

The Bailiff:
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On the order paper we come next to a further amendment of Deputy Southern, but I raised this with
Senator Shenton, it appears to me, Senator, that yours, in fact, is greater. Yours includes the lesser,
does it not?

Senator B.E. Shenton:
If Deputy Southern’s is lost I will withdraw my one.
The Bailiff:

The alternative, what we would normally do, I think, is take yours first on the basis that it is the
largest change and then Members can decide on that, and then they can decide on Deputy
Southern’s.

Senator B.E. Shenton:

Sadly, with hindsight, I should have done mine in a slightly different way because it is 2 separate
issues, one is Jersey Finance and the other is the regulation of non-finance industry entities with the
J.F.S.C. (Jersey Financial Services Commission).

The Bailiff:

Are you happy for Deputy Southern to go first?
Senator B.E. Shenton:

[ am, yes.

1.2 Draft Annual Business Plan 2011 (P.99/2010): fourth amendment (P.99/2010 Amd.(4))
(paragraph 2)

The Bailiff:

Very well, we will proceed on that basis. The Greffier will read the amendment of Deputy
Southern.

The Greffier of the States:

Page 2, paragraph (a) after the words “withdrawn from the Consolidated Fund in 2011 insert the
words “except that the net revenue expenditure of the Economic Development Department shall be
decreased by £400,000 in order to reduce the level of support for Jersey Finance Limited and not
proceed with the comprehensive spending review proposal on page 62 of the Plan ED-S8
“Additional support for J.F.L. (Jersey Finance Limited)”.

1.2.1 Deputy G.P. Southern:

I will wait for the adrenaline to go down a little. As they used to say on Monty Python: “And now
for something completely different.” Deputy Southern stands up and says: “Cut some funding
please.” Because that is the dominant philosophy and whether you are tourism and you are
struggling, or whether you are agricultural and the dairy industry and you are struggling, we are
cutting our support for you. We are cutting our subsidy to you, that is the new political dogma.
For once, I am saying: “Right, let us push it through. Let us be consistent.” Another industry that
is struggling is the finance industry, the bedrock, the dominant industry in the Island. It is
struggling to the extent that its profits in 2009 were halved. A sad day. It reduces our income
substantially. Halved to only the total net profit in the finance sector of £809 million.
£809 million. I would like Members just to hold that sum in their mind as we debate the possibility
of transferring £400,000 of the £2 million support that we give the industry from Government, with
its reduced revenues, to the industry itself and say: “Hang on, the new political philosophy is
wherever possible you stand on your own 2 feet. We are not prepared this year to increase your
support, your subsidy by £400,000.” That is what we are talking: £400,000 against £809 million
profit. We have had 2 Scrutiny Panels examine the way in which we support the finance sector and
both of them, it seems to me, have come to the same conclusion, that there is a rather large
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imbalance for Jersey Finance Limited, the body that was created to promote and support the
industry. There is a severe imbalance between the levels of support that Government puts in and
that which is put in by the industry itself. If Members will turn to page 8 of my report they will see
that in the first year of main operation, after it was set up in 2002, Jersey Finance Limited received
£250,000 from Government and added to that £345,000 from subscriptions from the industry. You
can see the growth of that funding across the years, 2003 it was imbalanced. We were £400,000,
the industry was £379,000. By 2004 we had added up to £600,000, the industry was still at
£376,000. 2005 we are talking £600,000 again, and £400,000. 2006 £750,000 from the
Government, £400,000 still only from the industry. 2007 £1 million versus £400,000. 2008 to
2011 £2.2 million. £2.2 million of support to £650,000. A ratio of 3 to one. So we put in 3 times
the amount that the industry itself does. I remind Members that we have just reduced the tax bill of
those industry members from 20 per cent down to 10 per cent. So they are paying less tax into our
coffers than ever they were and our bill for supporting the industry stands at £2.2 million and they
are putting in £650,000. That is the way it has grown. I will refer now to page 7 of my report,
where I talk about the words of the Minister for Economic Development talking about the thrust of
the policy that he is applying to support from the Government, support from his department, to the
economy of the Island. I think that really is a point that needs to be emphasised, he says to the
Scrutiny Panel, because in all respects what we are trying to do and what we are attempting to do,
as we go forward into years 2 and 3, is to work more closely with organisations that receive grants
to ensure that there is a better return on the investment we use, and allow the individual
organisations to be more effective, both in raising private sector sourced funding themselves and
being more effective in what they spend and getting a better return. The thrust is stand on your
own 2 feet. When Jersey Finance was set up this was the ethos. Senator Walker, no less, who set
up Jersey Finance Limited, stated this organisation, Jersey Finance Limited, would only work
effectively if the industry considered it to be its own creation and essentially accountable to it. Ifit
were wholly funded by the States it would become yet another government body to be criticised
from a safe distance. He then went on to state: “The States would be invited to make a
commitment to match the industry’s funding pound for pound.” So what we committed to was this
is Jersey Finance Limited to promote the industry. We want it to belong to you, the industry
members, and we shall support you in doing that pound for pound. Initially, in those early years,
that is what it was. Around about £400,000. But, like anything else, Government spending grows
like Topsy under various Ministers for Economic Development while the ownership of the
organisation fades because the accountability is hardly there. Now we have £2.2 million of support
from us, through the taxpayer, to this particular body and £650,000 from the industry. It will only
work if the industry feels that accountability, we will match it pound for pound. Well, it is now £3
for every £1, that is what we are talking about. That is the matched funding. Is it not time to allow
Jersey Finance and its members to stand on their own feet? I believe we should be consistent and
that is what we should be doing. I will just refer Members to 2 of the bits of transcript from the
recent hearing of the Economic Affairs Scrutiny Panel. This passage in particular is fascinating.
The Deputy of Grouville said: “Sticking with Jersey Finance Limited, as we are on the subject, they
are setting up an office in Dubai, are they?” The Chief Executive Officer says: “There is funding
for a third office. The exact location is yet to be absolutely finalised. I very much doubt it will be
in Dubai. It is going to be in the Middle East somewhere.” The Deputy of Grouville says: “Those
monies will come from where to set up this office?” The Chief Executive Officer: “Well, the initial
funding to pump prime, that came from fiscal stimulus and was within the fiscal stimulus bid,
E.D.D. (Economic Development Department) committed to make the recurring element of that
funding, that is from 2012 onwards, available from our budget, because if you set up a third
representative office the very worst thing you can do is to set it up and then close it down 18
months later.” Now what does this mean? This means that in the timed, temporary and targeted,
the 3Ts of the fiscal stimulus package that we were told was being strictly adhered to, somebody
forgot about one of the Ts. We said: “Okay, have this fiscal stimulus money, set up a new office.
That is a good idea.” But this is continuing funding. We are not supposed to be doing this. This is
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fiscal stimulus. So the commitment is there without this House even having a nod. Ministers for
Treasury and Resources and Economic Development effectively agree an economic stimulus
package that requires a commitment to continued funding. It is a fait accompli. So what we come
into now, in the Annual Business Plan, is something that has already been decided. We set it up
with fiscal stimulus, it is supposed to be temporary, knowing full well that we would have to have a
budgetary input for that. I am not saying that that office is all well and good. I am not saying close
it down, forget it, we are over dependent on the finance sector. What I am saying here is that
commitment should not have been made because the Annual Business Plan is where we decide
things and the new philosophy says stand on your own feet, subsidy has been withdrawn.

[10:45]

So I am saying that that funding, that £400,000 for that office, should come not from our taxpaying
money, in the light of all the other cuts that we are making here, there and everywhere, but should
come out of the industry members themselves and their £809 million-worth of profit. I think that is
a reasonable position to take, and that is the position I will support. I urge Members to support it
equally; what is sauce for the goose, agriculture and tourism, and whatever, our health service
(because that is coming up), what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. I urge Members to
support this proposition.

The Bailiff:
Is the amendment seconded? [Seconded]
1.2.2 Connétable G.F. Butcher of St. John:

I wonder if I could get an answer from the Council of Ministers in relation to a table on page 7 in
their comments on this proposition. It is stated in there that the States for next year, for 2011, will
give a grant of £2.2 million. The J.F.L. [Interruption] ... it is stated that the proposed grant for the
J.F.L. of £2.2 million with the J.F.L. putting in £600,000. There is a pro bono figure there of
£2 million, which I am presuming is a figure calculated somehow or other by their membership as
to what time they put into looking at legislation and various things, which is fair enough. What I
would like to know is how much time outside of the £2.2 million is put in by officers, the Minister
for Treasury and Resources, ef cetera, going along to various functions supporting the ... there does
not seem to be a pro bono figure in there to compensate for that, and I would like an answer on that.

1.2.3 Senator B.E. Shenton:

As Members will be aware, I also looked at this funding within the Business Plan and I was aware
that this funding for Jersey Finance had increased substantially over the last few years. You have
got to bear in mind this Island’s best times in finance was a time when Jersey Finance did not exist.
There is no doubt that we are going through tougher times, partly as a result of the regulation that
we now have on the Island to make this a much cleaner, tidier and more compliant Island
jurisdiction. But what I felt was that as chairman of the Public Accounts Committee, going through
the Business Plan in a dispassionate way, I was reminded of the fact that the Comptroller and
Auditor General, back in 2008, said that the funding for Jersey Finance should be cut. Back in
2008 and 2009, not only was it not cut but it was increased fairly substantially. The Council of
Ministers have come up with some pro bono figures of work put in by finance industry members to
compensate for this. But you have got to bear in mind that before Jersey Finance was formed Colin
Powell and his department worked tirelessly with the industry, and there were no pro bono figures
there. They were working for the benefit of the Island and primarily for the benefit of themselves
as the industry. It is all very well for people to stand up, and it was notable that I believe that the
Small Society or one of the members of the Small Society was, I believe, on the board of Jersey
Finance itself. I mean this is a substantial increase in budget at a time that we are meant to be
cutting our costs to the times ahead. I found it rather amusing, for example, that Jersey Finance
have targeted India as a place to extract wealth from the wealthy individuals and corporations down
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there, at the same time that we are giving the country overseas aid. I know back in the murky
1960s and 1970s governments used to use their overseas aid budget as a method of extracting
business. Now, I am fairly certain that nothing like that would ever take place in Jersey, but at a
time that we are looking to increase the budget of Jersey Finance, so that we can get more money
out of countries like India, I just wonder exactly where we are standing. I work in the finance
industry and the message I seem to be getting from every member of the public is: “Yes, we must
cut costs as long as it does not affect me.” The message about taxation is the same: “Yes, we must
increase tax but make sure it does not affect me.” Working in Jersey Finance, with my
amendments on state salary and other amendments, it does affect me, or will affect me. But it is the
right thing to do and I honestly do not think the Council of Ministers have made the case to increase
yet again the funding for Jersey Finance as an entity, and I will be supporting Deputy Southern’s
proposition.

1.2.4 Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

Despite the comments just made by Senator Shenton and despite the global slowdown, our finance
industry is still the largest contributor to the Jersey economy. This is likely to be the case certainly
for the foreseeable future. The industry generates around two-thirds of all government revenues
and provides 12,500 skilled jobs. Interestingly though, compared to similar jurisdictions, such as
the Isle of Man or Guernsey, Jersey Finance receives significantly less in terms of government
grant that their equivalent promotional bodies, it is a worrying competitive disadvantage. In 2009,
for instance, the Isle of Man announced that their government was injecting £5 million into
promoting the Isle of Man as an offshore centre. That figure did not include technical work such as
that undertaken by Jersey Finance. The Isle of Man also have a long established office in the City
of London. Guernsey Finance received £1.92 million from their government and industry for
discretionary promotional work alone. They have also set up offices in Shanghai recently and are
particularly active in India and the Middle East. Despite receiving proportionately less funding in
2009 and 2010 Jersey Finance outperformed both Guernsey and the Isle of Man in several key
awards and the Global Financial Centres Index. In addition, their press engagement was up
significantly by something like 190-odd per cent and they opened 2 representative offices on top of
providing a full and comprehensive technical programme. Finance centres further afield invest
even more in their finance sectors with the Ministry of Finance in Singapore, for example,
committing something in the region of 680 million dollars this year in protecting the country’s
fiscal position; they are seeking to attract business creation and international investment. Qatar is
thought to be maintaining its spending at 16million dollars on promotional activity commenced in
2008. The funding of Jersey Finance is a vital investment and that is the key bit that we need to
focus on. This is an investment in the revenue generating capability of the finance industry and by
default, of course, the Island to the significant tax receipts that it generates. In this respect it is
certainly a frontline activity and our main source of tax revenue. Jersey Finance is widely
acknowledged as having a highly positive effect on flows of business and inward investment into
Jersey. Ifevidence were needed, the fact that approximately 20 per cent of business now emanates
from emerging markets has a strong correlation to the market diversification strategy that was
instigated by Jersey Finance. They have opened representative offices in the area and have strong
overseas Vvisits programmes to these particular regions. The grant support for Jersey Finance is
based on detailed business plans and objectives, which are specific, measurable, attainable and
relevant. They are subject to constant review, monitoring and reporting, and I can say that my
department is satisfied and I am certainly satisfied that these objectives have been delivered well
and that the grant to Jersey Finance does represent appropriate value for money. It is worth
remembering that Jersey Finance gets only 15 per cent of the Economic Development budget in
terms of a grant. That is compared to significantly higher grants which go to other industries that
we were discussing just yesterday, such as tourism with close to 40 per cent. The Jersey finance
industry has largely avoided the significant disruption and negative headlines seen in other major
economies. This is due in no small measure to the skilful navigation of the international challenges
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by Jersey Finance and the persuasive and articulate case that has been made about the Jersey
proposition. This activity has significantly enhanced Jersey’s reputation internationally with the
media with international opinion formers and with the global finance industry. In an intensely
competitive and uncertain world we cannot afford to undermine this capability. Jersey Finance has
190 member firms representing the vast majority of the local finance industry and includes all the
major trade associations which it represents, who they meet and correspond with on a daily basis.
Jersey Finance promotes and defends Jersey as a jurisdiction against critics and competition to
ensure that business is attracted here. In addition, it acts to protect the corporate image of its
members, especially during the financial crisis, when they were unable to comment on various
issues such as the G20. Jersey Finance has consulted with industry and the majority of its
members - clearly the ones that have not spoken to Senator Shenton, I suspect - but certainly the
majority of its members felt that Jersey Finance needs increased funding, if anything, to be able to
compete with competitive jurisdictions. The main reason has been the continuing financial crisis
and focus on Jersey and other international financial centres by the E.U. (European Union), the
U.S. (United States) and others. In addition, the level of competitiveness and investment by other
competitive jurisdictions, especially emerging markets, such as greater China. Given that the States
received approximately £300 million from the finance industry, and that a further £380 million is
spent in the local economy, a reduction in support for the finance industry might be taken as a lack
of commitment to this key industry at a critical time. This could well affect future investment
decisions by major brands if they feel that the States commitment to the finance industry is
weakening. This would undoubtedly be exploited by our competitors and by detractors of Jersey.
International finance brands are jurisdictionally agnostic and make comparisons between
jurisdictions based on competitiveness of the platform provided and the degree of support and
commitment promoting, improving and developing that platform. They can switch booking centres
very easily and members should be under no illusion as to the impact of cuts into the medium term
strategy supporting the finance industry. Less promotion and development will mean less revenue
and therefore lower tax receipts at a time that we can ill afford it. There is no logical reason why an
international brand would inject more capital into a jurisdiction simply to make up a retrenchment
of investment by the jurisdiction itself. It simply will not happen. The finance industry provides a
very substantial in-kind contribution as a result of government funding of Jersey Finance. It is
estimated that the value of this pro bono contribution of industry professionals who engage with
Jersey Finance, providing technical consultation which informs the development of financial
services legislation, is in excess of £2 million per annum. In the absence of a contribution from the
States, the States, I suspect, would struggle to fund the required technical and industry input to
legislative development in the future. A reduction to the grant allocation would lead to the
conclusion that the States of Jersey is under-funding its support for the finance industry. This
would be based on any sensible measure such as contributions to G.V.A. (Gross Value Added),
employment or in relation to other competitive jurisdictions and their current commitment. In
contrast a significantly higher grant is made to other industries which contribute significantly lower
amounts to the economy contrasted to the finance industry.

