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PRAYERS

The Clerk reads the Prayer

PRESENTATION OF PAPERS AND REPORTS, ETC.

By the Minister of Health (Chairman of the Special Select
Committee on the Needs Assessment of the Guyana National
Assembly):

Final Report of the Special Select Committee on the Needs
Assessment of the Guyana National Assembly

PUBLIC BUSINESS

BILLS - Second Reading

ITEM1- ELECTION LAWS (AMENDMENT) BILL 2006 -
Bill No. 7/2006

published on 03-28-2006
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A Bill intituled, an Act to amend the Representation of the
People Act and the Election Laws (Amendment) Act 2000

Hon Reepu Daman Persaud: Mr Speaker, [ have been requested
by the Opposition to ask that this Bill be deferred for a further two days
so that it can be further discussed. Itherefore move that it be deferred
to Thursday, 13 April 2006 at 14:00h.

Question put and agreed to,

Bill Deferred

The Speaker: We will now move to the next item on the Order Paper.

BILLS - Reports from Special Select Committees and Third
Reading

ITEM 2 - COMPETITION AND FAIR TRADING BILL 2005
- Bill No 18/2005 published on 09-11-2006

The Honourable Minister of Tourism, Industry and Comimerce

You may now move the Motion for the adoption of the Special Select
Committee’s Report on the Competition and Fair Trading Bill 2005 -
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Bill No. 18/2005.

Hon Manzoor Nadir: Mr Speaker, it is my honour to move the Mo-
tion for the adoption of the Report of the Special Select Committee on
the Competition and Fair Trading Bill 2005 - Bill No, 18/2003.

Mr Speaker, the Committee met since January after we had first tabled
the Bill a few months earlier and worked diligently to complete the Bill
s0 that we can have a Bill that would have been generally favourable to
all sides except for one part in the Bill where the Committee was di-
vided. Mr Speaker, on that particular division, I think it was not so
much over the content of the particular clause, but it was, what could
possibly be an interpretation on the formulation which is in the Bill. So
the Members of the Opposition raised their concerns over that particu-
lar clause. The Report is self explanatory and I do not intend to go into
any further details in the Report, but to ask that the National Assembly
move to adopt the Third reading of the Bill. Thank you.

The Speaker: The Honourable Member Mr Murray.

Mr Winston S Murray: Mr Speaker, as said by the Honourable
Minister Nadir, the broad thrust of this Bill is wholly supported by we of
the People’s National Congress/Reform and we believe that the refer-
ence of this Bill to the Special Select Committee has indeed led to its
improvement, In that regard, I wish to acknowledge the fact that where
amendments were proposed, we discussed them in a very amicable and
responsible manner and in fact on all, but one occasion, we found una-
nimity on the recommendations.

There are two particular Clauses that bear this out, to which I believe
will be useful to make reference to at this time.
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One has to do with the Appointment of the Commission, although the
Minister gave us his assurance and we believe him, because he is an
honourable person that he would consult before he appoints Members
to the Commission. He did agree for us specifically to include in the
First Schedule of the Bill that he will consult with relevant organisations
in the private sector, in thelegal profession and among consumers. S,
that is a step forward, because it commits the Minister in the law to
consult. Of course, he does not have to accept any of the recommenda-
tions, but I think that is a step in the right direction. Of course, we would
have liked to have gone much further, but I would make no comment at
this stage except to recognise that as a step forward. Similarly sir, in the
case of the appointment of the Director to the Commission that is to be
established under this Bill that is to become an Act, it said that the Com-
mission with the approval of the Minister may terminate the employment
of the Director. After discussion among ourselves, it was agreed, unani-
mously, that we will say that the Commission may after consultation and
not necessarily after approval and in fact not with approval, but after
consultation with. We believe sir, that this is a concession which we
should acknowledge. So Iwishto say, by and large, in terms of the Bill
as a whole, we have worked well and the amendments I believe that
have come out of that Special Select Committee have strengthened the
Bill.

There is one area in which we could not see eye to eye at all and which
sir, I feel it necessary to bring to the attention of this House and through
this House to the wider public. That is in respect to Clauses 20, 21 and
22. Since the Report says that the Clauses 20, 21 and 22 among others
were agreed to as presented, I think, I would like to draw attention that
that should be taken in conjunction with Page 4 of the Appendix of the
Bill, which makes it clear that we of the Opposition did not support
these three Clauses.

Sir, I would like to say very briefly what our concerns are. Again, we
believe that Clauses 20, 21 and 22 are in their general trust appropriate,
because what they seek to do is to prevent abuse of dominant position
and to allow the Commission to rule against anti-competitive agreements.
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As a general principle that is accepted.

However, that there are two situations that we feel account should be
taken of'in this Bill.

The first is that where there are property rights that have accrued upto
the time of the passage of this Bill that those rights should be safeguarded,
especially in circumstances where those rights were accorded by the
State. I make a distinction between rights accorded by the State and
rights as between private persons and companies. Thereisa very sim-
ple reason why we believe that those rights should be protected. They
would have been born out of negotiations between a State and an enter-
prise and very often, one has to see it in the context of talking with
foreigners or private capital and wooing capital into Guyana. These
agreements solemnly made should not be subsequently by legistation be
undermined or the potential created in such legislation for the abrogation
of those rights given by the State. Here sir, I hope and I trust that the
Government does not intend to use this legislation to abrogate current
rights. I want to be blunt, yes I want to be blunt about it, I believe that
this is aimed at abrogating the exclusive licensing rights that GT&T has
under current arrangements. These were agreements entered into by a
sovereign State and an investor and anything done even by a subsequent
government is going to have an effect on the in image of the country and
in particular the attitude of that government towards private investment,
for no one can be sure that even if he agrees with the Government in
good faith about a contractual relationship that the government will not
subsequently use a legislative mechanism to undermine that arrangement.
Sir, for us, this is extremely important ... finterruption]

The Speaker: Are you talking about Section 22, Mr Murray? Is that
the section you are referring to?

Mr Winston S Murray: Clauses 21, 22 and 23 taken together, sir.

The Speaker: Which would be the one in relation to the point you just
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mentioned? Isit Clause 22 specifically?

Mr Winston S Murray: Look at Subclause 20 (2), for example, agree-
ments referred to include -

(o) agreement directly or indirectly fix to purchase or sell
ing prices or determine any other trading conditions,

(b)  limit or control production market or technical develop-
ment or invesiment;

(c)  provide for the artificial dividing up of markets or
sources of supply;

(d)  make conclusion of contract subject to accepiance by
other parties of supplementary obligations which, by
their natureor according to commercial usage, have no
connection with the subject of such confracts.

And under Clause 21:

(1) No person shall give affect to an exclusionary provi
sion in an agreement.