[11:00]

While the grant to Jersey Finance in cash terms is a material figure - and I accept that - it is, in
relative terms, modest when related to the contribution of the finance industry to the Jersey
community and to the Jersey economy. I have to make it clear that this is not the time to be
considering any form of reduction in support to Jersey Finance, although I should also mention to
Members that during the course of this comprehensive spending review, as we move into 2012 and
2013, it does not mean that Jersey Finance is going to be immune through that particular process,
and that is exactly as it should be. What we are saying is that in 2011, with the work that is
necessary to underpin the finance industry, and to ensure, most importantly, that we protect the jobs
and protect tax revenue, we must maintain this grant at this current level.

1.2.5 Senator F. du H. Le Gresley:
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I am very uncomfortable with the fact that we are going to give more money to Jersey Finance
particularly because later on today, tomorrow, maybe next week, we will be debating my
amendment to the Business Plan, and I am not going to go into the detail of that because it is not
relevant, but the fact is that the Minister for Social Security will be trying to persuade the House to
remove £439,000 from his budget to cut the Christmas bonus for 3,500 people, completely, utterly:
they will never receive it again after this year. Now, I have to say to myself, would I prefer to see
those 3,500 people receive their Christmas bonus or would I prefer to see Jersey Finance have
another £400,000? That is the sort of debate that we have to have. It is very easy to sit here and
listen to the Minister, who has made his case very well for the finance industry, but when I read the
report of the Council of Ministers - the comments to Deputy Southern’s proposition - I, in common,
with the Constable of St. John, find difficulty in understanding the pro bono contributions. The
figure we are given is £2 million. How has that been worked out? What hourly rate are we talking
about? £100 an hour, £2,000 an hour? I have no idea. But it is very convenient that these figures
make the proportion ... 54 per cent, we are told, will be the proportion of the J.F.L. members’
contribution. Well, it is very convenient for the purposes of the argument of the Minister. I do
question the pro bono contribution and how it has been worked out. What I really wanted to say is
we have had Senator Shenton saying - and he is involved in this industry - he does not really see, in
his opinion, why we should be putting more money at this difficult time to support Jersey Finance,
and I share that view because we are making difficult decisions today and we increased, according
to the figures provided by the Council of Ministers, in 2009 they had an extra £400,000. Today we
are saying that in 2011 they want £2.2 million, and where does it end? Yesterday we debated
tourism and we agreed that we would not give more money to tourism. We accepted the Minister’s
proposal there. But I think today we have to put down a marker and say ... I voted for the extra
£5 million, by the way, of cuts and here is a start. We can say today that £400,000 will not be
added to this budget, that is a start at our £5 million. So I would urge Members to think very
carefully about whether they have a conscience and whether they think it is fair to take benefits
away, benefits which have been established by law, by the way, not at the discretion of any
Minister, benefits that are available by law, take that money away from the people who live in
Jersey and give it to the finance industry to have their office continued in the Middle East. I know
where my priorities lie.

1.2.6 Deputy T.M. Pitman:

I have to observe that if we are going to finish by 9.00p.m. - I am happy to work through the night
rather than come back here for 3 weeks - Members have to cut their speeches down and not repeat,
so I am not going to go over some really good points that the proposer has made and the Constable
of St. John. Senator Le Gresley, I share his discomfort. No, I am wholly uncomfortable. I could
not be more uncomfortable with this. I mean I think Deputy Le Claire... I never would have put it
as one of his attributes, but he must by psychic. He was saying the world was going to change and
apparently has changed back again from 20 minutes ago with the Minister for Economic
Development. The world has changed and although some in the industry would like to forget it, we
all know why it has changed and who is responsible. But of course that is the global finance
industry and its role in that is for a discussion - a debate - another day. I said at the start that I
would support any cuts that are justified and if ever a cut was justified, as Senator Shenton really
and Deputy Southern have pointed out, this is one. At £809 million profits, in a couple of
amendments time I will be told, I am sure, that helping children learn about their place in the world
at Durrell is a nice to have at £33,000 yet here we have this quite stomach churning, sickening,
suggestion that this industry needs this money. I am afraid the world has changed and we either are
going to have consistency and honesty and integrity or we are not. I think everyone must get
behind ... I would have supported Senator Shenton on this, I am going to give him a good
metaphorical kicking later, but I was going to support his proposition on that and I will definitely
be supporting Deputy Southern on this.

1.2.7 Deputy P.V.F. Le Claire:
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Senator Le Gresley has changed my mind. I was going to stand up and say ... I was going to make
a speech something along these lines. Let us throw our cards on the table, we are not very happy
with the way we have been treated over the last 24 hours, but the finance industry needs our support
and I was going to support the Council of Ministers. But I think, listening to Senator Le Gresley,
he has managed to hook my sense of community and what it is we are doing here. We are going
through a process in this Business Plan, which is quite insulting really. We are being asked to play
the corporate game and approve this Business Plan because it must be done under States of Jersey
Law. At any stage of the game that we are not onside 100 per cent we are verbally abused,
ridiculed or admonished by our counterparts who are asking for our votes and our support. We are
asked to go along to these presentations, we are asked to support the industry, we are asked to
support the Council of Ministers and, as much as I can, I try to do that for the better of the Island.
But the last 24 hours has been stomach churning. It does not help when the media is only willing to
print what the Council of Ministers say and if you want to read the words of wisdom or the quote of
the day, then you have to go to the Council of Ministers to find those words of wisdom or the
quotes of the day, because no words of wisdom or quotes of the day will come from the other
benches unless it is misquotes or paints them in a bad light. They tend to comment upon our
contributions as baffling, weird, or the length of our ties. Regardless of whether or not the Chief
Minister, the Minister for Treasury and Resources, or the Minister for Economic Development
think that our contributions are fantastic, because they have got an agenda as well. They are all on
message, corporate Jersey, and that is the problem with this particular amendment, is we are talking
about corporate Jersey here. We are not talking about finance going off into emerging markets. If
20 per cent of our business is coming from emerging markets it is certainly not being dragged in by
States employees. The finance industry will go after the finance industry’s gold. The finance
industry pays its members and its brokers lots of money and looks after them very well, as any
member of the finance industry will tell you, that knows about this. Senator Shenton, I am sure will
back me up. You pay the people that make the money the most money and those are the people
that go out and find the money and those are the people that make the relationships, and those are
the brokers in the stock markets. They are not the people that sit in the back offices or go swanning
off to big fancy champagne lunches that run in tandem with these sorts of exercises. My problem
with all of this is that we are being told that the politicians know best. Well, if we look at the
finance industry and the series of events that has occurred within the finance industry over the last
few years we can see that the vast majority of the problems have come about by poor regulation,
because the politicians got it wrong. They always get it wrong when it comes to finance because it
is such an influential industry, and so many politicians who come into politics to support it and lead
their communities, whichever way that industry wants it to go, will support it regardless and
admonish and criticise and punish anybody else who steps out of line. The whole community gets
washed along with it. There may have been a time when the Island was awash with money from
the finance industry. It may have been pouring upon our heads and we may not have known what
to have done with the money in previous debates when we were overwashed with it, but it could
still be argued that we should not have been awash with money, we should have been flooded in
money because the finance industry itself in Jersey has always made very, very good money. From
a profitability perspective each employee in Jersey in the finance industry makes 3 times as much
money as anyone else anywhere else. It is right to support the finance industry. It is right to
support financial regulation. It is right to support money laundering legislation. It is right to
support financial crimes task forces in the States of Jersey Police. It is right to support an
independent Jersey Financial Services Commission, which we have done, which we have set up. It
is right to have a presence in Brussels. It is right to have employees in Brussels who are going to
put our positions across as international ambassadors. What we are talking about here is whether or
not we think we can cut a few strands, £400,000 from the overall budget and increased money to a
body that goes and promotes. It does not promote Barclays Bank. It does not promote NatWest
Bank. NatWest Bank and Barclays Bank promote themselves. It goes along and it promotes Jersey
as a place to do business. It is almost like a tourism function really. So I am not going to support
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the Council of Ministers on this because I think the Council of Ministers and the people that are
going to support them are just too mind-washed by this. This whole process that we are involved
in, this Annual Business Plan, the fact that we have got to be here and be playing a part in it is just
appalling.

The Bailiff:
If I can bring you back to the amendment, Deputy.
Deputy P.V.F. Le Claire:

The amendment is asking us not to give £400,000 to Jersey Finance. I will hear in no doubt strong
terms from the Minister for Treasury and Resources why it is my speech was appalling. I know he
is not liking it. Other Members are shrugging and nodding their heads already. But the reality is, is
that I did not like the fact that we have not got the money for school milk. In my view it was not
about dairy, it was about school children. We did not milk the cows to give it to the bulls. We milk
the cows to give it to the children. I am concerned and my mind has been changed by Senator Le
Gresley who has made the point about the Christmas bonus. The people on low income support,
the people who are unemployed, 1,200 people unemployed in Jersey. Are they being reskilled?
Are they being retrained? Many of those people within the finance industry will never get jobs
back in the finance industry. I do not think it is right at this time, when we are cutting budgets, and
we are cutting money, to put more money into promoting the industry. I think the industry will
promote itself as and when it needs to, where it needs to, as it wants to. I think we are just going
along to wave the flag. It makes our politicians look good. That is what it does. I do not think it
brings in that much more money. I think the industry itself will go and get the money and I think
this is more of a let us tag along party for the politicians and their friends. That is what I think it is
and that is what a lot of people think it is. So I am not going to give them another £400,000 to
swan off.

[11:15]
1.2.8 Connétable D.J. Murphy of Grouville:

I find myself here in a very difficult place. As a Member of the Corporate Services Scrutiny Panel,
we lost our vote yesterday on getting a £5 million cutback across the board, or selectively across
the board, should I say, and I was very disappointed with that, and I determined then that I would
try to recoup that by my own vote going through the whole budget. I find myself put in a position
where I had to vote against the school milk and if I am going to be turned into a milk snatcher then
I find that I have no compulsion whatsoever in supporting Deputy Southern on this amendment. I
feel that the finance industry are certainly very important, are most important to us. They are also
the most competent people to take on a challenge like cutting their budget. Surely the finance
industry themselves are capable of seeing the position that we are in as a government and they must
cut back their costs as well as us. So I am very sorry, I shall not be supporting the Council of
Ministers, I shall be supporting Deputy Southern on this.

1.2.9 Deputy J.A. Hilton of St. Helier:

It has been a very interesting debate this morning, and I have to say I do rely on a certain extent to
members of the public contacting me and knowing their views on different things. I have listened
to Senator Shenton this morning and been persuaded by his argument and the argument put forward
of other Members as well. Certainly for me, how I have tried to approach this debate on cuts and
savings, and certainly as far as the Home Affairs Department was concerned, was to look at the
different things and think: “Well, is this essential or is this a nice to have?” Certainly, as far as this
amendment is concerned, I have been convinced by what Senator Shenton has said. The budget is
jumping from £1.8 million to £2.2 million. It is an increase of £400,000, and I have to balance that
against a cut that is coming up later in the debate. Actually it is a cut to do with the Child and
Adolescent Mental Health Service, which I am really struggling with. So the question I am asking
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myself is I have to make a difficult choice, like we all have to make difficult choices. Ifthere is a
cut I can support ... I did not support the additional £5 million yesterday but if there is something I
can support I can support this. I have also been further persuaded by the report that has been
widely distributed among the public in Jersey from the Small Society, and if you look at the back of
the report and they are banging on about savings, they did not want an £80 million of savings and
£20 million worth of taxes. They were asking for £100 million worth of cuts in this report and the
report was compiled by people, the Chamber of Commerce, the Institute of Directors, the Jersey
Association of Trust Companies, Jersey Bankers Association, so if it is good enough for them and
they say in the report ... they talk about cutting the grants payable. They talk about cutting all the
grants payable by, I think it was, 10 per cent ... yes: “Grants to organisations supported by the
States should be reviewed on a case by case basis with a view to achieving an over reduction of
10 per cent over 3 years saving approximately £4 million.” If it is good enough for the Small
Society to promote cuts then it is good enough for me and I will support Deputy Southern on this
occasion.

1.2.10 The Deputy of St. Mary:

The issue here is consistency. We are talking about support for strategic industries so the question
in my mind is - and the Constable of Grouville in a way alluded to this - if the finance industry is
given a restricted budget then they will just go away and do what they can with what they have got.
We have applied that principle to the other industries so I shall be interested to see when voting
time comes what happens. But that is by the by in a way. The Minister made a good case for
supporting a strategic industry and, in passing, I just want to mention he pulled out of a hat
Singapore, the Isle of Man and Qatar. [ wish that information had been in the response of the
Minister so that we could check whether that support in the Isle of Man and Singapore and Qatar is
comparable to what we are talking about here, but he pulls it, like rabbit, out of hat in the debate. 1
do not find that very helpful. In fact it is not helpful and it is a great shame, but I would point out
that Qatar, which presumably has oodles of oil money and then is thinking it is going to run out, we
are going to need to diversify, they have got 60 million dollars, or whatever it was, to promote a
new industry in the form of finance. So it is completely not comparable to our situation. But again
that is by the by. His important point was that the lack of commitment and support, if we vote for
Deputy Southern’s amendment, it would show a lack of commitment and support and that would
have an impact. It would have an impact on the possibility of more business and so on. It would
have a knock-on effect on the industry. But I have to ask Members whether the same is not true of
tourism. If we fail to demonstrate our commitment to tourism then what happens to that industry?
We see in the report of the proposer this fascinating bit about the fiscal stimulus bid which E.D.D.
took to fund an office in the Middle East - and we have this from the Chief Executive Officer for
Economic Department on page 8 of Deputy Southern’s report: “Because if you set up a third
representative office the very worst thing you can do is set up and then close it down 18 months
later.” We did exactly that with the £500 million, we voted the extra ... sorry, the fiscal stimulus
package put extra money into tourism, it worked magic and then we have decided yesterday not to
carry on with that, to pull it, to show our lack of support for tourism and here we are being asked to
show our support for the finance industry. I find that quite difficult. The main argument the
Minister seems to be using that we treat the situation differently with regard to finances for tourism
is: “Ah, but the department spends a lot more support in tourism than finance and so this £400,000
must stay in.” He uses the figures that 35 per cent of his budget goes on tourism and 16 per cent, I
think, he said goes on the finance industry, and I want to look at that, and the Constable of St. John
asked that question about what other support is there for the finance industry, and mentioned
Ministers going to meetings and so on. Well I asked a written question about just that, back in
June, about the support that the finance industry receives, not from the E.D. Department, not from
Economic Development. I itemised various aspects of support for the finance industry that come
from the Chief Minister’s Office and elsewhere and asked for details. So Members might like to
hear just how much support we give the finance industry apart from the money we are talking
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about, the £2.2 million. The Chief Minister’s Department shows that the Business Plan 2010 shows
there are 3 F.T.E. (full-time equivalent) staff working on issues related to international finance.
That is 3 staff, very highly paid working in the Chief Minister’s Department on these issues. Other
staff in the department provide support as and when necessary and this support is estimated at
around one F.T.E., so that is 4 full-time equivalents of very expensive people. We are looking at
£800,000 already; £200,000 each is my guess at what these people are earning. Then I asked about
legislation. A list of the legislation is attached and it is a huge list. It covers 2 pages of A4 in just
the last 3 years. The Law Draftsman’s office estimates the time spent on this legislation as a whole
amounts to approximately 1.5 to 2 F.T.E.s - let us call it 2. You cannot draft that lot without
considerable input of manpower, both preparing the drafting instructions and doing it. Two whole
pages, every line is another law or another regulation. Two F.T.E.s, at least, highly paid. So we are
now well over £1 million in staff costs associated with this industry. That is fine. I do not have a
quarrel with all that. I am just pointing out the facts. £2.2 million from E.D. plus another
£1 million. Now from the police, we have been basically instructed by [.LM.F. (International
Monetary Fund) to tighten up our act with regard to financial crime and investigations of fraud and
so on, and there is in the budget a growth request, which Senator Shenton tried to remove, I cannot
remember whether it is still in or still out, he was trying to reduce that allocation, but the Minister
for Home Affairs was asking for another £1 million to boost the financial crimes capability within
the police force, because you have to keep up with these guys, because if you do not the reputation
of the entire industry is at risk. So you have to have compliance enforcement capability, and that is
another £1 million, so we are now on £4.2 million. That is not all. Then we have the support in the
courts and in the proposition of Article 11(8) refunding requests, P.64 of this year, we were asked
to vote a large sum of money extra on the hoof for court costs. I think it added up to about
£8 million all together. Now, in that breakdown of the spending requirements for 2010, we have
estimates from the different departments, and these are very revealing. The Law Officers’ high cost
fraud cases, £3.69 million; £3.7 million estimated for high cost fraud cases. Those are not you and
me hitting each other with a glass bottle, those are directly connected to the finance industry. The
Home Affairs base budget shortfall, court and case costs, primarily as a result of increased number
of financial cases and an operation requiring forensic computer analysis, £1.7 million. So, if
somebody can keep the score, that is now £5.4 million, knock off a bit because not all that would
have been finance related in the Home Affairs one, so call it £5 million. Judicial Greffe, due to
fraud, drugs and family law cases, the estimate for 2010, £4.7 million. Can you keep the score
somebody, because it is a lot of money? Let us say the half the Judicial Greffe is for finance, that is
£2.3 million, so we are now over £7 million. We are now on £11 million; £2.2 million from E.D,
£2 million in additional staff costs at Chief Minister’s and Law Draftsman, and £7 million in court
costs. That support is part of what the government does because this Island is a finance centre.
Those costs are not borne by industry except, of course, through their tax receipts. That is what we
are talking about, £11 million, and so when the Minister for Economic Development says we
support tourism to the tune of 35 per cent of our budget and we only support finance to the tune of
16 per cent, sorry, it does not stack up. We support finance a lot more than he says. So what we
are looking at is a small budget cut in the overall mechanisms that the Island provides for the
finance industry. Now the Minister’s defence, although we are way adrift now with £11 million,
but the Minister’s defence is: “Ah, yes, but they do a lot of work pro bono.” Other people have
alluded to this, the £2 million, and said they are very uncomfortable. Well I certainly almost
laughed out loud, and then I remembered when I used to run a cycle hire business. I remember as
clearly as if it was yesterday writing a little note to the head of European marketing at the time
saying: “Did you realise that when you put into your foreign brochure, your French language,
German language brochure, that Jersey is wonderful for cycling?”

[11:30]

This is going back to 2003, 2004, before the network, or anything like that, that Jersey is wonderful
for cycling. You are laying yourselves open to having dissatisfied customers because if a German
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comes to Jersey and finds there is nowhere to put the bike, there are no routes, there is basically no
facilities for cycling at all, he will not go home a happy bunny and, of course, that will spread
because bad news spreads faster than good news and you are damaging the market you are trying to
create. He took me very seriously. I had a meeting with them and then it went into product
development and the upshot of that was 2 or 3 years later the Jersey Cycle Network plus parking
facilities almost everywhere for bicycles. Did I do that pro bono? Did I charge £350 an hour for
that? Did I get it written down somewhere that that was part of Tourism’s budget? No, I did not;
partly because I was doing it because I thought it was the right thing to do and partly because I was
running a cycle hire business and I have clearly got a little interest in seeing Jersey as a better place
for cycling. So I really do find this idea that the finance industry is sort of putting up ideas for new
products and then helping to frame the legislation ... I do find saying that that is some kind of
reason why we should find the extra £400,000 very peculiar; in fact laughable. In conclusion, I do
not disagree with supporting strategic industries. We ought to support finance, we ought to support
agriculture and we ought to support tourism. But if we do we should do it across the board. We
should do it fairly and case by case because obviously the conditions in different industries are
different. But what we seem to be doing is supporting finance if we vote against this and deciding
not to support tourism and, and I find that inconsistent. I find that not the right way to go. I have
shown that finance gets far more support than tourism. We have rejected tourism. We have
rejected agriculture. So it is going to be interesting to see which way the proponents of small
government will vote on this amendment.

1.2.11 Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

I can well understand that several Members may find this amendment tempting to adopt and I have
to try to explain to them why that is a fallacy. I think that we may be in danger here of letting our
hearts rule our heads. I am reminded that we spent a lot of time yesterday debating whether or not
to add another £5 million to our savings targets and we spoke at length about the balance between
increasing our saving measures and increasing taxes and confirming generally a dislike or distaste
for increasing taxes. But I remind Members that we are debating a business plan as a whole and
that business plan is dealing with a problem of remedying a deficit in the order of £100 million.
There are 3 ways of addressing that deficit. We spoke yesterday about 2, about taxation and
savings. But there is an important third way, a way which is the most comfortable for all of us, and
that third way is to stimulate economic growth. If we fail to stimulate economic growth we have to
make further cuts or raise further taxes. So I urge Members not to forget that there are 3 elements
to this Business Plan and that economic growth and economic benefit to the Island is important,
just as minimising tax increases or savings are also important. I say that in the context of the
industry which contributes far and away the most to the revenue that we need to pay for the
services we want. When Senator Le Gresley argues that he would sooner pay £400,000 in
Christmas bonus than £400,000 to the finance industry, I would remind him and remind Members
generally that it is because the finance industry generates the sort of revenues that it does that we
are able to pay Christmas bonuses, we are able to pay social benefits and we are able to pay for
healthcare and education and the other services that the Island needs; an industry which, as the
proposer said, generates over £800 million a year and from that we get a significant amount of tax
revenue. If we increase our investment in that very successful industry can we generate an
increased return of more than £400,000? I would very much think we can. There is a substantial
multiplier in the finance industry. As I think somebody mentioned, the return per employee from
each member of the finance industry is significantly higher than that from any other sector of the
economy. So we undermine the finance industry and its profitability at our peril. Not for
£400,000; that is, if you like, a drop in the ocean. It is the greater message of not investing in the
finance industry, not generating the bedrock of our revenue, which is the message that this could
generate. In their comments on amendment 9 the Corporate Services Scrutiny Panel warned of the
dangers of us trying to micro-manage and I think this is, yet again, another example of that because
what we have here is a situation of investing. Not just to generate more revenue and more business,
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which is very good in itself; it is also generating an atmosphere which creates more employment
opportunities. At a time when we have got unemployment running at significant levels are we
going to send a message to the finance industry: “No, we do not really want to develop the industry;
we want for you to cut back or go elsewhere”? Make no mistake, the industry takes signals from
governments. It takes a signal from us; it takes a signal from Guernsey; it takes a signal from the
Isle of Man, from Singapore and from anywhere else in the world. If the signal from this
Government is: “We do not want to invest in the finance industry, thank you very much; we are
quite satisfied with where we are”, are they going to want to invest, as they have done, in creating
new opportunities in the banking industry, in other aspects of the finance industry, creating new job
opportunities? This amendment is very tempting but it is a very dangerous short-term solution.
Indeed it is not even a solution. It is a misapprehension that by cutting this £400,000 we save
money; whereas by cutting this £400,000 we miss the opportunity to generate far more. Thank you.

1.2.12 Senator S.C. Ferguson:

I am pleased to be able to follow the Chief Minister. He talks about red tape; sorry, economic
growth. The best way is to cut expenditure and the red tape and let the private sector get on with it.
I quoted Alesina and Ardagna yesterday and the evidence - not the theory, the evidence - is that you
cut expenditure, you stop the growth in the size of the Government wage bill and you let private
industry get on with it. The signal that we would give from cutting overall Government
expenditure and reducing the size of the State has a much better informational content for the
industry than £400,000 for Jersey Finance. Now, I do not often agree with Deputy Southern, as you
all well know. Yes, obviously we will get the comment: “In times of difficulty you must not cut
the marketing budget.” But in light of all this, the best people to advertise are the industry
themselves; not a quango and definitely not the State. Has this organisation become too much of a
quango? Has it really looked at its expenditure? Is it really a lean mean machine? Members have
mentioned the pro bono. 1 do not like estimates of pro bono. 1 have been around long enough to
know that it usually ends up costing more, whether to the person you supply it to or the person who
supplies it. I prefer the certainty of arms-length transactions. Deputy Hilton mentioned the Small
Society and their recommendation to cut 10 per cent on grants. Well, that is quite interesting
because my amendment, which will come later - much later - is to deduct 10 per cent of grants and
subsidies. Now, the Jersey Finance Company is listed as part of that section on the £40 million
worth of grants. So I presume that they are happy to be included in the overall cuts. In actual fact
in 2009 the figure, according to E.D.D., is not £1,800,00. It is £2,089,000. So there is a disparity
there already. I suppose, in effect, if this amendment is passed then my 10 per cent of £40million is
gradually being reduced. I mean if this goes through we are only looking for £3.6 million. Yes, |
appreciate the comments of the Chief Minister. I appreciate the fact that he does not want to give
the wrong message to the industry. But I think the House must remember that a better message to
the industry is that we are genuinely looking at cuts in Government - for a small government - and
we are looking for small tax rises and I think that is a very much sounder message to get across.

1.2.13 Deputy A.K.F. Green of St. Helier:

I have not got much to say except the Chief Minister was talking about sending out a signal to the
finance industry and I think the signal, if we accept this amendment, is clearly one of: “We value
you” because in accepting this amendment we are not making a cut when lots of other departments
and lots of other areas have had cuts made. We have had some very difficult decisions to make and
all we are doing is refusing to make an increase. Not making a cut; we are refusing to make an
increase. We are maintaining the status quo. What a fantastic signal of support for the industry
when everyone else has had to make cuts. So I urge people to support the amendment.

1.2.14 Deputy 1.J. Gorst of St. Clement:

I should make the declaration of interest, even though it does not mean I have to withdraw, that I
have an interest in a finance company; as have other speakers this morning. I also just want to
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touch on a comment made by Senator Shenton and reassure him and the Assembly that Jersey’s
overseas aid budget and grants are not connected with trade in any way, shape or form. If Members
wish to look at the comments that the Chief Minister kindly lodged on our behalf, they will see the
excellent work and the value that the projects in India, in particular, have achieved. While I have
agreed, and the Commission has agreed, that it will review its policy with regard to granting money
to India, it was with some irony that we received a request yesterday for emergency funding for
India for flooding which is affecting, as we speak, over 10 million people.

[11:45]

75,000 homes have already been devastated or severely damaged and that is the background against
which members of the Commission have to make sometimes difficult decisions. However, I can
assure him that we do challenge those grant applications which refer to India and, as I have given
that commitment, we will review again that policy. But simply to say, it is not quite that
straightforward but I can give the assurance that our aid is not connected with trade in any way,
shape or form, nor is it government-to-government aid. We are absolutely certain and clear on that
particular policy and I believe that that is why we are able to achieve the great benefit that we are,
that perhaps other governments and other communities do not achieve through their overseas aid
budget. But to move directly to this amendment, the finance industry in Jersey is an industry which
competes in the international marketplace. Whether we like it or not - and some political views
takes exception to this - jurisdictions are competing against each other. It is against that
background that we, as a government of our jurisdiction, have to understand how our main industry
is operating, what its position is in that international marketplace and whether we, as a government,
feel that we want to support it, encourage it and promote it in those marketplaces where its
competitors are strengthening. Perhaps we should look at where our competition or marketplaces
are weakening, and look for other opportunities where we can promote that industry. It is only fair
for me to acknowledge, and I do understand the comments and sentiments of Senator Le Gresley
when he talked about the conflict between promoting the finance industry and the cutting of
benefits that we are having to do as a community here. I also understand the feeling of Deputy
Hilton when she referred to some of the comments emanating from, I think, the Small Society.
With particular regard to that, we have an obligation not simply to take information or pamphlets
which are thrust under our nose at face value but to try and see what is the balanced approach that
we should be taking; what is in the benefit of our community. Yes, I think we, as an Assembly,
believe that we should be cutting our expenditure but we must also be responsible and acknowledge
where it is that we must protect that spending and perhaps, in some instances, where it is that we
must increase that spending. I, in my department, have some very difficult balancing acts. We will
get on to some amendments to my budget hopefully later this week. Senator Le Gresley came
down on the view that he would rather maintain the Christmas bonus than give this money to the
finance industry. The Christmas bonus is not the only benefit which I administer. The main
benefit, as Members know, is the income support benefit. The levels of income support and the
levels of benefit which we must give to members of our community has a direct correlation to the
economic activity within our community and the buoyancy of the economy and the number of jobs
in the economy and the number of jobs being created in the economy. Why do I mention that? I
mention that because I believe it is by promotion of our main industry that we will see the job
levels maintained and it is hoped that they will be increased. We need to be and have a mind to
creating jobs in our economy, as we heard Senator Le Main saying yesterday, for local individuals.
However much we might dislike it, this is a responsibility of government and of us as a government
to ensure that the economy does grow and that jobs are created for members of the local
community. That is why, in this instance, I must disagree with this amendment because I believe
that that job creation, that wealth creation, that revenue creation, is just as important and, on
balance, we should be supporting those elements of what this budget will achieve. I have very little
doubt that it will achieve this because it has achieved it in the past. As I tried to say, we all know
that our economy, in common with other economies in Western Europe, has struggled and
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continues to struggle in the current economic climate. The markets for the finance industry which
we have traditionally exploited - I use that word carefully - are within Europe. Those markets, as
we know, are suffering as we are suffering and have and are declining. We must look to other areas
of the globe, other geographical regions of the world, to supplement those declining markets and it
is only through quantums of money like this that we will be able to open offices in other parts of
the world; that we will be able to promote our jurisdiction, which is what it is that we are doing.
We have a lot to be proud of in what we have achieved in our finance industry. Unfortunately we,
as a community, have somewhat of a love/hate relationship with the finance industry. I think that
we all recognise that we need it. We all recognise the benefit from it but sometimes we focus on
the difficulties that it has created for us, the downsides of creating perhaps a relatively high-cost
economy, and we major on those things rather than the benefits that it brings to us. I ask Members
today not to major on those downsides but to recognise its benefits and to continue to offer support
to it. Not uncritically. We have heard the Minister say quite clearly that, while this is his proposed
budget for 2011, in 2012 and 2013 he will be working with J.F.L. to understand perhaps how this
budget can be cut as well. Deputy Southern, it seemed to me, the main thrust of his argument in
moving this amendment was that he did not believe that the partnership was equal. I understand
that sentiment and I believe that it is in that particular area that I would expect the Minister for
Economic Development to be challenging Jersey Finance for their 2012 and 2013 budget. But that,
to me, did not give any rationale whatsoever for us today cutting their budget without having
undertaken that particular piece of work. Senator Ferguson said that she asked the question of
Economic Development: “Have their costs and expenditures been looked at?” I cannot say that
they have but I suspect that they keep them under review. I believe that that is part of the work that
the Economic Development Department will be doing when it comes to regard the 2012 and 2013
budget. As I have already said, I recognise that the decisions before this Assembly in the Business
Plan are not straightforward. They are not easy. There are some difficult decisions and perhaps,
surprisingly, this is one of them. But I would urge Members who are considering cutting this
budget at this time, rather than the downside of the industry - that, perhaps, “hate” side of the
relationship that we have - to think more of the love side and see the benefit that it gives to our
community. [ want to see more jobs created. I want to see more people in work and by cutting this
particular budget I believe that we are limiting that potential. Although the economy is not my
specific department, I do support the Minister for Economic Development’s budget and
maintaining it at this particular level. I urge Members to consider carefully before they decide to
support this amendment.