The Speaker: [ thought you were referring to Clause 22 which
provides that where the Commission determines that any agree-
ment or trade practice referred to in sections 20 and 21 is
anticompetitive, it shall serve an order on the parties stating the
reasons for the determination and requiving them. ..

Mr Winston S Murray: Yes sir.
The Speaker: 1am just inquiring for my own edification.

M Winston S Murray: You are absolutely right and it is against the
background of Clauses 20 and 21. For example, take Clause 21(1) it
says there quite clearly:
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No person should give affect to an exclusionary provision in any
agreement.

Now that is a very pointed statement and then it gaes on to say that
where the Commission determines that any agreement refereed to
in Sections 20 and 21 is anti-competitive, it shall serve and order
and to terminate So sir, I am saying that I do and I want this to go into
public record that we have no objection whatsoever to the Government
seeking to modify the exclusivity of the licence, that 1s not the issue, but
an agreement having been solemnly entered into, we believe theroute to
achieve this as has been done elsewhere is through a negotiating mecha-
mism. Unfortunately, it seems more and more as though this is a matter
that is being taken in the public domain and all kinds of statements are
made about it, rather than in closed door sessions in an attempt to nego-
tiate. So we cannot support these provisions to the extent that these
provision are intended and can be used to abrogate agreements entered
into between the State and an investor and in particular a private foreign
investor.

The other thing 1 want to say sir, is that we believe that as drafted this Bill
has serious constituiional implications for the abrogation of those rights,
for Article 142 of our Constitution very specifically protects those rights
and it talks about circumstances in which there may be, if necessary
abrogated and it talks about payment of prompt... (let me see exactly
what it says sir, so that I am not misquoted or am indulging in a misquote)
... made by a written law requiring prompt payment of adequate
compensation. So 1draw these things to the attention of the govern-
ment and Twish to say sir that ai! that I have said is mere speculation on
my part so I may be totally, absolutely wrong and I hope that that is the
case. Ifthat is the case, then Minister and through you, Mr Speaker, I
say to the Minister, T apologise. If, however, itis the case that you have
such a hidden agenda, which you have not made explicit at this time, 1
want to say that we do not agree with this backdoor way and the word
backdoor entry has been in use a lot in recent fimes, that we do not
agree to such a backdoor mechanisim for dealing with something that
should be negotiated away. So Sir, on Clauses 20, 21 and 22, the
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People’s National Congress/Reform will be unable to support the Gov-
emment in respect of this Bill. Thank you, sir. [Applausef

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Member.

The Honourable Minister of Trade, Industry and Commerce

Hon Manzoor Nadir: Mr Speaker, it was on that one occasion deal-
ing collectively with Clauses 20, 21 and 22 that we had to go to a vote
and the majority decision prevailed, but with respect to Clauses 20 21
and 22, Twant to assure that in the drafting in this Bilt over the last thirty-
six months and the final bringing to the National Assembly of the Bill, no
sinister motive was behind the crafting of Clauses 20, 21 and 22 espe-
cially with respect to GT&T.

In fact Mr Speaker, what we have in the Bill was the experiences of
Jamaica that the CARICOM dratts people relied heavily on and we wiil
see, if we look at the Jamaican legislature and the subsequent other Car-
ibbean countries that will move this same piece of legislation that would
have been repeated. 1understand the fear and the brief that could be
possibly held. I am saying possibly, 1 am not saying that beis holding a
brief for GT&T, because even last week Inoticed GT&T sponsoring
programmes forthe opposition. Solam not saying that the Honourable
Member came in here with a brieffrom GT&T, but with respect to these
particular sections, it is going to be the norm in the competition legisla-
tion that will be the model in CARICOM that these three sections are
going to be reflected.

There s, for future agreements, Section 35, which will deal with authori-
sations to provide for the public good for such agreements. In Section
35 new agreements such as the one that signed to an exclusive arrange-
ment like G&T had over land lines that that will be included.
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Also in Section 59 where there could be the possibility of other such
agreements coming under the scrutiny of the Competition Commission,
those agreements will have a specific timeframe from the coming into the
Act of parties coming to the Commission to see if these agreements
could be deemed anti-competitive. So I think there are enough safe-
guards in this Bill to ensure that the fears of the Honourable Member are
well put to rest. I also remember when we dealt with one particular
section ofthis Bill, which dealt with the possibility of this Commission
could have overlapping functions with the Public Utilities Commission,
we made the amendment that where the Public Utilities Commission has
jurisdiction, only that should have the rule oflaw in this case.

Mr Speaker, we have a very good Bill that has been amended in Com-
mittee and I now move that the Bill, as amended, be read a Third time.
Thank you.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill read the Third time and passed as amended.

ITEM 3 - MUNICIPALAND DISRICT COUNCILS
(AMENDMENTO BILL 2005 -

Bill No, 9/2005 published on 2005-06-20

The Speaker: Honourable Minster in the Ministry of Local Govern-
ment and Regional Developmen.

You may now move the Motion for the adoption of the Special Select
Committee’s Report on the Municipal and District Councils Amendment
Bill 2005 - BillNo. 9/2005.
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Hon Clinton C Collymore: Mr Speaker, with your permission, L rise
to move that the Report of the Special Select Commuttee on the Munici-
pal and District Councils (Amendment) Bili 2005 - Bill No. 9/2005 be
adopted and that the Bill be read a Third time and passed as amended.

Mr Speaker, I wish to say, at the commencement, that the Special Se-
lect Committee, which was set up was very instrumental in making the
Bill much more profound than it was when it was introduced. [Inter-
ruptionf

The Speaker: Was that due to Mr Vincent Alexander? [Laughter]

Hon Clinton C Collymore; Not really! Twant to commend the Mem-
bers on the Opposition side for being quite forthcoming and positive in
the way they approached the Bill. I do not want to give the indication
that they cooperated throughout. /Laughter] With the Honourable Mem-
ber Mr Basil Williams being in charge in the absence of Mr Alexander.,
I had a hard time getting the bill properly considered, but they did well.

Mr Speaker, the Report speaks for itself, but T just want to indicate that
the Opposition Members made some heavy weather about certain as-
pects of the Bill and I want to pinpoint two aspects. One aspect dealt
with Section 79 {a) which is a brand new section inserted in the Munici-
pal and District Councils Act and those sections dealing with the Local
Government Commission.

Sir, if you will permit me to refresh the minds ofthe Honourable Mem-
bers, this is what Section 79 (a) says:

The Minister may give instructions of a general or specific nature.
These instructions shall take precedence over any other instruc-
tions given to that officer by any other local government officer in
the Municipality.