Deputy ML.R. Higgins:

Sir, can I seek a point of clarification from the Deputy? He mentioned at the start that he has an
interest in a finance company. Could he tell Members whether the firm is a member of Jersey
Finance and if not, why not?

The Bailiff:

It does not seem to be a point of clarification at all. It is simply a question. Members are for ever
asking for points of clarification which are really just points to be made, and I am going to try and
be strict on stopping points of clarification which are not points of clarification at all.
[Approbation]

1.2.15 Senator F.E. Cohen:

I do not exaggerate when I say that I believe the financial services industry stands at a precipice on
which our very standard of living depends. We rely entirely as a community on the financial
services industry. It affects the incomes or benefits received by virtually every single Islander,
whether their income is large or whether their income is small. We are in a very competitive
environment. We compete against Guernsey, Switzerland, Luxemburg, the Cayman Islands and
indeed many others. I do not believe that offshore business is desperate to come to Jersey. It can
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go to any of the other jurisdictions I have mentioned, and indeed there are many others. I have no
doubt that we need to court business by providing the right legislative and regulatory framework
and by promoting business in the way that our various services presently do. The vast majority of
job prospects for those seeking work presently and job prospects for those in the future and our
children will rest with the financial services industry and we should do everything we possibly can
to nurture this industry. I am in no doubt personally of the difficulties that the Island faces in
relation to the competitive nature of the financial services industry because I have heard a number
of stories recently. I was contacted only a few weeks ago by the representatives of someone who
was considering moving their assets to Jersey but was so concerned about the potential changes that
may take place in the Island as a result of some of the matters that we are presently discussing that
they had decided to move their funds elsewhere. It was a matter of very significant value and
certainly involved many hundreds of millions of pounds. We need to be in a position where we are
actively promoting our financial services industry because it is the bedrock of everything that we
do, and I do not exaggerate when I say that. We should at this time be increasing our investment in
supporting the financial services industry and I hope that Members will consider very carefully
when they vote on this particular matter.

Senator J.L. Perchard:

Sir, could I ask for a point of clarification from the previous speaker? Interestingly, he said that he
was aware of somebody who was considering investing their fortunes in the Island but decided to
go elsewhere. Would he inform us as to where and why?

Senator F.E. Cohen:

I would be more than happy to do so privately to the Senator, but I think I have gone far enough in
terms of private correspondence that I entered into.

1.2.16 Senator P.F.C. Ozouf:

I am really quite concerned about the way this debate appears to be turning. There are 3 ways, as
the Chief Minister has said, that the Assembly can deal with a deficit: cutting spending, increasing
taxes or boosting economic growth. While this debate is certainly about spending and the message
is absolutely received in terms of the need for spending, and I think that that is going to be an
important consideration as the Council of Ministers next week goes through and starts the second
stage of the comprehensive spending review, we also, in both this debate on spending and indeed
the budget, have to have an eye on that third really important area of maximising our revenue.
Within the £100 million deficit calculations that we have carried out at the Treasury, we have built
in some economic growth. I understand this and it is not in any way a criticism but I am extremely
worried about some of the complacency that may exist about just how difficult it is going to be to
secure some of that economic growth in the future.

[12:00]

It is important not to be unrealistic about economic growth. I am not going to promise things that
we cannot deliver. I am not going to promise, for one moment, that we can grow our financial
services industry to evaporate the £100 million deficit. I hope that we can do and reach the targets
that we have set out for economic growth; I hope that we can exceed them. I spend all the time that
I am not spending on tax and spending... I do, as Members will know and have done since I was
the Minister for Economic Development, I spend a lot of time on the international financial services
agenda with the Chief Minister and Senator Maclean. We have a partnership with the industry and
government which is the envy of many of our competitors. Some Members have almost questioned
the pro bono work that is being carried out by the industry. The pro bono work that our industry
carries out is extremely widespread. It is in terms of market strategy groups, it is trust working
parties on evolving our trust law, funds working party, something that has taken up an enormous
amount of time in dealing with the real threats of A.LLF.M. (Alternative Investment Fund Managers)
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and Brussels regulation. What we have done in Jersey is almost being regarded as the model in
terms of industry participation and industry participation and advice in the whole area that
sometimes government is telling industry: “We are going to be raising regulatory standards.” This
Assembly passed many [.M.F.-linked laws in the last couple of years, which were difficult for
industry, but we had industry representatives from across the board that are spending their time on
helping us making the right decisions. It is no exaggeration to say that we save, as the States of
Jersey, hundreds of thousands of pounds from the free advice that we get from the pro bono
calculation. It is appropriate, as the Constable of St. John has said, that Government also spends
time with this industry and securing its future. It is really important. It is £300 million worth of tax
in corporate and personal taxes. It employs over 12,500 people. It is hundreds of millions of
pounds worth of money spent into the local economy, which is all the benefit that we see outside of
the financial services industry. I think that every Member of this Assembly who has supported
some of those financial laws that I spoke about, some of the measures that we have taken in this
Assembly to secure our financial services future, should share in the pride of the success of our
financial services industry. Today we are, | am afraid, at the risk of sending a message about our
support for financial services. We have been phenomenally successful in Jersey over recent
decades. One of the reasons we have been so successful is that we have moved appropriately and
we have evolved what we do. Many people have rung the death bell for the financial services
industry over many times. I can remember my father talking about this even in the 1980s. It has
not happened and it will not happen providing that we continue to keep the right regulatory
standards and the right players in Jersey. Regulation, stable political environment and our court
service, delivering world class judgments, if I may say so, in the area of trust world and promotion,
they all play their part in having achieved the success that we have today in financial services but
very importantly in the future. A statistic that may interest Members; two-thirds of the finance
industry participants - because they are regularly surveyed as part of the excellent work that J.F.L.
and the Statistics Unit do - expect the U.K. business to decline. Twenty per cent of financial
services players expect European business to decline. To make up for this inevitable decline, as
markets readjust, as the global power plates shift towards the east, many of our financial services’
players must turn to the growing areas of the world in Asia and the Middle East for business. We
cannot be complacent. Some of this will not happen by accident. I know that Senator Shenton
does not support some of the work of Jersey Finance. I know that he is sceptical. He clearly
speaks to different people than I do in terms of support for J.F.L. The world has changed, as I have
said, and it will continue to change. He spoke about the simple world whereby I think he spoke
back to the world of the 1980s where we had one department in Cyril Le Marquand House that
dealt with regulation and promotion and the whole of government affairs and, of course, the
director of International Affairs, Mr. Colin Powell, was central to that. He managed to secure
fantastic growth for Jersey’s finance industry but the world has changed. Mr. Powell used to wear-
out shoe leather on the streets of London and that was vital to secure some of the major brands that
we have in Jersey today and indeed other key players. Indeed some of the growth, as Deputy Le
Claire is quite rightly saying, in the future will happen without action from government or from
J.F.L., but I am afraid does not understand the world that we now live in. Shoe leather now needs
to be worn-out not only in London, which we are now doing, it needs to be worn-out on the streets
of Shanghai, of Abu Dhabi, of Hong Kong and indeed in Mumbai. Indeed Mumbai; I know that
Members have said that they are uncomfortable with some aspects of, on the one side, putting in
overseas aid money into India and on the other side promoting financial services. Deputy Gorst has
quite rightly said the issues, there are massive poverty issues with India but India will lift millions
of people out of poverty because of economic growth. Economic growth, a factor of that, is access
to capital markets, access to money to invest in their industries, of which Jersey has a useful and
vital part to play. The quango that Senator Ferguson spoke about - and she and I agree on a lot of
things but we do not agree, I think, on some aspects of her views on J.F.L. and the J.F.S.C. (Jersey
Financial Services Commission) - secured entry for Jersey companies on the Hong Kong stock
market, listing capability that was almost something that other competitor jurisdictions within the
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Crown Dependency, the northern one, stole a march on us. I am afraid that we have to promote and
secure new financial services entities. Because of mergers and consolidations within the banking
industry there has been a reduction in banking licences. We need to secure some of the new global
powerhouses in terms of banking on our financial services and our banking industry register. I met
the Jersey Banker’s Association last week, some would say that they are self-interested and would
not want to see competition. Actually they want to see us approach and secure banking licences
from some of the top 100 in financial institutions which will be different financial institutions in 10
years’ time. They want to see Jersey’s offshore financial services industry become increasingly
diverse in terms of its geographic nature. Jersey Finance is the vehicle that we use to secure this
growth. I will agree with Senator Shenton on one thing, I think that what J.F.L. did, maybe 5 or 6
or 7 years ago in terms of flag-waving, was questionable. I went on a trip to the Middle East when
I was a relatively younger States Member and I questioned whether or not those flag-waving trips
were really worthwhile in terms of taxpayers’ money. Under the leadership of the Chief Executive
of Jersey Finance they have changed enormously in what they do. They are a hugely respected
organisation in what they do and I have been privileged to go on some of the trips with Jersey
Finance, and I have worked hard with members of the industry and officials from Jersey Finance in
terms of securing business. This is hugely important to our future economic growth. We need
economic growth to keep all of the taxes, that every single Member is concerned about, low. We
need to secure economic growth in order to avoid bigger taxes in the future. Sending a message
that we are not interested in securing new business from the G.C.C. (Gulf Co-operation Council)
which is what this additional money is which is about putting an individual and an office in the
Middle East, will send a serious message, I am afraid, about this Assembly and Jersey support of
financial services. I am afraid our competitors will be licking their chops at the prospect of Jersey
perhaps sending the message that we are not serious in growing. We need to get back to basics.
This is about jobs and it is about tax revenues. Opportunities and business from traditional markets
are declining. This extra funding is critical to develop significant opportunities and I am not
complacent but I am confident this will help develop the opportunities in the new and existing areas
which we must be trading in. Our competitors, as the Minister has said, are investing heavily. He
is not misrepresenting any of the facts in his remarks. They are investing heavily in the developing
world in Asia Pacific where business will be so different in 10 and 20 years. This is an essential
investment to ensure that we have that tax revenue and we do not have to make deeper cuts. I urge
Members to send a strong signal that we support financial services and we want growth in order to
keep our taxes low.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Sir, is it possible to ask a question of the Minister?

The Bailiff:

It is not question time, no, unless you were seeking a point of information, it is not, no.
Deputy T.M. Pitman:

If it is a clarification I am happy to do it. [Laughter]

The Bailiff:

Well, clarification, in this Assembly, I am finding is not usually clarification at all. It is a desire to
make a point or ask a question which should be dealt with in debate. Does any other Member wish
to speak? Deputy Higgins.

1.2.17 Deputy ML.R. Higgins:

I am pleased to have sat through most of the debate, there have been some very interesting points
made. The Chief Minister referred to the importance of the increased grant, as has the Minister for
Treasury and Resources, to Jersey Finance to achieve higher economic growth, mentioning there
was a third very, very important element of dealing with a deficit. I agree, there are 3 elements that
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you use to reduce a deficit; it is either cutting spending, increasing taxes or achieving economic
growth. However, the Chief Minister and the other Ministers have admitted to the Corporate
Services Scrutiny Panel that they do not have an economic growth plan. All you have to do is read
the transcripts, speak to the different members of the committee, and they will tell you. Nor have
they started on it. When they talk about economic growth it is a bit hollow if there is no plan in
place. Yesterday also I opposed the cuts to the tourism budget because I believe that we should
invest in the industry because of its contribution to economic growth, yet the Council of Ministers
and their supporters voted against it. Let us look at the causes of the current recession; it was
caused by the excesses and abuses of the global finance industry and, most notably, in the United
States and the United Kingdom. What Members probably will not remember is what I said during
the debate when we discussed the economic stimulus plan. What I said there was that financially
induced recessions tend to be longer and deeper than normal recessions and this is based on a paper
by the .LM.F. and some Nobel Prize-winning economists, so financially induced recessions tend to
be longer and deeper. Therefore, that paper said that other sectors of our economy are likely to
grow before the finance industry. This was one of the reasons why I was supporting the tourism
industry because I believe it may recover before the finance industry recovers. Again, the evidence
that I have seen from a number of economic reports is that it may take many, many years for the
finance industry to recover to the levels that existed before the financial meltdown. That does not
mean to say we should not support the industry. I believe we are supporting the industry and, as
Deputy Green has already highlighted, we are not cutting the money we are giving to them, we are,
in a sense, ring-fencing what they have got at the present time because we are cutting everything
else and so therefore it should not be seen as knocking the finance industry or not supporting them.
In fact just going back to the idea of the economy, obviously ever since I have been in this House I
have gone on about the dependence that we have on finance. One of the things you should realise
too is because of our commitment to the finance industry our recession is deeper than that of
Guernsey and the Isle of Man and the reason being that they have a more balanced economy. They
are not solely dependent on finance and we are. We have to be aware of the fact that, yes, it is a
great contributor to what we do but there are also down sides to that.

[12:15]

Deputy Wimberley also mentioned a whole series of ways that we are supporting the industry. He
came up with a whole long list, which I think it came back to about £11 million by the time he was
finished, in terms of other contributions. But Senator Ozouf was not totally forthcoming when he
talked about the 3 measures that you can help reduce a recession. Okay, cut spending, we are
looking at that. We have not yet addressed raising taxes but when we do I can assure you the
finance industry is going to be well insulated against tax rises because the policy that is going to be
coming out from the Council of Ministers will be: “We have got to be tax neutral, we cannot affect
these financial service products, we cannot put any taxes on them because if we do we will not be
competitive.” In the same way the industry is paying 10 per cent tax on its profits. That sum is
lower than it could be in many other centres in the world and the finance industry feels that 10 per
cent is acceptable, but what I am saying to you is we are already subsidising the industry by making
it competitive in that way of having them here. What I am saying to you is beyond what Deputy
Wimberley has said, is the contribution of the States to the industry, bear in mind when we come to
taxes he will be making further contributions because I am quite convinced that the vast majority of
this House are more likely to vote for G.S.T. (Goods and Services Tax) - which I will not be - than
to put money on companies and especially on the finance industry. In conclusion then, I believe
that we should support Deputy Southern’s amendment on this particular one because if we do not I
think that the population of the Island will be most unhappy with this House.

1.2.18 Senator J.L. Perchard:

It has been very interesting this debate and a word that stuck out earlier was that we need to be
consistent, and I intend to be consistent, but I would like to ask the proposer, when summing-up, to
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help me. I have studied the annex to the Business Plan and if Members have it perhaps they would
turn to page 26, it is quite important that they do. While they are doing that I will just remind you
of what is being said by a few speakers and not challenged, and I accept that it may be true. We are
not cutting the contribution to J.F.L. and we are maintaining the level of support to J.F.L., that is
what we have been told. I want to know where that is evidenced on page 26 of the annex to the
plan, top left-hand corner, finance sector? Follow that line across and you will see the figure of
£762,000 which is the increase proposed for 2011. That increase is to be awarded to provide
funding for Jersey Finance Limited, the second box down: “To provide funding for Jersey Financial
Services Commission” and the third box down: “To support the finance industry, particularly
through developing new legislation.” Where in this document or, in fact, the draft Annual Business
Plan does it say that J.F.L. are to receive £400,000? I am struggling with this and I am then
struggling with the fact that they will not be getting a reduction in their support. Senator Shenton
points me to a document with comments from the Council of Ministers, but we are talking about
amending the draft Annual Business Plan. If Deputy Southern could assure me that there will not
be a reduction in the support to J.F.L. to the 2010 levels I may well be supporting his proposition
because I intend to be consistent throughout this debate. Every pound that we spend we will have
to raise through taxation.

1.2.19 Deputy M. Tadier of St. Brelade:

Double-think: I have got a BlackBerry now so I do not need my laptop when I can look these things
up on the internet. It is the power of holding 2 contradictory beliefs in one’s mind simultaneously
and accepting both of them as true; a useful tool in politics, in particular if you are a Minister it
would seem. We have heard about consistency today. I am glad that Senator Perchard stood up
and made that correct speech, in my opinion, and I am glad that he is being consistent. I also want
to acknowledge the correct and good contributions from the Constable of Grouville and from other
members of the panel, which we heard from yesterday. There have been speeches and very
passionate speeches about the public wanting us to control public spending, and I think that is true
that they do not want to see waste. This seems like one of the most sensible amendments that has
been brought forward and I think because of that it is likely to get through. As we have heard
already we are not even cutting the funding to Jersey Finance, we are simply not increasing it.
Quite a sensible thing to do and quite consistent in a time which, we are told, we must be tightening
our belts during a recession. I remarked on the words, in particular, of the Minister for Economic
Development earlier when he said that it is not simply about the moneyi, it is about sending the right
message out to the finance industry, to send a message of support out, and that if we do not pass
this it will send the wrong message. If we are to believe the Minister for Treasury and Resources
the finance industry will leave, no new business will come here, they will all go somewhere else,
which would be supporting their finance industry more. This, of course, is complete nonsense.
Senator Ferguson is quite right when she says that the finance industry is capable of promoting
themselves for themselves. I spoke to somebody from Jersey Finance a while back and I was not
aware that this was an employee of Jersey Finance. We were not even talking about Jersey
Finance, we were talking about the subject of tuition fees at university and simply she added into
the conversation - I probably should not tell you this: “But personally we should not be subsidising
finance at all, they are quite capable of doing it themselves.” That was somebody at the coalface
and that is somebody who obviously I cannot name but that was the case. This is something I had
not even really thought about before. I tend to be more of the opinion of the Deputy of St. Mary.
There is nothing wrong, per se, with subsidising key industries at the right time but it has to be
consistent and, during this time, I do not think it is appropriate to increase the funding for Jersey
Finance. In the long term we should be looking for a system of levying from the industry which is
proportionate and pro rata across the board for them, so they can contribute to Jersey Finance. But,
in a different sense as well, it is questionable to have too much of a closeness, I think, particularly
between the Minister for Treasury and Resources and Jersey Finance. I have no problem with
Ministers or Jersey politicians going abroad on diplomatic visits; that is something which is key,
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that is something which should be promoted and in fact I would certainly support a review or the
appointment of a Foreign Minister. I think that is the way that Jersey needs to go if it is going to
raise its image on the world stage, not simply for finance but for Jersey in general. That is the way
I think we would need to be going. But the reason I think there needs to be something of a
separation is when we are dealing with countries like China, India and various developing
countries; it is quite right that finance or tourism go up there themselves to promote themselves but
what about when there are conflicts of interest? We know that China does not have a great human
rights record. We know that India also has dubious practices going on and we do not need to list
them here. That is a fact, you only need to look at Amnesty and other civil society organisations.
As well as promoting the Island it is the job of the government in Jersey to raise these issues on the
world stage when relevant, not necessarily publicly but certainly behind closed doors. Can these
things really be done if we are going to be complicit? Our main focus politically is to promote the
finance industry or any other industry. I think that is why we need a clear separation, certainly
have Ministers who go abroad, who will promote Jersey in lots of ways but diplomatically and let
the industries promote themselves. I also agree that rather than necessarily handing up £400,000,
let us put it in context, it is almost £500,000 that we are dealing with, at a time when we are
supposed to be cutting back, what we should be doing is selling policy. That is what the
government traditionally has done to promote growth in the finance industry, sometimes even with
questionable policy like the L.L.P. (Limited Liability Partnership) back in the 1990s which caused a
hell of a stir in which ...

The Bailiff:
I do not think that is a parliamentary expression.
Deputy M. Tadier:

Sorry, Sir. I will take back the words “hell” and “stir.” I do apologise, but it created a massive
impact politically. We know that there were resignations and I do not even think the L.L.P. law
was used, it was simply a Jersey ... in that instance was used for nefarious, in my opinion, purposes.
Nonetheless, we should be setting good and constructive policy in Jersey to help all of our
industries. I would urge Members to support the amendment of Deputy Southern, to listen to the
evidenced research and opinion of the Economic Scrutiny Panel and to reject the spurious and
misleading claims of the Ministers.

1.2.20 Connétable J.M. Refault of St. Peter:

I find the longer this debate goes on the more confused I am getting with the right way to go with
regard to this amendment. The one thing that draws me back is the word “consistency”. Yesterday
the majority of Members of this House voted not to have any further cuts. What are we doing now?
We are voting to have further cuts. We argued yesterday that we needed to bring these cuts into
place with thought and with measure and in appropriate places, not just say we are going to take
these cuts away and let departments have to fund them themselves. Economic Development, I
believe, are already making their contribution in cuts this year, they are all required to do, the 2 per
cent, and now we are asking to make further cuts on top of this. We are not allowing them to make
the judgments which we require them to do, as Economic Development, on the best way to
apportion the cuts. We are telling them we want them to do them in a particular way where we are
possibly less in grasp with the evidence that they are using to make these judgments. I thank
Senator Perchard when he turned to page 26 of the Business Plan and, to be honest, I had not
looked at the detail before and I did, as a result of Senator Perchard’s intervention. What are we
looking for this money for? “To provide funding to Jersey Financial Services Commission for anti-
money laundering unit to extend its activities to non-financial services entities.” This is the global
one of 762 which includes that amount of money that is being voted for today.

The Bailiff:
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I think at the moment, Constable, this current amendment only relates to the first of those items
which is providing funding for Jersey Finance Limited, not to the succeeding ...

The Connétable of St. Peter:

Okay, I take your point. Thank you very much for that direction, Sir. Moving on from that then I
am also very much aware, from my involvement within W.E.B. (Waterfront Enterprise Board), as a
director of W.E.B., that the amount of activity that is going on behind the scenes to do with Jersey
Finance and the Minister for Treasury and Resources, and the Government of Jersey as a whole, to
secure new business for Jersey, to promote and increase the actual funds coming into Jersey to pay
for the various central things that we require as part of our society and community. Without the
ability to go out and seek those extra funds encouraging companies that are already here to
consolidate even further their operations here to bring more benefit, more G.V.A. from their
product to Jersey, then I cannot see how we are going to achieve that development at the
Waterfront and also improve the offering to everybody in Jersey. Thank you very much, Sir.

1.2.21 Connétable L. Norman of St. Clement:

It was Deputy Tadier who said that this £400,000 will probably go through. I would like to put it
stronger than that, I think it is absolutely essential for the future of this Island that the States do
defeat this amendment because those who are thinking of supporting the amendment or minded to
support the amendment, are playing a very dangerous game indeed because the finance industry, as
a whole, is our major industry and without it or having a major reduction in it, then Jersey will be
nothing. Our competitors realise that. Our competitors realise there would be nothing without their
finance industries and are putting more and more money into supporting it. I am talking about
places like Guernsey and the Isle of Man. Those are our competitors, those are the people we have
to watch, those are the people that we have to compete with, those are the people we have to match
our expenditure and our marketing effort with.

[12:30]

We really have to do it. A couple of Members, or 2 or 3 Members, this morning have spoken about
the global financial crisis and have blamed the banking industry for that. Well maybe they are
absolutely correct. The finance industry throughout the world has got to take responsibility for that,
but what is our response to that? What is their response to that: “Well let us give the financial
industry in Jersey a good kicking to punish them for that.” Who are we going to be punishing? We
are going to be punishing Jersey’s economy because if the finance industry is significantly reduced,
Jersey is nothing. We can put tens of millions of pounds into supporting tourism, tens of millions
of pounds into supporting agriculture, but will even that raise enough revenue to create the jobs that
we have now through the finance industry, the infrastructure that we have in Jersey, the tax receipts
that we have in Jersey which pays for all the social benefits that we all enjoy, including the
Christmas bonus which Senator Le Gresley, quite rightly, wants to protect. As I said, Jersey
Finance Limited already gets less government funding than Guernsey and the Isle of Man. What
we are doing by not attempting to match what they are doing is to hand jobs and tax revenue to
Guernsey and the Isle of Man, and that is not something we should even be thinking about
contemplating. The world of global finance is changing. It is consolidating and when the finance
industry looks to consolidate it will look where is the best place to go? Do we need a presence in
Jersey, Guernsey, Gibraltar and the Isle of Man? Perhaps some of them will say: “No, we do not.
We need to consolidate perhaps in one of those areas” and they will look to where the best skill
base is and Jersey will do very well on that score. It will look to where the best infrastructure and
office facilities are. Not doing quite so well at the moment, but when the finance sector is created
then we will, and it will look to which jurisdiction supports and wants the finance industry and
sends the right messages out to the finance industry. If we had picked up this amendment certainly
we will score very, very low in that area. The Jersey Finance Limited grant of support is not
immune from that C.S.R. process and certainly they will have to take their cuts as well as
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everybody else in 2012, 2013 and so on. But this money, as we have been told, is specifically to
invest and to encourage business from Asia and the Asia Pacific, the new economic powerhouse
where business is grown, where our competitors already are and where we have got to be. If we are
not there then we are going to lose out big time. This will show a total lack of commitment to our
major industry and our major tax provider. As I say, we are playing, if we adopt this amendment,
an extremely dangerous game. The risks involved in going with the amendment really to me are far
too great to contemplate.

Senator B.E. Shenton:

Sir, could I have a point of clarification? I believe that the Constable’s wife is a senior figure in the
finance industry and that the Constable’s household benefits. Should he have made that declaration
at the start of his speech?

The Connétable of St. Clement:
If that had been the case, Sir, I would have done. It is not the case.
1.2.22 Deputy A.E. Jeune of St. Brelade:

I have been on something of a see-saw while listening to this proposition debate, but I have decided
not to support the proposition because I have a concern as to the message that could be seen to
being sent out in respect of Jersey Finance. But, as I said yesterday, when speaking to the
amendment of Corporate Services Scrutiny Panel, in 2012 and 2013 business plans must show real
cuts and I look forward to the Minister for Treasury and Resources telling us what returns we have
received in 12 months’ time from now. As the Chief Minister said: “It is tempting for those,
particularly, of us who want cuts” but I will resist. Thank you.

1.2.23 Deputy T.A. Vallois of St. Saviour:

I feel compelled to speak after the Constable of St. Clement’s speech. I was a previous employee
of the finance industry and I support all industries in this Island. I am not going to put one above
the other. We do need to have an economic growth plan first before we start shroud-waving and
shouting out about whether we are cutting Jersey Finance Limited’s £400,000. This is an actual
increase on their current grant that they have of £1.8 million. I will quote from Jersey Finance
Limited about our comprehensive spending review, which was from the internet about how we
should be cutting spending and they say: “But more fundamental questions need to be addressed.
The current government approach has all the hallmarks of a tactical and pragmatic reaction to a
looming problem as opposed to a carefully crafted strategy. Bigger questions need to be asked and
answered. How large should government be? What is the appropriate size, range and quality of
public services for a jurisdiction with a little over 90,000 people? What can be achieved by
ensuring that the provision of services is both affordable and proportionate? Have the structural
causes of the inefficiency been addressed? What savings could be achieved if government were the
funder in regulatory services but not the provider?” There is a specific paragraph which they point
at: “Every avenue must be explored, examined and exhausted before we turn to the option of
raising taxes. Whomever they may be levied on, tax takes value out of the productive side of the
economy, it raises costs for employers, the cost of living for employees and has a negative effect on
competitiveness, reducing employment and economic activity in the process.” What we are asking
is keep the level of funding as it is, at £1.8 million, go away, do C.S.R. part 2 and then come back
with the evidence to suggest that that £1.8 million is worth the £1.8 million, and we will consider
whether we need to raise it or need to reduce it, just like we will with anything else that comes to us
in C.S.R. part 2, whether that means having to reduce Education, Health or Home Affairs. That is
what we should be doing. I am not prepared to stand and start shroud-waving. I think we should
keep the current funding for Jersey Finance Limited at its current amount and if the Council of
Ministers can come back and prove me wrong then so let it be.

1.2.24 Deputy P.J. Rondel of St. John:
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I would like to ask whether the Minister for Economic Development has been misleading the House
or talking with forked tongue because ...

The Bailiff:

No, you cannot accuse another Member speaking with a forked tongue. [Laughter]
The Deputy of St. John:

I withdraw it, Sir.

The Bailiff:

Do you withdraw that, Deputy?

The Deputy of St. John:

Yes, Sir. Yes, I did withdraw it, Sir. I recall what the Minister was saying and there were going to
be cuts across all grants in the forthcoming year or 2011, part 2, and yet I look at this and I look
under the rural section; there is an increase of £112,400, I look under the dairy service support
payments; an increase of £37,400, rural initiative; £5,900 (at page 26), and I hope I am reading this
right because that is the way I am reading it, it is increases and not decreases. If we are going to be
having cuts annually for the next 3 years therefore these figures should be dropping. I hope I am
reading it correctly.

The Bailiff:

I think the figures in brackets, according to this, are decreases.

The Deputy of St. John:

Yes, Sir, but the one above it, if you look at those which are not in brackets, are increases, correct?
The Bailiff:

The ones that are not in brackets are the increases.

The Deputy of St. John:

Correct, and there is a number of those which are not in brackets which is £112,000, £37,400,
£5,900, ef cetera, so therefore the Minister has been telling us grants in general are going to be cut
by percentage and that is totally incorrect. On one page alone in this document it shows that in
certain areas that there is going to be increases and it would be interesting to know how the
Minister will explain that, although he does not have to because he has already spoken. But we
were told in 2008 by the Comptroller and Auditor General who said that funding should be cut, and
I need to know why the Minister has not taken this across the board in relation to this particular
item. I accept that, yes, we have to support our finance industry, I accept all of that but when I see
things in their own documents ... I will give way, yes, because I do stand to be corrected if need be.
Thank you.