This part amends Part V of the Principal Act, which indicates who and
who are local government officers and quoting from the Principal Act sir:
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These officers are Town Clerk, Municipal Treasurer, City Engineer,
Medical Officer of Health and Clerk of Markets.

Therefore these are the persons to whom instructions may be given ac-
cording to the amendment, if instructions are necessary. It is not that
these instructions will be given regardless; if they are necessary, then
they will be given.

Honourable Members on the opposite side at the Special Select Com-
mittee said that the Minister is engaging in an act whichis not necessary;
basically that is what they were saying, Where the Local Government
Commission is concerned, sir, there is a Local Government Service
Commission in the Principal Act, but that Service Commission was never
established. At the joint taskforce for Local Government Reform, we
discussed this matter of the Commission and we decided to call it a
Local Government Commission, to delete the word Service in the title
as obtains now in the Principle Act.

The Act does not make any fundamental changes in the Principle Act. It
just updates the Act, because we are trying to reserve any fundamental
changes as envisaged by the joint taskforce for a subsequent occasion,
but there was heavy weather made ofit. What are the changes? At the
time when the Principle Act was being passed, the Head of Government
was the Prime Minister, now the Head of Government is the President ...
[Interruption: ‘Are you sure?’] It isnot you ... and the various sec-
tions of the Act which pertain or indicate Prime Minster those sections,
those very words have been changed to reflect President. Now the mem-
bers of the opposite side are saying that if you want to make changes
make a complete change, do not tinker with it. It is not a matter of
tinkering, it is a matter of updating the Act, if the Head of Government is
now the President, it should be reflected President. So sir, a lot of sec~
tions are envisaged here; Sections 98, 97, 96, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103,
104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117,
118, 119 and 120. Sir, all these numbers pertain to the Local Govern-
ment Service Commission. We are not tinkering with it, we are just
updating i,
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Mr Speaker, let me say for the umpteenth time what is the real source of
concern of the opposition members; it is the power which is now vested
in the Commission that is being exercised by the Minister, they do not
like it. For instance, Sections 116 and 117 deal with disciplinary ac-
tions, appointments and things like that, particularly disciplinary actions,
they do not want the Minister to have all this authority. They said that the
Minster is a dictator. [Interruption: ‘You are a dictator.’{ 1 did not
make myself a dictator, they made me a dictator, [Applause] because
for twenty-eight years they had the Act and they did nothing to it. All the
powers of the Act were vested in the then Minister of Local Govern-
ment, now because the shoe is on the other foot, you are walking with
problems. Mr Speaker, basically that is it.

T want to repeat that Special Select Committee dealt with the matter in
a very amicable atmosphere, productive atmosphere and these are the
two main areas I can discern with which the opposition has a problem.
Thank you. [Applause]

The Speaker: The Honourable Member Mr Alexander

Mr Vincent L Alexander: Mr Speaker, the position of the People’s
National Congress/Reform on this Bill - the Municipal and District’s Coun-
cils (Amendment) Bill 2005 - was well articulated and well represented
in the debate in this House. Under normal circumstances, there would
be no need for anyone from this side to rise to speak on the Report,
because our position has been consistent, has been articulated and has
been recorded.

But Mr Speaker, we have been forced to speak to this Report, because
notwithstanding the fact that the Committee (I am reliably informed),
worked ina very amicable atmosphere, the Report is not altogether a
reflection of the conclusions which the Committee arrived at and I am
quite sure that my colleague on the other side the Honourable Minister
Collymore will concur with me in his usual modest and honest way. So
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Mr Speaker, I am forced to speak the Report.

Mr Speaker, there were two provisions in the in the Bill, aiready re-
ferred to in a pre-emptory manner by my colleague, which the People’s
National Congress/Reform sought to have its position recorded in a par-
ticular way. Those provisions are Sections 79 and 95. When I attended
the last meeting of the Special Select Committee, in concurrence with
the positions that had been taken by my colleagues at previous meetings,
we reiterated our concern in relation to the amendments provided for
under Sections 79 and 95 and we specifically asked at that time that our
concerns and our disassociation with the amendments be recorded in
the Report. We specifically asked for that. And what do we find in the
Report? We find that at the 11th provision of this Report, it states:

The Committee decided that the status quo of those sections
under Provisions of the Schedule which were deferred by it
were to remained as presenied in the Bill, It further decided
that those issues should be revisited after the reform process
on the Electoral System on Local Government,

Now Mr Speaker, we had, as I said earlier, specifically asked that our
position on these two provisions be recorded and if my memory bears
me right, the Honourable Minister on that occasion did indicate that in
fact he would consult with his colleagues and consult with the Cabinet in
particular, to determine whether there would be in a position to accom-
modate the proposals which we were making, and did go onto say that
if there was an accommodation, then he would make the necessary
amendments to the Report to reflect the accommodation, and if there
were no accommodation then the Report would correctly note the posi-
tion that we would have taken. Unfortunately, I am not casting blame
here, the Report has done neither of the two and that problem s also
reflected in the Minutes of the meeting, which remained unconfirmed for
good reason, because we had no other meeting since, and which will
become confirmed in a sense when this Report is adopted. The Minutes
there also do not correctly reflect what took place. Paragraph 5.4.2
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incorrectly says:

In response to a query ...

They reduced the People’s Mational Congress/Reform’s position on
important matters to a mere query.

...by Mr. Alexander, the Chairman advised that Sections 79
and 95, in addition to others were deferred, ond the Commit-
tee has agreed that the status quo of those sections would
remain as presented in the Bill under provision of the Sched
wle,

T have already refereed to what in fact was agreed. So Mr Speaker, in
that context, I would like to take the opportunity to reiterate our posi-
tions on those two provisions. On the question of the amendment pro-
posed by Section 79 {a) which reads:

The Minister may give instruction of a general or specific
nature which instruction shall take precedence gver any other
instructions given lo that officer by any Local Government
Officer in the Municipality.