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

I think if I could help to clarify for the Deputy, in total the support is being reduced by £299,000.
What I was also saying in my remarks earlier, both today and yesterday, was that grants generally
in the agricultural sector have been reduced over recent years since 2005 by nearly £2 million and
over the coming years will be reduced by a further £1 million, but it is going to be done on a
gradual basis in order to take the industry from the position it is in at the moment through to where
it needs to be in a more supportive self-sufficient manner. It is clear in the bigger sense.

The Deputy of St. John:

Yes, okay, I will accept that and withdraw the comments that I made about the Minister, but with
that said, when you look at it page by page, it is laid out in such a way that you have your pluses
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and your minuses but, that said, I am likely to be supporting this if there are any more speakers to
convince me because the finance industry, in fact, they may be the devil at the moment but that is
all we have - that is all we have. What our agriculture brings us in and what it does not is about the
same when you look at the actual tax take. Our tourism, which was a leader in the 1970s and
1980s, has been on the decrease year on year, and we just see it by the numbers of people arriving
on the Island. We have to support what we have got and what we have at the moment is,
unfortunately, just one string to our bow and therefore I am minded in the next few minutes, if we
vote before lunch... If it is after lunch, if there are other speakers... but listening to the debate we
have got to support what we have and all we have is the one string to our bow. Thank you.

Deputy C.H. Egré of St. Peter:

Sir, I am minded that we are now coming up to lunchtime. If there is no one else liable to speak I
would suggest that we sit through until the end of this particular debate.

1.2.25 Deputy E.J. Noel of St. Lawrence:

Yesterday we debated the Corporate Scrutiny Panel’s amendment number 9, which I welcomed as
it is the correct type of amendment. It was about policy. It was about setting the envelope. The
Economic Development Department are making their C.S.R. targets and will in fact probably
exceed them. We must stop this micromanagement. E.D.D. must be allowed to allocate their
budget as they think fit for the best outcome for this Island, and that is supporting our premier
industry, which is our finest industry and diversifying that industry. This additional fund is about
diversification. It is about tapping into new global markets. Deputy Jeune makes a valid point; this
additional £400,000 will reap many benefits, secure employment and secure our tax revenues. Our
economy is export driven, we export our knowledge and if it is to continue to succeed we need to
send out the right messages. The Constables of St. Peter and St. Clement have made very valid
points and we ignore them at our peril.

LUNCHEON ADJOURNMENT PROPOSED

The Bailiff:

The adjournment is proposed then, do Members agree to adjourn?
The Deputy of St. Peter:

Sir, I had suggested just now, that if there were no further speakers that we might finish this debate
before lunch so that we can carry on a new debate after lunch.

The Bailiff:

Does anyone else wish to speak, obviously apart from the proposer? Very well then, Senator
Routier.

[12:45]

Senator P.F. Routier:

Thank you, Sir.

The Bailiff:

Well now, wait a moment, it is now 12.45 p.m. then. Do Members agree to adjourn?
Deputy M. Tadier:

Sir, can I propose that we have a vote to stay until 1.00 p.m.?

Senator P.F.C. Ozouf:

Sir, there are meetings at lunchtime, including the Chief Minister addressing the Chamber. He is
not here and Members know that and I propose the adjournment.
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The Bailiff:
Very well. The adjournment is proposed, we will then adjourn now and reconvene at 2.15 p.m.
LUNCHEON ADJOURNMENT

[14:15]

The Deputy of St. Peter:

Sir, before we start this afternoon’s session I would like to remind the Assembly that we are now
only one-fifth of the way through the whole of this debate and that is taking into account the
number of amendments that have been withdrawn. I have had notes passed to me in my role as
Vice-Chair of P.P.C. (Privileges and Procedures Committee) suggesting that we curtail the length
of speeches. It is not within our remit to curtail the length of speeches but we rely on the sensibility
of the Assembly and the self-discipline in order to manage the business that we have. If this
morning was anything to go by we appear to have forgotten those disciplines and I would just like
to remind Members. At the moment the intention is to sit through until 6.30 p.m. this evening but -
as a pre-wording - tomorrow I would suggest that we may have to sit through to 7.30 p.m.

The Deputy Bailiff:

Thank you, Deputy Chairman. The debate now resumes on the amendment of Deputy Southern,
amendment 4, paragraph 2. Senator Routier.

1.2.26 Senator P.F. Routier:

Keeping it in mind what the P.P.C. Vice-Chairman has said, I will be as brief as I possibly can be.
I think what I hope Members will need to focus on is what this debate is all about. The money that
is being suggested to be taken away from the J.F.L. budget is money, which will be used for
opportunities, which are out there in the wide world. There are opportunities in the Far East and
the Middle East which we need to grab. We need to be in a position to be at the forefront of our
competitors who are out there now champing at the bit trying to get the business for their own
jurisdictions and we need to be doing the same. This particular amount of money is specifically for
that opportunity which is out there. There are several opportunities which need to be grasped and
we need to grasp them the best we can. The question that needs to be asked, I fully understand, is
that could they do that piece of work without this additional money? Could they sharpen their
pencil with their existing budget and achieve it and go out there and do this particular work without
having this money? Every year the E.D.D. goes thoroughly through the Business Plan of J.F.L. and
every year there is quite a long discussion about how they use their budget and how they go out and
promote the Island. From the information that I have, and from the meetings that I have been in, I
am confident that they are using their funding correctly. I do want to urge Members to think about
the opportunities that are out there that we should be grasping. What we need to recognise is that
the business opportunities that are out there also create jobs in Jersey. The jobs in Jersey are
important to us. We must ensure that local people have the opportunities within the Island to
develop the economy, and we need to be sure that they are in work. I urge Members to reject this
amendment because we would be shooting ourselves in the foot by not taking the opportunity of
developing our finance industry. It is the mainstay of our income to the money we want to spend
on social matters, the money we want to spend in our hospitals, schools and social services is
money that we need and we need to nurture the finance industry so I urge Members to reject the
proposition.

1.2.27 The Connétable of St. Helier:

Very briefly because most of the arguments have already been made, in order to be consistent
Members who wish to see extra money applied to certain services, in particular the social ones,

39



from my mind there was the school milk, which of course has now been lost, but there are others
coming up like secondary language teaching in schools. To be consistent we have to identify areas
of saving in the budget, and that is why some of us will be supporting cuts which the Council of
Ministers oppose. We have to find compensatory savings. I do not believe a vote in support of this
amendment is a message that we do not support the financial services industry any more than my
voting against reinstating the tourism budget yesterday meant that I do not support tourism. I have
a very good record for supporting event-led tourism, particularly that that happens in St. Helier and
I believe I have a good record of supporting financial services in St. Helier and I intend to continue
to do that. What will happen if this Assembly votes to cut back this expenditure? What should
happen, the first thing that we will do is if the Minister for Treasury and Resources and the Chief
Minister are serious about its importance they will reprioritise their budgets to make sure that this
money is found. They will also adjust the proportion that is paid by the private sector for this kind
of work, and we see in the reports presented to us that there has been a steady drift between what
the public sector is providing and what the private sector is providing. That gap has widened since
2008 when Scrutiny recommended a pound for pound contribution. I believe that if we support this
then I do not believe the sky will fall in. I do not believe the finance industry will receive the
wrong message from us. They will certainly realise that we are consistent with our message
yesterday, narrowly defeated, that we believe the overall envelope of States spending should be
reduced so I certainly will be supporting Deputy Southern and I urge other Members to do so.

1.2.28 Deputy J.A.N. Le Fondré of St. Lawrence:

I have been listening to the debate with a lot of interest, as I am sure a number of Members have
been, because there have been some quite valid and different philosophies being aired here.
Overall, I am going to say, I am very encouraged with the very tough line that is being taken on
expenditure and I hope that will carry on in the months to come because this is just the first of a
number of debates. That has to be the right thing to do and I think it will be interesting to see what
happens when the C.S.R. results come out between now and Christmastime. But I think we also
need to remind ourselves and I think particularly what the Minister for Treasury and Resources has
said more recently, as well as obviously other Ministers who have made some valid points
themselves, that we need to resolve the deficit by a mixture of a number of components. Obviously
we have got the options of raising taxes which, I have to say, is about far down on my priority list
as possible, reducing expenditure or the bit that we keep seem to be missing is the increase in
economic growth and I think we have really got to focus on that in this instance. I view J.F.L. or
Jersey Finance as a marketing activity for our largest industry. I do not think there is much we
cannot really quibble about. I find it very encouraging that the contribution - and that is noted in
the comments - from the industry in total is greater than what we put in, even taking into account
the present proposed increases in that projet. 1 do regard, or I consider the fact, that doing
investment at this time into our largest industry we need to be doing. We need to be ensuring that
our presence in the global market is as strong as possible and just to think about that; Jersey
Finance Limited is respected by the industry, as far as I am concerned, in the majority. We will
never satisfy all the people all the time and I would say, in no small part, they are responsible for
keeping the major players here, for keeping the communications line going, their professional
output has significantly improved over the last years, as far as I can see, and also for attracting new
businesses. Put into the context of what we know that the U.S., the U.K. and Europe have been
going through in the last few months and years, they are in decline or there is little or no growth
forecast in the foreseeable future. Those, at the moment, are our key economic sectors where our
finance industry derives its business from, therefore I think we do need to be positioning ourselves
strongly elsewhere. If you do not continue to invest in that type of thing you probably do start to
go into a degree of decline. Remember that context and then also think about the sum of money
that is involved and what do we get for the money that has been invested thus far. I have asked the
question and I have specifically had an email come through. I have had a variety of examples but
the one I will just quote: “A recent example submitted for license consent sets out 2011 personal
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tax forecasts of £500,000 and corporate tax of over £600,000 [that is for a certain number of people
operations - quite small, 5 people] with forecasts of 10 people, so therefore your personal tax would
increase, and a corporate tax of £2.4 million in 2013.” The point about that is marketing is always
very difficult to pinpoint and how do you equate the pound you spend on marketing for the pound
of revenue you get? But if those are the type of things that we are going to be getting and if one
can basically attribute £400,000 for increase in presence in the Middle East and India or wherever,
for those type of returns with the consequential impact on the finance industry and on our revenues
with a further consequential impact that we do not have to, ultimately, put up taxes by so much and
I think it is worthwhile spending at this time. We do have to keep an eye on that matter and on that
basis I think we should let Economic Development spend the money as they see fit, hold them to
account and not support this amendment. Thank you.

1.2.29 Deputy S. Power:

Sometimes my faith in this Chamber is restored in a debate like this because there are very clearly
defined lines of argument for and against the amendment of Deputy Southern. There have been, on
both sides of this this morning, some absolutely fantastic speeches and this is when this Chamber
comes into its own. It is largely irrelevant whether the Minister for Treasury and Resources is
worrying at the moment or whether we are going to win or lose this debate. The fact is that this
Chamber has come into its own this morning. Members may not remember this but today is the
second anniversary of Lehman Brothers in New York City going into bankruptcy, and it is not that
long ago that we were in financial meltdown in the western world. There was a lot of bad lending,
there was a lot of bad activity by the banks and the result is what we saw with the meltdown of
Lehman Brothers. I think for a few hours in the City of London that particular week it was a
question of whether there was going to be a global meltdown of the finance industry. Thankfully
that has been avoided and the economies of Western Europe are going to pay the price for quite
some time. We are not in that position. Thankfully we are not in that position, but I can tell you
this, from my own reading of the financial press, there is not much money in Ireland, there is not
much money in the U.K. and there is not much money in Western Europe at the moment and, as a
matter of fact, there is not much money in North America. Where is the money? Where is the
money at the moment? Where are the countries that are expanding? Well the southern hemisphere,
certainly, they have not had the recession we have had. I think in the world Chile is ranked number
6 at the moment, but the real money is in the Far East and the real money is in the emerging
markets. I would draw an analogy to Jersey today to Jersey 200 years ago; at that time Jersey was
almost on its knees and then the fishing industry opened up off Nova Scotia and Gaspé Bay and
Jersey went out and grabbed a piece of that and paid dividends for this Island now. I would say that
today we are looking at an ever-competitive and increasingly difficult financial services industry, it
pays all the bills on this Island.

[14:30]

We are and need to be represented in this enormous market so, in actual fact, what I would say
today is that Jersey Finance is out fishing for us. Anyone that says that we question the increase in
the budget of Jersey Finance from £1 million to £1.4 million to £1.8 million and now to the
proposed £2.2 million, could justifiably say: “We cannot afford it at the moment.” But my view is
like Jersey 200 years ago, we have got to go out and get some business and I think that is where we
are and I pride myself in being a realist. The Corporate Services Scrutiny Panel yesterday, the
ninth amendment, was another excellent debate and it brought home to me, as a Deputy Minister
and as a member of the Council of Ministers, how closely balanced this thing is right now and how
strong the message is that we have got to cut. But not only do we have to cut we have also got to
maintain and diversify the industry we have already got. I cannot see any other way of doing that
apart from supporting what we have already got. Some statistics for you. I sit on the Migration
Advisory Group. At the moment, up to June 2010, there are 46,360 people ... or there were 46,360
people who are private sector employees and that number has largely remained static in the last 2
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years. The total number of private-sector (j) employees is about 1,000 and is about static as well.
However, I will give you some statistics on (j) purchase consents, which is directly related to the
finance industry: 2006 2,039; 2007 1,881; 2008 1,617; 2009 1,375; and to date, 905. It is evident
that the market started to slow in 2008, the same time as Lehman Brothers went into bankruptcy,
and contracted by a further 20 per cent in 2009. This is more evident now that the number of (j)
purchases in the local residential market has dropped by 60 per cent between 2007 and 2009. I
think that is relevant to the future of the finance industry. A standard lease-only (j) has an average
salary of £46,000. A purchase (j) on the other hand has an average salary of £90,000 and pays a lot
more tax. So that market is contracting. Now, I have to say, as a good Islander, what is good for
Jersey and what is good for the future of Jersey, it is those that pay tax; those that live here and
those that pay tax. At the moment that market is contracting so we have to watch how we
resuscitate and how we maintain the finance industry. I think that Members must realise that the
financial services industry today compared to 20 years ago is an enormously different industry. It
is now global and we are competing head-to-head with large jurisdictions that we have to compete
with, and we will have to compete to fight for our share. It is not going to be easy. Some reference
was made this morning to Small Society and Small Society wanting us to cut more than we are
cutting now, up to £100 million. I have taken the opportunity to phone one of the signatories on
this Small Society list today. He is an individual member of Small Society and I asked him his
views on increasing the Jersey finance budget. His view is it was a 3-year plan to increase it up to
£1.2 million and then it would be reviewed at the end of 2011. He said to me: “We really need to
let them open up in the Far East and I think it will benefit. Even though the Far Eastern banks and
those industries will compete with my bank, I think we should do that.” So, I rely on this person’s
judgment. I will repeat something I said to Members earlier in the year. I spoke to a Jersey woman
who is the marketing director of a financial services company in Jersey, born and bred here, and she
was called into her bank some time ago and she was told she had to cut her budget, her marketing
budget, by 40 per cent. She has had to do it with the same resources. Now, we are not asking this
Assembly to cut anything by 40 per cent; we are asking to cut by 2 per cent. One of the problems I
had with the ninth amendment yesterday was it was right ... even though I can live with some of it,
this is an example where we have to make an exception. Many of the firms in the finance industry
are cutting their budget, but the one guy I talked to today said that this £400,000 in the grand
scheme of things is justifiable because E.D.D. have already met their 2 per cent. So I see the need,
as difficult as it is, in a recession - remember, it is the second anniversary of Lehman Brothers - to
promote Jersey abroad. I see an acute need to promote Jersey abroad. The money is not here. The
money is not in the U.K., the money is not in France, the money is not in Western Europe or North
America, the money is out there in the Far East. It is clear to me ... this is probably not a
politically correct statement, but it appears to me that the Chinese economy and one other Far
Eastern economy looks set to dominate the agendas of many royal economies for years to come. A
good friend of mine in America said to me recently that: “I would not be surprised if China bid for
the United States fairly soon”, but that is another story. So I see the need to promote Jersey abroad.
It is a big, big world out there and I think Jersey’s name has got to be hung up on a brass plaque in
Shanghai, in Mumbai, in wherever, Hong Kong, Singapore, and we have got to fight for our corner
of the financial services market. I say this because there is a huge need to diversify our economy.
It is not being diversified as quickly as we would like. It will have to be diversified. But for the
moment we have to protect the goose that lays our golden egg and we only have one golden egg.
So, I commend Deputy Southern for his amendment, but I will be voting against it.