We would like to make clear that we consider this an attempt on the part
of the Government to be able to superimpose decisions onLocal Gov-
ernment Authorities. Local Government Authorities are elected bodies
and notwithstanding the fact that they may not be the ones who are
involved in the exercise of national sovereignty, we feel that in which
ever sphere of operations they are empowered to be the Government
for, then it should be unfettered and the Minister should not be able to
step in at his whim or fancy and to give instructions io statutory officers,
because the officers referred to hete are statutory officers, who have
powers under the same Municipal and District Council Act. So we take
objection to this particularly, in the light of recent indications that on
simple matters pertaining to demolition offences that there had been this
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kind of action, where the Council has not been able to deliberate and
collectively instruct his officer on the way forward, but you had pur-
ported intervention of Minister to deal with a simple matter of whether
someone whose fence, a determination of which could be made within
statutory context, should be demolished or not, was demolished on Min-
isterial instruction. So the writing of the misuse of such a provision is
clearly on the wall and we cannot in any way be party to such a provi-
sion. Given the fact that when you talk about democracy and you talk
about widening the scope of people’s involvement, there is where the
local authorities are given certain powers and they should be allowed to
exercise those powers and not have Ministerial intervention,

Mr Speaker, the other proviston that we are concerned about is Section
95. The Honourable Minister has sought to explain why they have tink-
ered with Section 95, but I attended a session on legal matters only this
morning and it was drawn to my attention that legislation may become
obsolete on one hand, may be repealed on the other hand or may be in
conflict with new legislation and that in all of those instances one should
not any longer see that legislation as a source of law. Qur Constitution in
Article 78A - the amended Constitution of 2001 - has provided for:

Parliament shall establish a Local Government Commission,
the composition and rules of which empower the commission
to deal with as it deems fit, all matters related to the regula-
tion and staffing of local government organs and with dis-

pute resolution within and between local government organs.

Mr Speaker, I humbly submit that by virtue of this Article that the pro-
vision in the Municipal and District Councils Act for a Local Govern-
ment Service Commission may have been repealed, may be in conflict
with and may no longer be applicable in law. Therefore to go back to
that same provision and attempt to lift fromthe Constitution the name of
what should be altogether a new Commission and seek to insert that
name in the extant but obsolete provision, suggest that we are not quite
sure of what we are doing. The Constitution says, Parliament shall
establish a Local Government Commission. No taskforce did not
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decide that the Commission should be called a Local Government Corn-
mission, we are so instructed by the Constitution. Therefore I do not
understand what it 1s we are trying to do in the face of this provision in
the Constitution by going to the law which has been overtaken by this
new provision and tinkering with it as if we are updating it. For what
purpose is it being updated? What we should be doing is making sure
that we get on with the establishment of the Commission as provided for
under the Constitution. We can see no logic and no sense in that amend-
ment and therefore cannot in any way associate our selves with that
amendment,

So Mr Speaker, I take my seat by once again making the point that the
Committee met in an amicable atmosphere, a number of things were
agreed to, but unfortunately, whether by intent or by mission or by ne-
glect or whatever the case might be, the Report does not reflect what the
we decided should be reflected in relation to the position the People’s
National Congress/Reform on the question of Sections 79 and 95. I
therefore have no alternative but to ensure that those corrections are
placed on the record. Ithank you.

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Member
Honourable Minister Collymore, is there anything you wish to say?

Hon Clinton C Collymore: Yes Mr Speaker. Strange enough, I want
to endorse to a large extent what Mr Alexander has said. He came to me
earlier before the sitting started and he pointed an omission in the Re-
port. Ilooked at it and I agreed with his concerns, but I do not want to
fault the staff at the Committee section too much for this. If the matters
had gone to a subsequent meeting ofthe Special Select Committee, they
would have been corrected. It is a fact that I did say that the concerns
raised by Mr Basil Williams and Mr Alexander would have been put in
the Report and for some reason this was not done.

So sir, besides that I just want to mention about the Commission, there is
adraft of aLocal Government Commissionin keeping with what is in the
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Constitution and also in keeping with what we discussed at the Taskforce.
That draft was partly prepared by Mr Keith Messiah whose credentials
no one can fault, so it is there, it is just that it needs some fine tuning,
because Mr Messiah did not give us a complete draft and I do not want
to gointo that sir.

We have to get another person as eminent as Mr Messiah to do further
work on the Commission, but the Commission exists in draft and what
have assured Mr Alexander I would do in consulting the Cabinet was to
find out how the Commission would be established, if it going to be a
Commission by a simple majority of the National Assembly or whether it
is going to be a Commission entrenched in the Constitution by a two-
thirds majority. Mr Alexander, according to my memory has been indi-
cating that you are an entrenched Constitution. Well T have no such man-
date from the Cabinet and at the same time, this matter of the Commus-
sion on other things should definitely be taken on board when there is
going to be a full scale overhaul for the Local Government system. So
Mr Speaker, I agree with the point of Mr Alexander to have his con-
cerns recorded and I therefore move that the Bill be read a Third time
and passed as amended.

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Member
Question put and agreed to

Bill read the Third time and passed as amended.

MOTION

ITEM 4 - FILLING THE VACANT OFFICE OFAMEMBER
OF THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION,
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BEITRESOLVED:

That the National Assembly adopis the Sixth Report of
the Standing Committee to address matters relating fo the
appointment of Members of Commission established under
the Constitution, and signifies to the President ,the name of
Mr Earl Aloysius Welch as the person nominated in ac-
cordance with Article 200(1)(b) of the Constitution to be
appointed fo fill the vacant office of a Member of the Public
Service Commission.

The Speaker: The Honourable Minister of Home Affairs.

You will now move the Motion as set out inthe Order Paper. You may
proceed.

Hon Gail Teixeira: Mr Speaker, I wish to move the Motion standing
in my name as Chairperson ofthe Appointive Committee and read for
the House, be it resolved in the National Assembly the Sixth Report of
the Standing Committee to address matters relating to the appointment
to Members of the Commission established under the Constitution, and
signifies to the President, the name of Mr Earl Aloysius Welch as the
person nominated in accordance with Article 200 (1) (b) of the Consti-
tution to be appointed to fill the vacant office of a Member of the Public
Service Commission.

Mr Speaker, the Report that has been tabled here at the last session of
Parliament is very clear on the procedures we followed and it chronicles
the events leading up to the decision by the Appointive Committee to
support Mr Welch’s nomination. Tt also discusses the procedures that
wereused. We reverted as a Committee by agreement and it took us
until 21 February 2006 to revert to an agreement to use the same mecha-

nism that was originally used in naming the Commission members in 2003.

Therefore the three unions were written to and two of the unions re-
sponded the Public Service Union and FUGI. The Committee then dis-
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cussed the matter and on 7 March decided to recommend Mr Welch.
‘We then drafted the Report which was circulated and discussed on two
occasions and we then decided as a Committee to table our Report. So
we are very happy that we are able to do so today. We know that the
process has taken a long time and we wish this House to recognise that
the discussions went on for a long time to try and reach unanimity. I
thank you very much.

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Member

The Honourable Member Mr Mc Allister

Mr James K Mc Allister : Mr Speaker, [ rise with some measure of
concern to speek on the matter ofthe appointment of a member to fili
the vacancy in the Public Service Commission. It is my understanding
that when the Appointive Committee was established, the intention was
that it was to bring some measure of transparency to the appointment of
members of Commission and indeed the establishment of commissions.
The Public Service Commission sir, is an important Commission for which
we would require a fair measure of transparency as relates to the ap-
pointment of members.