1.2.30 Connétable D.W. Mezbourian of St. Lawrence:

I am sure Members think that most things have been said, but while Deputy Power was speaking
one thing did occur to me and that is that no one has said how Jersey Finance spend the money that
is given to them by Economic Development. I would just suggest that surely it is up to them to
prioritise their spending. So whether we approve this amendment or not, as far as I am aware, no
one is going to tell them what to do with the money. If investing in the Far East is of paramount
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importance, and I think we recognise that it is, it is surely up to them to identify that and cut their
cloth accordingly. I believe the strongest message that we can send to the international finance
industry is in fact that we are a well-regulated jurisdiction, that we are a jurisdiction that they can
come to and be cared for and looked after here. That is what we should be ... that is the message
we should be sending out and I think that is the message we do send out. If we look at page 26 of
the annex, Economic Development are saying that they want to increase the funding for developing
new legislation for the benefit of the industry. I repeat, it is up to Jersey Finance how they spend
the money that is given to them. It is not for us to tell them what to do. We have to prioritise and
so do they. Thank you.

Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

Could I just clarify a point; hopefully some clarification on what the Constable just raised. Jersey
Finance have to provide a clear business plan each year. This particular additional funding is
identified for specific opportunities in the Asian-Pacific market. It is very clear in there and I hope
that is helpful to the Constable. Thank you.

The Deputy Bailiff:
Does any other Member wish to speak? Then I call on Deputy Southern to reply.
1.2.31 Deputy G.P. Southern:

Well, congratulations, Members. One of the most enjoyable debates I have had in many a year, I
think. I look forward to seeing the result. I hope Members will bear with me since it is just after
lunch if I do sum up properly rather than rapidly, as I promised to before lunch. We started with
the Constable of St. John who quite rightly focused straight on what is this pro bono work that is
being done and how come it adds up conveniently to around £2 million. That theme was repeated
through several speeches and most obviously picked up by the Deputy of St. Mary who went into
some length about the total - it may have been the total - of something like £11 million or
£12 million-worth of assistance that we give this particular industry. So the balance is still in the
right place. I think of spectacular relevance is the contribution - the last contribution - by the
Constable of St. Lawrence stating that: “Hang on, we are prioritising, we are re-prioritising, we are
sorting out our budget; it is up to Jersey Finance Limited to sort out its budget equally.” Perhaps it
spends less time promoting itself locally with those supplements that always appear in the J.E.P.
(Jersey Evening Post) about every 3 months saying how good we are and how much we give to
charities and spend a little more abroad. It was also interesting to hear from Senator Shenton, who
pointed out that we not only have 2 Scrutiny Panels which looked at the financing of Jersey Finance
and said: “It should be pound for pound” but the Comptroller and Auditor General also
independently has come to that. When he was looking for savings that could be made from an
accountant’s point of view he said: “There is one that can be done.” Now, for the sake of Senator
Perchard, who asked the question about is this really ... is it a cut? Is it a lack of growth? What are
we doing here? Is it £400,000? The answer is on page 6 of my report where I say: “Of the
£750,000 allocated to J.F.L. and to J.F.S.C., £437,000 is described as additional support for J.F.L.,
Jersey Finance, and the cost of developing new legislation.” The Chief Executive Officer then goes
on to say: “Shall I give you a breakdown: £400,000 of that £437,000 is the additional J.F.L. grant
as the grant has gone from 1.8 million in this year to 2.2 million proposed for next year.” So there
it is; it is the increase and the £400,000 just says: “We are not having that increase.” I hope that is
clear to the Senator. One of the things that was mentioned by several Members - and I am grateful
that they did - was the magic word “consistency”. It is the theme I started with. We have a new
philosophy, it says: “Industry in Jersey will, to as far as an extent as we can make it, stand on its
own 2 feet. Support will be withdrawn.” This is a philosophy of the Council of Ministers. Yet
they managed to stand up one by one and find reasons why that philosophy, why that approach,
could apply to everybody else, universal rule, but not to the finance sector. It was interesting, I was
reminded, I think it is Sam Pepys who said: “When one sees a dog stand on its hind legs and preach
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one is not so much shocked and surprised by the quality of the preaching but that the dog can do it
at all.” To hear Minister after Minister find a way to justify moving against their own agreed policy
of: “Industry will stand on its own 2 feet; support is being withdrawn” for a variety of reasons was
simply amazing. I was amazed they could do it at all, not whether they did it well. It was also
interesting to see ... and there must have been some telephone bill going on this morning in the
Chamber because BlackBerries were going like mad [Laughter]| as the Council of Ministers rallied
its forces and incidentally got to lunch, which is always a useful time to talk to people quietly and
out of the glare of public debate, and what was spectacularly interesting was ... I think there were 2
bits really, when Senator Maclean swapped seats and ended up behind Constable Norman and
tapped him on the shoulder and said, obviously: “We want a contribution from you.” [Laughter]
Constable Norman’s face, I do not think I can do it. [Laughter] I think it is called ...

[14:45]
Senator A.J.H. Maclean:

Can I ask the Deputy to just allow me to correct him? I was inviting the Constable to lunch.
[Laughter]

Deputy G.P. Southern:

Were you? One wonders if Constable Norman’s vote was guaranteed then. [Laughter] How
many other people went to lunch on Senator Maclean this lunch time? No, no, no. But his face did
an awful shape and he said: “Oh God, no. Do I really?” Then he came in. Well, what a wonderful
speech it was, typically of Constable Norman, what a way with words he has. What he said is if we
do not give this extra £400,000 to Jersey Finance Limited it will be like giving them a good
kicking. Well, really. I have been on the receiving end of a good kicking in this House and it did
not look like somebody had taken £400,000 off my particular budget. The other one - and I must
mention this for the sake of it - was when Senator Ozouf slid along to the bench and equally said to
Senator Cohen: “We want you to give a speech as well. Come on, you chip in. Chip in.” You
could see his face do a completely different shape. [Laughter] I think his eyes went sort of round
and round in his head. [Laughter] It was: “But I do not know anything about this. [Laughter] I
was quietly drifting off. What are you doing to me?” Lo and behold, he came out with a gem. It
was wonderful. Right? It is one I think I have heard him say before and it is the analogy with a
precipice. So the slightest little draft, do not breathe, do not breathe, Members, because you might
tip Jersey Finance over the edge. It is a long way down. The end of the world argument. He is on
the precipice. Well, really. Well, it has been a good debate, a very good debate. Can I just point
out while we are talking about: “There will be no jobs coming here for ever and ever” and while |
have got him in my sight, oh yes, nice to see that (j) purchases are still holding up relatively well
considering we are in the middle of a recession; 1,300, was it, down from 2,000? Okay, it is down,
but (j) purchases, okay, fine, it is not that bad. [Interruption] No, I will not give way. There will
still be business coming to the Island. I point out finally that the sum of £400,000, which we are
not going to give to J.F.L., I hope, among 190 Members of that particular institution amounts to
around £2,000 each. So what we are saying is if you want this centre, if you want this office, then
chip in. Chip in. Because if it is worth it to you then please chip in. £2,000 per company is not
enormous; it is affordable in this day and age given - and I will come back to it - the £809 million
profit collectively that you made last year. I urge Members to support this. I call for the appel.

The Deputy Bailiff:

The appel is called for. I invite Members to return to their seats and I ask the Greffier to open the
voting.

POUR: 14 CONTRE: 30 ABSTAIN: 0
Senator A. Breckon Senator T.A. Le Sueur

Connétable of St. Helier Senator P.F. Routier

Connétable of St. John Senator P.F.C. Ozouf
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Deputy of St. Martin

Senator B.E. Shenton

Deputy J.A. Martin (H)

Senator F.E. Cohen

Deputy G.P. Southern (H)

Senator S.C. Ferguson

Deputy of Grouville

Senator A.J.D. Maclean

Deputy P.V.F. Le Claire (H)

Senator B.I. Le Marquand

Deputy of St. John

Senator F. du H. Le Gresley

Deputy of St. Mary

Connétable of St. Ouen

Deputy T.M. Pitman (H)

Connétable of Trinity

Deputy M.R. Higgins (H)

Connétable of Grouville

Deputy D.J. De Sousa (H)

Connétable of St. Brelade

Deputy J.M. Magon (S)

Connétable of St. Martin

Connétable of St. Saviour

Connétable of St. Clement

Connétable of St. Peter

Connétable of St. Lawrence

Deputy R.C. Duhamel (S)

Deputy J.B. Fox (H)

Deputy of St. Ouen

Deputy of St. Peter

Deputy J.A. Hilton (H)

Deputy of Trinity

Deputy S.S.P.A. Power (B)

Deputy L.J. Gorst (C)

Deputy A.E. Jeune (B)

Deputy A.T. Dupré (C)

Deputy E.J. Noel (L)

Deputy A.K.F. Green (H)

The Deputy Bailiff:

[Aside] Now, we come to the next amendment, which is in the name of Senator Shenton. Do you

wish to continue with this amendment, Senator?

Senator B.E. Shenton:

Well, I think it would be a little unfair on protocol because if this amendment went through it
means that Jersey Finance would lose the funding that we have just said that they can have.
Bearing in mind that we have just had a debate on it and although it was a very close fight I think it
would be unfair on the Chamber to ...

The Deputy Bailiff:

So do you seek to withdraw?
Senator B.E. Shenton:

I seek to withdraw this, please.
The Deputy Bailiff:

Very well, thank you. This amendment is therefore withdrawn.

The Deputy Bailiff:

We now come to number 15 on the order of debate: amendment number 7, paragraph 5, in the
name of Senator Shenton and I ask the Greffier ...

Senator B.E. Shenton:
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Given the speed that we are getting through this Business Plan and the insistence of certain
Members to speak on every single amendment, I would like to seek leave to withdraw this and I
will ask the P.A.C. (Public Accounts Committee) to take up the concerns that I have. One of the
reasons is this concerns the migration policy and the last thing I want to do is start having a debate
about the migration policy because I think that will be another day’s debate. So, if the House
would allow me I would like to withdraw this and I will take it up with my P.A.C. hat on.

The Deputy Bailiff:
The amendment is withdrawn.
Deputy M. Tadier:

Can I make a similar statement. It appears as number 23 on the running order on behalf of the
Education and Home Affairs Scrutiny. We will be withdrawing amendment 8, paragraph 1, which
is on page 8 for Members reference, which is to do with decreasing the budget which would go
towards the grants of private schools by 2 per cent. We are withdrawing that and there will be a
statement being circulated very shortly, which I will read out in due course.

The Deputy Bailiff:
Thank you, Deputy. That is also therefore noted to be withdrawn.

1.3 Draft Annual Business Plan 2011 (P.99/2010): eighth amendment (P.99/2010 Amd.(8))
(paragraph 2)

The Deputy Bailiff:

We come next to number 18, amendment number 8, paragraph 2, in the name of the Education and
Home Affairs Scrutiny Panel and I ask the Greftfier to read the amendment.

The Greffier of the States:

After the words “withdrawn from the Consolidated Fund in 2011 insert the words “except that the
net revenue expenditure of the Education, Sport and Culture Department shall be increased by
£88,000 in order to maintain the post of educational psychologist and not proceed with the
Comprehensive Spending Review proposed on page 62 of the plan ESC-S3 (Restructuring the
Special Educational Needs Service and the way emotional and behavioural support is delivered to
primary school children) and the net revenue expenditure of the Treasury and Resources
Department shall be decreased by the same amount by reducing the allocation for restructuring
costs.”

The Deputy Bailiff:

I therefore call on the Chairman of the Education and Home Affairs Scrutiny Panel to propose the
amendment.

Deputy T.M. Pitman (Vice-Chairman, Education and Home Affairs Scrutiny Panel):
Deputy Magon will be acting as rapporteur for this.

1.3.1 Deputy J.M. Macon of St. Saviour (Education and Home Affairs Scrutiny Panel -
rapporteur):

I will keep my speech very brief. Members will have read the attached report to this amendment
and the comments from the Council of Ministers and the Education and Home Affairs Scrutiny
Panel. After reviewing the Education Department’s cuts the panel finds itself unable to support the
cut of an educational psychologist post. Much has been done at looking at the services that are
delivered to vulnerable children, including the Williamson Report, the serious case review, the
Scrutiny reviews into vulnerable children, and the school suspension review. It is clear that there
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have been failings by the States in these areas. One of the main reasons that we, as an Assembly,
have not given enough funding to these core services - this is a core service - to the children of the
Island, and it is not a subsidy to the businesses as other amendments have been; it is something that
as Government we should be providing as the States have a responsibility to educate every child of
the Island, especially those children that have learning and emotional/behavioural difficulties.
Losing this post will reduce the level of service that children with learning and emotional
difficulties receive; those that need our support the most. I hope that the Education Department
will acknowledge that as human understanding of cognitive processes increase, the need for such
services increase. As more conditions are identified, more children are diagnosed and better
treatment and management programmes are developed. This service is ever-growing in need.
While the department may suggest that those delivering the current service have been freed from
other duties, they have taken up their time; however, evidence given to the Scrutiny Panel is that in
some cases it has taken 8 years for fighting parents to get to the point where their children get close
to these services. While I can understand the reasoning as to why this post is up for the chop, the
person who has held this post is retiring and it is easier not to replace a post which is vacant rather
than make another person redundant, but is the easy option the right option? From everything that
we have learnt over the past year is that if we do not support vulnerable children, as is our
responsibility, then it only comes back to bite us and will inevitably cost more in the long run,
whether that be in re-entering the education system as an adult, on income support and social
security, or through the Home Affairs Department. Now, on occasion there will always be those
who will find their way, who will be able to reach the top, but we know that statistically those who
do not get the support will find themselves somewhere at the bottom. We must also recognise that
those who do not get the service, it will have an immeasurable impact on the individuals’ lives
along the way. I shall not go into the reports as Members will already be familiar with all the issues
and will be aware of the reports, or at least they should be. It is down to each Member’s own
political perspective about what services the States of Jersey should provide to the public and if a
reduction in this core service is to be supported. I present this amendment and allow Members to
choose the path that they wish the Island to follow. Thank you.

The Deputy Bailiff:
Is the amendment seconded? [Seconded] Does any Member wish to speak?
1.3.2 Senator A. Breckon:

This may be considered by some Members to be micro-management, but I think what we have
discussed before is what is necessary and what is nice to have. From my own experience, which |
want to share with Members for a couple of minutes, I do not think it is a nice-to-have service; it is
a must-do. I know the person who is retiring. I bumped into him when we were doing some of the
Scrutiny review on the services for vulnerable children. If you look at the cost of £88,000 or
£100,000 or even £200,000, when you think of a young person who may go through the system
with difficulties, emotional or behavioural difficulties, not do very well and challenge our system,
perhaps the criminal justice system, the family courts, whatever it may be, family services, how
much does that cost? We have heard recently, publicity ... it has gone from the court services, the
cost of providing services for young children and young people who find themselves in these
circumstances. So the question Members might ask is: “If we are going to put a fence at the top of
the cliff, are we going to put an ambulance at the bottom?” Although this may seem like a small
amount of money, a person in this post can make a terrific amount of difference to a young person
and their family and they can turn things around. One of the things that came out of the Scrutiny
review was non-stigmatised, quality intervention at a low level. Here, perhaps circumstances have
gone past that, but then if we are investing in that ... there is another post later on within the mental
health services for children, C.A.M.H.S. (Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service), that is
supposed to be taken out as well. But not long ago Members were signing-up to the Williamson
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Report implementations - we must do this, that and the other - and then when we have got an
opportunity to have a nip at it, here we go.

[15:00]

So, yes, we all signed-up, we are all going to do it, and then here is your chance: “Well, that is
okay. Somebody is retiring. Do not replace them.” But then what happens to these young people
who have to wait 3 months, 4 months, 5 months, 6 months for an assessment and they are in limbo
in this time? What is happening to the young people and perhaps causing difficulties in a family
situation? That is really where we are going to be because I know - because we are the Scrutiny
Panel and we looked at some of these services - they are stretched already. If we look at the
C.A.M.H.S. service, they were doing an excellent job under difficult circumstances. What we are
doing is we say: “Well, there is an opportunity here. £88,000: what is that?” If we look at some of
the money we wasted on some of these suspensions and things like that, this is peanuts. This is
peanuts. So, again, [ am in favour of putting this in because it gives priority. I mean, if we look at
it in global terms, it is a fraction of a percentage point of the whole thing. I have not measured it,
but it is a very small part and I hope, and I know, it is not about micro-management and sometimes
it is about standing up and speaking up for people who cannot do it themselves. It might be okay
for the Minister for Education or the Minister for Health to say: “We can manage around this” but
at the same time, the same as the Minister for Home Affairs, they are doing some excellent work
bringing the services together. 1 would say that despite what the Council of Ministers say as a
group of individuals, as well as collectively, this is something worth arguing for because it supports
the very people who need our support but sometimes are not able to ask for it. They are not like the
finance industry, that we have just heard about, where they can beat their own drum. Sometimes
these people cannot and if they are vulnerable in the community then we should be looking after
them and this, in my opinion, should not have been taken out. I commend and will support the
Education Scrutiny Panel for putting it back in and bringing it to our attention.

1.3.3 The Deputy of St. John:

Given that the person concerned is retiring from his post, I presume we will be picking up the bill
in other areas because I should think this particular type of work will be required to be carried out
by somebody. Ifit is not done within Education it will have to be done at the hospital through one
of their psychologists, I would have thought. Having spoken or sent a note to the Minister for
Health and Social Services asking whether or not her department can cope with the additional
work, and she acknowledged that they could, I am caught between the devil and the deep blue sea
because I want to support fellow Scrutiny Panels, but I presume that within their review... and
hopefully when your sum up, rapporteur, you will tell us whether or not you spoke to the Health
Department and asked whether there was sufficient capacity within that department to take on this
work and, if so, what was the reply you got. I hope that the Minister for Health and Social Services
will speak on this particular issue. But it is very difficult for Members. We need to know, and it is
a shame we were not told within your speech in the beginning, whether or not you have gone down
the route of checking with other departments to make sure this area has been covered. That is
where I am coming from. I am keeping it short. I just would like to know those answers, thank
you.

1.3.4 Deputy A.K.F. Green:

I am pleased to follow the Deputy of St. John because I might be able to help to answer some of his
questions. The removal of this educational psychologist post is truly about working smarter, not
harder and not about making cuts. At this moment I would like to pay tribute to the excellent work
done by the team but until recently a considerable amount of their work that was undertaken by
them was not truly educational psychology work. It was aligned more with the work of social
workers and other health professionals. We have had an investment of £3.2 million - Williamson -
which has allowed us to look at what we are doing and realign our services. The funding and
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action that has come about as a result of Williamson has enabled us, as I say, to re-organise and
focus and we are going to re-organise the educational psychologist into geographical areas allowing
for multi-disciplinary working. To use E.S.C. (Education, Sport and Culture) jargon we will be
cluster-working. That is the first step towards community-based support working with Health and
Social Services, with clinical psychologists and social workers based in schools, as well as working
with charities and other voluntary organisations. This is truly about making a difference, about
getting in there and getting in the community. I think Senator Breckon said something about we
need low-level quality intervention. This is exactly what this is about. So do not see it as an
£88,000 cut. See it as a £3.2 million investment between Health and Education, and this is truly
working much more effectively for young people and I urge Members to reject the amendment.

1.3.5 Deputy M. Tadier:

Obviously I have got an interest in speaking on this as a member of the panel which came up with
this amendment. I do not know where to start with this. It seems so counter-intuitive in the social
context in which we are. We know that suicides in general in Jersey have gone up. We know that
is partly due to whatever factor, but I am sure the recession and financial pressures have an impact,
we know that family units are under increasing pressure and that the strain for family units is also
becoming more and more palpable. Early intervention, in the words of the Education Department,
is what is needed. I simply do not know why we are in this position today where we are cutting a
psychologist when in fact, if anything, we should be increasing it. Now I know that Members here
want to save money, and in the tourism debate I certainly spoke on the understanding that
investment would be exactly that, it would bring in more money in the future and I know that those
who voted for the last amendment to do with finance did it on the understanding that it is not
money being wasted, it is an investment which will bring a return. Now of course we cannot use
the same argument exactly for a psychologist. It is not going to bring us any money back in that
sense, but what it will do is it will save money in the future, because I believe we need to look at it
in the sense of a stitch in time saves 9 or prevention is better than cure. I think certainly money
saved in the future is also money earned, so we have to look at it from the financial point of view,
and it certainly makes sense, but from the social point of view as well. Let us just quote from
Education, Sport and Culture when they say that. It is in our report: “That a more proactive
approach needs to be taken in supporting families and children with efforts being targeted towards
providing non-stigmatising services and early interventions.” I believe the Deputy of St. John is
quite right, if it is not done in schools it is going to be done somewhere else, presumably later on,
because it may not get picked up at source and that they are going to end up in the hospital. As we
know, early intervention just simply makes sense. It is important that we have the staff who are
trained on location. If we cut the amount of staff, however we try and swing it, however we try and
paint it, the bottom line is there will be one less psychologist and they will not be providing the
services that they would have been before. I think quite clearly we have to support this proposition,
this amendment. [ really do not think there is anything more to add apart from the fact that it will
be a dark day, I think, for Jersey if we go down this road after the decision that we have just made
to throw money at the finance industry. I think we need to start getting our priorities right and
saying that Jersey is not simply an aircraft carrier for the finance industry and the Jersey
Government is not simply here to defend the interests of finance. We are a society, people have to
live here, and with all the complexities and with all the chagrin that goes with it. So I think we do
need to support this. It does make sense socially and economically, and I hope that Members will
be supporting this amendment.

1.3.6 The Deputy of St. Ouen:

Let me start by saying that I fully understand and recognise the concerns that the panel Members
have made in the 2 speeches. I would also like to reassure not only them but all States Members
that as a department we are absolutely committed to supporting all children within our care,
including those vulnerable and those with special needs. I am fortunate enough for almost a year
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now, or just perhaps over, to form part of the new Children’s Policy Group that links my
department with the Department for Home Affairs and Health and Social Services. As part of that
new group we have set out our stall which picks up the points that Senator Breckon made regarding
early intervention and targeting support where it is required. We have learnt, I think, sincerely
from lessons of the past with regards the Williamson report, and obviously the subsequent
Williamson Implementation Plan. We are committed in the process of developing a Children’s and
Young Person’s plan. You might ask what this has got to do with the educational psychologist.
Absolutely a lot, because one of the pieces of work that is being undertaken is to identify all the
services that we currently provide to support our children and young people. This has helped us to
recognise that we need to be smarter about how we utilise not only those resources and the
manpower but the funds available at our disposal. It is true we need to focus on early intervention
and with early intervention you do not need the intervention of your child psychologist. You need
the care of the social workers and of the family nurses and all the others and teachers that access
these young people at a very young age and deal with them. In this particular matter, we have 6
educational psychologists. It is right and, in the past, I can understand perhaps the reason why we
have built up the number to 6. I am afraid that the reality is that we have probably filled in gaps
that have been left by the departments. I believe that that is no longer an issue, and as I say because
of Senator Breckon’s panel and other Members raising continually this issue about dealing with
vulnerable children and our young people, we have learnt and listened. This is a matter, as I say, of
not reducing support, just being smarter in how we deliver it.

1.3.7 Senator P.F. Routier:

I will be very brief. On the face of it this amendment, when I first read it, I probably shared some
of the concerns which the Scrutiny Panel have highlighted, that taking away an educational
psychologist has got to be wrong. But having looked into it a bit more deeply, and to listen to the
speeches of Deputy Green especially and the Minister just now, that the investment that has been
put in by the Williamson programme, we are given assurances that there will be a service which is
appropriate for the needs of our Island community. I have quite a history of knowing the workings
of the educational psychology team and knowing that there were demands put on them and,
sometimes in the past, they used to be fairly slow in reacting to the needs of children. But that was
before the investment that has been put into Williamson, and I am taking the assurances of Deputy
Green and the Minister on face value, and I will take them and be watching and monitoring very,
very carefully. If I hear from families of people with learning disabilities that there are some
failings in the system certainly I will be on their backs as soon as I possibly can. But I take them at
their word and that I will support them in this case and not be supporting the amendment.

[15:15]
The Deputy Bailiff:

Before I invite any other Members to speak may I say for the benefit of those Members, who are in
the coffee room or elsewhere and are able to listen, that we are on the bare minimum for a quorum
of the Assembly at present and should there be Members in the Assembly Room who need to go
out there will be a problem, so it would be useful if Members would return to the Assembly Room.
Does any other Member wish to speak?

1.3.8 Deputy J.A. Hilton:

This amendment is one of 2 that does give me real cause for concern. Having had personal
experience and dealt with constituents who have needed to use the Special Educational Needs
service it does concern me. What concerns me a little bit more after listening to the speech of the
Minister for Education is when he said that he believed ... he talked about Education having 6
psychologists, but he believed that Education had filled the gaps of other departments in the past.
That concerns me because if he does believe that he has been filling the gaps of the other
departments and this post goes, there is going to be a gap because nobody else is going to pick it

50



up. Even though I accept that there is an additional £3.2 million worth through Williamson I am
still just very, very nervous about this post and the Health and Social Services post, for the
C.A.M.H.S. post, basically. This does concern me because it is work involved with our most
vulnerable children and young people. 1 have listened to what has been said and I think, like
Senator Routier, because I do not know enough about the restructuring that has gone on, I will go
with it, but [ want to express my concern about this. The other point [ wanted to make, and it was a
point I made this morning, we all have choices to make in this States Assembly about how we
spend what money we have got and I did say to the Ministers yesterday - in an email to all
Ministers - that I would be watching very closely when we go into the second round of cuts about
exactly what areas the Council of Ministers were going to target. What bothers me about this cut in
Education, particularly, and the cut in Health is the fact that I know the department pays a grant of
£587,000 this year to St. George’s School and St. Michael’s. I have a problem with that because
both of those 2 schools cater for the children of the most wealthy people in this Island, and I am
wondering why are we paying grants of over half a million pounds to schools where quite frankly
the fees are pitched at such a high level only to our most wealthy ... I am quite prepared to give way
to the ...

The Deputy of St. Ouen:

As a point of information, and for perhaps the benefit of all States Members, this particular area is
being addressed and we do recognise that the fee-paying colleges and schools are going to have to
contribute more to the education that is provided.

Deputy J.A. Hilton:

I was not particularly referring to the colleges, I am referring to St. Michael’s and St. George’s.
My understanding as far as private schools go in the U.K., they do not receive any grants from the
Government at all. They are completely and utterly self-funding, so while we are cutting all these
posts that are helping the most vulnerable people in our society, and giving a grant of over half a
million pounds to 2 schools who cater for the children of our most wealthy residents, you may
understand why I have got a bit of difficulty with this. On this occasion I will not support the
amendment but, like Senator Routier, [ am going to be watching very, very closely when we go into
the second round and if I hear through all the contacts that I have with people who have used these
services that in fact there has been a detrimental effect then I will come back.

1.3.9 Deputy D.J. De Sousa of St. Helier:

Firstly I would like to echo Deputy Hilton’s concerns. I was previously a special needs teaching
assistant in the U.K. I know the valuable work that can be done. I know of families that have
struggled for 8 years or more to get a diagnosis for these children. Their education is suffering. I
also know of a family that have a disabled child of over 21. There are clear signs of autism but
they still cannot get a diagnosis. I do not see how we can afford to make a cut like this. We have
just agreed to inflate what funds we give to the finance industry by £400,000 and we are willing to
take away a psychologist that can assist in diagnosing and assisting our children.

1.3.10 The Deputy of Trinity:

I very much understand the concerns of Deputy Hilton and Deputy De Sousa and some States
Members. It goes back really to the Scrutiny report which Senator Breckon did, and there it was
very much highlighted how we needed to put more investment into vulnerable children and
children, of course, across the board. This is what we did with the Andrew Williamson review and
the result of that is that we have had a significant investment and, with the help of States Members
and with the budget last year, it was approved at £3.2 million with the extra bit this year, hopefully.
So without saying this, this is significant investment and is not only within Children’s Services, it is
across the board from Education and other areas. But I think as the Minister for Education, Sport
and Culture said, it is part of the C.P.G. (Children’s Policy Group), we need to make sure that the
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money is not just put into what is already there. We have got to use this money wisely, as Deputy
Green said, and smarter. That is the most important thing. All services change, nothing stops still
and when putting this money in we must make sure that it hits the right people, that it is going to
the children it is supposed to be. One of the priorities is that we put extra money into the
C.A.M.H.S. service, and that will be explained later when we get to C.A.M.H.S. But in doing that
we need to look at the whole service as well. It is not just putting it in, full stop. We need to make
sure that the service changes and is more effective for the children that we need to look after now.
One of the key emerging priorities in the Children’s Plan, and I know the States Members have had
a busy summer, but we did have an update by the Children’s Policy Group at the beginning of
September to see where we were. [ urge Members please to get involved, because this is important.
The Children’s Plan is a first for Jersey and it is showing the need to invest in early intervention,
and it is getting upstream of behaviour and health problems. That is the most important thing, we
want to be early down the line and some investment is already in M.A.S.T. (Multi-Agency Support
Teams) to pull social workers within all the secondary schools and a cluster of primary schools. So
we do support the vulnerable children and we want to make sure that all children are cared for and
are looked after and receive early intervention. We need to use this £3.2 million we have had from
the Williamson review and Andrew Williamson came back and looked at it again, to make sure that
it is used wisely and to the right effect and into the areas that really need it. Regarding where we
have, I think I pick up that point and perhaps it is something that we need to discuss at Children’s
Policy Group on how we get it over to all States Members. But from my point of view, please, |
urge States Members to b