Mr Speaker, with your permission, I wish to refer to the circumstances
surrounding the first Report from the Committee as relates to the ap-
peintment of members of the Public Service Commission. If you can
recall sir, on that occasion we had difficulties with the manner in which
the Committee or rather the Government side, having the majority on the
Committee proceeded on the matter as it relates to the identification of
members,

On that occasion we objected to what we perceived to be the creation
of a Paper Union, the Public Service Senior Staff Association, sir. A
Paper Union which did not exist before and basically we thought then
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this union was created solely to ensure that the person selected and
identified by the Government side is placed on the Public Service Com-
mission. We thought that that was not in good faith, we thought it was
really undermining what was intended with the establishment of the
Appointive Committee.

However, | note that in the Report, it is stated that the Committee on that
occasion was unanimous as it relates to the submission of the names of
Mr Leslie Melville and Dr Kissoon. I wish for the record to say that on
that occasion we objected to the procedure used. However, the Gov-
ernment then used its majority and proceeded to appoint the two Mem-
bers, because as you know sir, the matter of the Public Service Com-
mission merely needs a simple majority. I was informed that the Com-
mission was established and the Commission was functioning. Subse-
quently, we were informed at the leve] of the Committee that Mr Leslie
Melville had tendered his resignation for personal reasons. Mr Speaker,
this resulted in a very, very strange behaviour on the part of the Govern-
ment’s side and we want to put this in the public domain because this is
something for the Constitutional Review Committee. Mr Melville by let-
ter indicated that he had resigned.

However, we still had at the level of the Committee members from the
Government’s side say to us that they do not know that a vacancy exists,
and so we have this long debate as to whether a vacancy existed and
who should signify that a vacancy exists. We wrote the Office of the
President and we got a reply, not confirming that the vacancy existed. I
must say this Mr Speaker, it is only on the occasion when the Govern-
ment’s side did not have the majority at the meeting, we were able to
have a consensus that we should proceed on the basis of the letter that
the Committee had in its possession that a vacancy existed. So this may
be something that we would want to look at, because this seemsto be a
gray area, because onthat occasion I sensed that the Government’s side
had no interest in filling the vacancy, since the union had already indi-
cated who it would like to replace Mr Leslie Melville. Mr Speaker, we
then proceeded to consult. On our side, there was a point of view that
was put forward that it would appear that Mr Melville having been a
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nominee by the Public Service Union ... maybe we should approach the
Public Service Union for another nominee. The Govemment’s side disa-
greed. They said that we should consult-with all three unions. We raise
the issue then that theoretically we have the situation where both persons
could be from the Paper Union, anyway again the Government used its
majority to proceed to consult with all three unions and we have nomi-
nations from FUGI and from the Guyana Public Service Union. Now it
is at this point we encountered serious difficulties.

Mr Speaker, at this point the Government’s side proposed and 1 noticed
at the first meeting that the Honourable Minister of Home Affairs said
that the matter was delayed in an effort to arrive at consensus. There
was no such delay to arrive at consensus as relates to the nominees,
because on the deadline date for the submission of the nominees the
Committee met and on that very date the Committee proceeded to identify
the person in what manner?

It was proposed by one of the members that we go to the vote, we have
two nominees, we go to the vote, We found this to be very, very unac-
ceptable, because we said earlier that the Appointive Committee was
intended to raise the quality; it was intended to add transparency and we
had a similar request, We said to the Government’s side, if the Parlia-
ment received nominations from two organisations, the minimum the
Parliament can do, is to request information about those persons. Let us
ask for their CVs, let us investigate their background. Inthese days of
drug lords, the Parliament cannot just take two names and decide that
we will vote on the names. So we were saying basically to the Govern-
ment’s side that let us do a simple check, let us look at the credentials of
the persons and on the basis of the qualifications, background and com-
petence of the person, the Committee can make an informed decision as
to who it will suggest to the National Assembly to be the person to
replace Mr Leslie Melville. I thought that that was a reasonable position.
However, the Government’s side was of the view that the best way to go
was to have a vote, so on the very day we recetved the names, there
was a proposal for a vote at the level of the Committee and [ wish to say
that it was a partisan vote whereby the nominations and the vote on this
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issue was basically only supported by the Government’s side.

Inote that the Report makes no mention of the fact that thisis a partisan
proposal. It makes no acknowledgement of the fact that there was a
proposal for a different procedure to be used in selecting or in identifying
the person.

Now Mr Speaker, I said at the beginning that the establishment of the
Appointive Committee was intended to lend transparency and, indeed,
to improve the quality of the Parliament in the way in which it goes about
its business.

Lregret to report that my time as a member of the Appointive Committee
has caused me to conclude and as it relates to this Committee, this ob-
jective has not been achieved. 1 must report that it would appear that
there is gross abuse of the entire process by the Government’s side
whereby it would appear that we have an extension of Freedom House
sitting under the guise of an Appointive Committee in the Parliament with
Members of the Opposition just sitting there to observe. There was no
attempt to rationally discuss the nominations. There was no attempt to
justify why you want one candidate as against another. There was no
attempt to accommodate even a view and when the Opposition Mem-
bers attempted to raise the issue to have a discussion, so that there can
be a general understanding as to why the Government’s side would fa-
vour one candidate against another. Even that the Government refused
to do, even to explain why they would want one candidate as against
another. The Government refused to do that and the Honourable Minis-
ter of Health in his normal style moved the motion, let us go to a vote.
Well the government has voted and they have brought this Report to the
National Assembly. I note it is claimed that it is a Report of the Standing
Committee to address matters relating to the appointment of members
of Commissions. I wish to say Mr Speaker, that in theory it is a report
fromthe Committee, but in reality it is a report from the PPP/C and it
could have very well been a document emanating out of Freedom House
crafted by the boys down there, because this is the reality and this is the
situation.
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Mr Speaker, the PNC/R therefore finds it very difficult to support this
Report. We find it very difficult to lend support to the conduct of the
Government as relates to the Appointive Committee and we will at the
appropriate time make the necessary recommendations to the Constitu-
tion Review Committee to have the purposes of the Appointive Com-
mittee reviewed, because we believe there are major loopholes and the
Appointment Committee is not achieving the objectives it was intended
to serve. 1thank you. [Applause]

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Member
Honourable Member Mrs Holder

Mrs Sheila VA Holder: Mr Speaker, I rise reluctantly to attempt to
clarify some of the misrepresentations that I hear taking in this House this
afternoon.

As a member of this Committee, I have to say unequivocally that the
Honourable Minister, Chairperson of the Commuttee has on many occa-
sions exhibited a great deal of patience and willingness to ventilate the
issues. Itis for this reason that T am extremely surprised to hear my
Honourable colleague, sitting a stone’s throw away from me, make the
kind of presentation that he did a while ago. For that reason, I believe
that [ have no other choice but to dissociate myself from his comments,
[Applause] because I have no association with the People’s National
Congress/Reform and 1 resent the idea; I resent the comments that there
is a member of that Committee that I have taken instructions from Free-
dom House. /Noisy Interruption]

The Speaker: Allow the Honourable Member to speak please. Hon-
ourable Members, you are interrupting the Member on the floor, can1
ask you to please show some courtesy to the Honourable Member and
allow her to speak.

Mrs Sheila VA Holder: Mr Speaker, first of all, T would like to deal
with the issue of the Public Service Union, writing the Appointive Com-
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mittee to inform us that a Commissioner Mr Melville had rendered his
resignation.

The Honourable Member Mr Mc Allister, appeared to conclude that the
Appointive Committee should have taken instructions from the Public
Service Union and I disagree.

I thought that we did the proper thing by writing officially to the Public
Service Commission to ascertain the accuracy of that notification from
the Public Service Union, It is the normal procedure, it is the proper
procedure and I do not see the occasion to create a contention over
such a procedure.

The second point that he made relates to the appointment of a gentleman
that I consider to be a decent gentleman in this society in which we
operate. Mr Aloysius Welch was one of the two nominees presented to
the Appointive Committee and contrary to the Member’s comments, I
ascertained the nature of the gentleman’s character and I can find noth-
ing that wilf cause me to be alarmed. In addition to that, the gentleman
was also nominated the first time the Appointive Committes sat to con-
sider appointing members to the Commission.

Mr Speaker, 1 know that we arein the silly season of electioneering, but
it is very clear to me that the one opportunity that the members here had
to secure the appointment of their favoured member was lost. What the
Honourable Member did not say is, on the occasion on which he re-
ferred that the decision was taken, there was only one member from the
PNC/R present out of four. Ifthey were there, their votes alone could
have gotten their favoured member appointed, but they were not present.
In addition to that the Honourable Member walked out.

Mr Speaker, I believe that the work of the Appointive Committee has
been conducted in the appropriate manner. Mr Speaker, [ can find no
fault with the process and I participated virtually in every meeting, and I
can say nothing is wrong with the process. So on that reason, Mr Speaker,
I support the appointment and the Report. Ithank you. [Applausef
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The Speaker: The Honourable Member Mr Williams

Mr Basil Williams: Ifit pleases you, Mr Speaker, unfortunately I rise
to disagree with the Honourable Member who just spoke.

As to the procedure adopted by the Committee, as a newly appointed
member to that Committee, 1 found that the approach in appointing and
filling the vacancy in the Public Service Commission atrocious, to say the
least. I am simply disappointed in the process used and in the indecent
haste which attended the appointment. [Interrupfion]

The Speaker: Honourable Member, please be careful with your lan-
guage, this is a different place to any place else, words like atrocious
and indecent are not words that are used in this place. We have chil-
dren, we have students, we have all sorts of people listening to the de-
bate. I am sure you would not want any ofthe children in school to be
following this type offanguage. Ithank you.

Mr Basil Williams: My humble apologies. Mr Speaker, just to illus-
trate and to add on what the Honourable Member MrMcAllister said
on this side. The entire regime that was adopted in the case of these
appointments really was geared towards more or less arriving at con-
sensus in determining membership to these commissions, so that if one
has recourse to Article 200 relating to the Public Service Commission.
The Public Service Commission inter alia should consist of six members
to be appointed in the following ways and we go to:

Article 200 (1) (B)

two members appointed by the President upon nomination by
the National Assembly after it has consulted such bodies as
appear to it to represent public officers or classes of public

officers.

Mr Speaker, you just had a historical account as to what happened on
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the last occasion in Constituting the Commission, but I have with me
here Form 3 of the Trade Union Certification of Recognition Regula-
tions 1999 and what purpose the certificate issued to the recognised
majority union and this was issued on the 16 May 2000 to the Guyana
Public Service Union as the recognised majority union in respect of
workers employed by the Government of Guyana Public Service Man-

agement to which workers in the Public Service appointed by the Public
Service Commission. So Mr Speaker, there is no doubt as to the stand-
ing of the Guyana Public Service Union in terms of the Public Service
workers. It is the pre-eminent union and it is the contemplation of the
framers ofthis Constitution that such a union should have a representa-

tive on the Public Service Commission, because they have thousands of
workers. Now why do I say that Mr Speaker? If you look at the
correspondence issued at the last occasion and even now inrelation to

the filling of this vacancy ... IfI might respectfully refer to this Honour-

able House to aletter dated 24 February 2006 to the General Secre-

tary (Acting) of the Guyana Public Service Union and penned by our
own Maurice B Henry, Head of the Commiittees Division, captioned
Filling of the vacant office of the member of the Public Service

Commission and in this letter inter alia it was said, the Committee wishes
to advise you that it has involved the Federation of Unions of Govern-
ment Employees and the Public Senior Staff Associationin this process.

It therefore encourages the Guyana Public Service Union to collaborate
if and where possible with these two bodies on the selection of the per-

sons. The Committee’s encouragement of collaboration among the three
bodies will also be conveyed to the Public Service Senior Staff Associa-

tion and the Federation of Unions of Government Employees. Let us,

for example, cancel out the Senior Staff Association Mr Speaker, be-

cause at Page 4 of the Report Paragraph 4.3 says, the Public Service
Semior Staff Association did not respond to the Committee’s request to
submit a nominee. So there is no question of any collaborationin that

regard, but Mr Speaker, what T'wish to show you is the time span that

was adopted by this Committee to fill a vacancy so important in the

context of our society.

Let us begin with the first letter on 9 April 2005. That letter was the letter
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sent by the General Secretary of the Public Service Union when the
Appointive Committee purporting to inform them of the vacancy. The
Honourable Member Mr McAllister told you what happened there and
how long that dragged out.

Then on the 31 May 2003, another reminder was sent to our Committee
speaking to the filling of the vacancy.

It was on 24 February 2006 that this letter was then sent by the Com-
mittee to the Union, inviting them to nominate a person to fill the va-
cancy.

On 3 March 2006, the Union submitted Mr Yarde’s name. Mr Yarde’s
name was submitted since 9 April 2005 and that name had met with all
kinds of problems on the Government’s side. There were all kinds of
queries as to whether as head of the Union Mr Yarde could possibly sit
on the Public Service Commission and all of that, but there was no limi-
tation stated in the Constitution as to which member a union could nomi-
nate to fill a vacancy to sit on the Public Service Commission. There ts
no limitation and no disqualification. So the union again in response
submitted Mr Yarde’s name and this was on 3 March. So we are talking
about a turnaround of a week. The letter ofinvitation sent to the Union,
GPSU responded by 3 March. Mr.Speaker, that letter which could
encourage collaboration certainly must recognise that three Unions are
involved they would need tot talk to each other and also that the Com-
mittee would need to see any evidence of any collaboration. Nothing
whatsoever about collaboration was submitted to the Committee, so
what T want to say is, on 7 March the decision was made to appoint Mr
Welch in circumstances where the PNC/R’s representative had walked
out; in circumstances where it was only a two-week span; it took a two-
week spanto fill this vacancy in the Public Service Commission. That
could not be right Mr Speaker, because why would you on one hand
speak to collaboration and on the other you did not afford the parties
the time to consult and collaborate as to who should fill the vacancy. But
then you go to the very next meeting, because it was the very next meet-
ing after the letter was sent, you decided that you are going to select Mr
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Welch.

Now the Honourable Member spoke of Mr Welch as being a decent
man, et cetera. 1 do not know anything indecent about Mr Welch and 1
do not want to get into problems with you again, Mr Speaker, with the
word indecency. What is relevant about that statement is what is found
in this letter of 24 February 2006. These two paragraphs do not inhere
in the very first letters in this connection in 2003, This is what the Head
of the Committees Division is admonishing the Public Service Union to
address inter alia, the process, the procedure used to select the person
must be demonstrated to be unbiased and transparent and it is important
that the Committee be informed of the process procedure actually used
for the selection. That is what our Committee purported to tell the PSU,
that they must inform the Committee of the process of procedure used
to select the person and that it must be demonstrated to be unbiased. 1
do not know how we could go into the internal affairs of a private indi-
vidual union.

in the next paragraph, the person selected by the union must be a person
who is competent to contribute positively to the work of the Commis-
sion and who is committed to ensuring that he discharges all his func-
tions. He or she should have earned public respect and be of unques-
tioned, unblemished, honest integrity.

Now if the Honourable Member who voted for Mr Welch is saying that
Mr Welch s a decent man sir, by implication could it not be said that the
other contender Mr Yarde was not considered to be in that category?
In the first place, what accounts for this departure from the very first set
of letters sent in the previous process that never had anything? So what
isimportant isthis, when the first letter was sent in 2003 no nominee was
known, now this letter on the 24 February 2006 was sent, a nominee
was known, So it was unfair, so Mr Yarde was not given a chance to
have his name properly considered by our Committee and I do not know
if this word would also be rejected Mr Speaker, but I consider it re-
spectfully a travesty of the process, Ttis a great travesty of the process.
There was no proper deliberation, the whole process took two weeks
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when the last one took almost a year and one half, there was no evi-
dence of receiving any evidence of collaboration on the part of the un-
ions. In fact, one union clearly said they were disinterested and the
result is that the pre-eminent union in the Public Service, who with thou-
sand of members, is unrepresented.

Mr Speaker, respectfully, I am contented that this is just another win-
dow, another insight into the attitude of the Government towards the
Trade Union Movement; its attitude towards unions whose views do not
necessarily coincide with theirs and who are not necessarily malleable.

For example, you look at the Trade Union Recognition Bill that had
been proposed, this type of arrogance that is coming out and the atti-
tude towards the Unions is not in keeping in what is contemplated by the
Constitution. How could you now justify not having the pre-eminent un-
ion represented onthe Public Service Commission?

Mr Speaker, it is in this context that the People’s National Congress/
Reform will find itselfboth unable and unwilling to support this Report
that is being presented in Parliament today. Thank you, Mr Speaker.

[Applause]

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Member

The Honourable Minister of Health

Hon Dr Leslie S Ramsammy: Mr Speaker, like the Honourable Mem-
ber Mrs Sheila Holder, I also refuctantly stand up this afternoon to speak
on this Motion. Certainly, Mr Speaker, T support the Motion as pre-
sented by my colleague the Minister of Home Affairs, Minister Teixeira.

I'stand here to also clarify a number of issues raised. Mr Speaker, this
Committee, like other Committees, is restricted in a sense, because there
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are few ofus serving in many Committees and there is difficulty in at-
tending all the meetings that we have to attend.

This Committee perhaps more than any other Committee suffers from
attendances and I am glad this afternoon that the Honourable Members
Mr Basil Williams and Mr McAllister stood up to speak, because I think
this Honourable House and the public should have an opportunity to
look at who is representing their interests. And if you look at attend-
ances, you would see, for most of the meetings the PNC/R’s Members
on this Committee are either absent or one of them would show up.
Very rarely would you have more than one member, very rarely.

Mr Speaker, I want to refer to the meeting of 7 April, because I chaired
that meeting of the Special Select Committee. At that meeting, the one
PNC/R’s member that showed up was Mr Mc Allister, who showed up
late and promptly informed the meeting that he has to leave and at 3:30
p.m. and he did leave. As Chairman, I was not aware whether he was
leaving as announced or he was walking out of the meeting and that is
the God’s truth as to what happened at that meeting.

Mr Speaker, this Committee has suffered through its life from the fact
that members are absent and then they show up and they want to revisit
decisions that were taken previously. I think it is unethical and Taccept
that not all of us can attend all of the meetings, but I can vouch that like
other members I am a very busy person. But there are few meetings of
this Committee or any other Committee that I have been absent from,
because I take my work seriously, All of us represent the people of this
country in this Assembly and we need to take it seriously. And when we
cannot attend a meeting, we must allow those who are present to carry
onthe work. It is absolutely unfair, not only on the members who attend,
but for the people of this country that their interests are deferred, be-
cause people don’t find it convenient to attend.

The Standing Orders are quite clear that meetings can be carried on as
long as there is a quorum. The decisions of the Appointive Committee
have been done at meetings at which there have been quorums. [think
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that it is only ethical, it is also legal that people should respect the deci-
stons that our Comumittees make, We sit collectively and we make deci-
sions collectively, when members are absent then they abrogate their
responsibilities to this House and to the people of this country. [Ap-
plause] And they must not cometo this House and self-righteously speak
as if they are being railroaded. They abrogated their rights to participate
and I want to commend all those persons, who took the time to come
out and participate, giving of all of the efforts that they can in order to
serve this House and in order to serve the people of our country. Mr
Speaker, [ would like to address other Committees too, but at an ap-
propriate time. I can say this that if we do an attendance of every Com-
mittee in this House all that I have served on I would rank on the very
top of those who attend meetings, any one of them and I challenge any
member of this house to look at attendance of Committees.

Mr Speaker, we had a process to follow, the same process we fotlowed
the first time around and it came to this House and was unanimously
supported. It is the same process that we followed. I am happy today
that we can fill the vacancy. Before I take my seat Mr Speaker, I was the
one on the Appointive Committee the first time around that nominated
Mr Melville and he was unanimously supported. I want to publicly, on
behalf of the colleagues on this side of the House express our gratitude
to Mr Melville for the work he did and wish him well. I want to also
publicly, if this House is to approve the Appointment of Mr Welch, to
wish him well. Thank you, Mr Speaker. [Applause]

The Speaker: Honourable Minister of Home Affairs.

Hon Gail Teixeira: Mr Speaker, it would have been nice if maybe our
friends from the other side, from the PNC/R had not tried to get into
detail, because the evidence of the Committee is there for all to see and
anyone to see are the minutes. I believe, it is very dishonourable to call it
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Freedom House Committee or a Committee that is controlied by the
Government. This is dishonourable.

The Honourable Member Mrs Holder has been one of the most consist-
ent and helpful member of the Appointive Committee and therefore I
think this type of approach is wrong.

However, let me just say a couple of things. The Report is there as other
speakers have said and the accusation of transparency and haste and all
these other things used. How can the Committee be accused ofhaste,
when this issue was before it from 5 April by the letter generated by the
Public Service Union on 4 April 2006? In other words, almost a year to
the date, because 9 April the Union wrote us in 2005 and 4 April 2006
was the final decision amended report was presented in this house, on
entire year. And if the Committee were to be criticized of anything, it is
not of haste, but of taking an awful long time to deal with thisissue. In
fact, I expected the criticism that we were slothful onit; in fact what we
are being accused of'is a certain type of speed.

Mr Speaker one of the problems in the Appointive Committee, which
my colleagues Hon Dr Ramsammy and the Honourable Member Mrs
Holder onthe opposition side have also made. One ofthe problems for
the Committee that we have been having with the representatives of the
PNC/R is that of very poor attendance and when a person attends and
agrees to the decision, at the next meeting another member comes and
challenges that decision of a member of his own party has agreed to in
the Committee. Mr Speaker, we have been going round in circles, when
the poor Honourable Member Mr Allen, at a meeting on the Women
and Gender Equity Commission, agreed to ask for the report, agreed to
table it, and then afterward the whole issue had to be reversed and then
we came to this laudable House and we lost the vote, because it re-
quired two-thirds majority, to great confusion to the women of'this country
to set up a Constitutional Commission.

So too on the issue of the Public Service Union, on the issue of the filling
ofthe vacancy in the Public Service Commission, this Committee, as the
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Honourable Member Mrs Holder correctly pointed out, could not act
on a letter from the Union. It had to get information from the Public
Service Commission that a vacancy existed. The decision ... in Decem-
ber we discussed this issue between June/July and then we broke for
recess, we came back in December and met and the whole issue was ...
we only metin December ... [Tnterruption: ‘Why?’]1am onthe floor
... the discussion took place where we tried to find the solution on it. It
had been going on June/July/ December. We decided that there were
different proposals that were made in terms of reverting back to the
other persons who were nominated in the 2003 process, because the
alternate with Mr Harmon for the PSU and Mr Welch who was the
representative of FUGE. So Mr Welch’s name was also in the 2003
selection process. When we finally took the decision after much discus-
sion in which the Honourable Member Mr Williams said that he would
study the matter and come back with an opinion and all of these things of
which we waited several meetings for. On 21 February 2006, this body
- the Appointive Committee - made the following decision and I quote
fromthe Minutes of 21 February:

Mr Williams informed the Committee that he had since re
viewed the process and was satisfied that the Committee
should adopt its original process which was to go back to the
original mechanism, go back and consult all three unions.

At that meeting, the decision was taken to write all three unions, PSU,
FUGE and the Senior Public Servants Staff Association - 21 February -
the deadline was given in March. We met in 28 February and we waited
for the meeting of 7 March, where two nominees came in, they were Mr
Yarde from the PSU and Mr Welch from FUGE The Senior Staff Asso-
ciation’s letter came in after the deadline declining to name anybody,
declining and that letter was received and discussed by the Committee
on 4 April meeting. So there was no attempt to throw all sorts of confu-
sion in by my Honourable Colleague Mr Mc Allister across the floor,
that somehow this mystical illusion was influencing the decision, was not
afactor at all.
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We had asked for bio data, Mr Welch’s bio data was already in the
Committee’s possession from 2003. Mr Yarde’s submission from the
union did not include his bio data.

Mr Speaker, this Committee cannot be held to ransom in terms ofits
inability to make decisions. On the issue of filling a vacancy, it is put to
this House for a decision. The Committee sat and took after 7 March,
the meetings of 21 March, 28 March and 4 April.

Again, our colleagues, the absentee rate of the first speaker on the PNC/
R’s side Mr McAllister is something that he and his party may wish to
address. But Mr McAllister out of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 meetings from
December last year to now has attended only one meeting. Mr Williams
has attended some meetings. Mr Ivor Allen on 7 March, the date de-
cided upon for us to make the decision, poor Mr Ivor Allen alone was
there for his party. [Interruption: ‘Why are you calling Mr Allen
poor?’], because he was there alone fighting your battle and then you
have other members counteracting what he does in the meeting. The 7
March meeting had three members of the PPP/C, one for PNC/R and
one for GAP/ WPA. The decision from the Minutes was taken and the
Minutes were not corrected subsequently. The Minutes read as follows:

the nominations were raised for Mr. Welch, Mr. McAllister did
not make a counter nomination, he did not even nominate Ms
De Haarte.

He then left the meeting ... it is now called the walk-out, it was left the
meeting ... and at that point the Commitiee declared Mr Welch nomi-
nated and duly nominated,

Ido not mind criticisms, but let the criticisms deal with the process and
the matter be an ethical point of view.

This Committee cannot function in this unwieldy manner. Mr Speaker,

we have tried our best I wish to assure you as a Committee to overcome

differences and in some times really, really stretch the patience of every-

body. We have tried our best, we have tried to meet the concerns, the
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Committee by a majority decision, we have never had a meeting when
there was never 2 quorum. I wish to assure you Mr, Speaker, we would
never dare do such things, but as Committee, we have to move on. We
have other business in the Appointive Committee which we are trying to
conclude in time, but they are caught up in the same problem that we are
going around in circles. We think we have made a decision and then we
come back and repeat to go over it again. We areregurgitating the same
thing over and over again.

So Mr Speaker, I ask your indulgence to allow us to proceed on the
issue of this Motion on the Sixth Report before the House and the sup-
port of the nomination of Mr Welch to the Public Service Commission. [
thank you. [Applause]

The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Members.

Question put and agreed to.

Motion carried.

YOUMAN NABI GREETINGS

I wish to express good wishes to all out Islamic Members of the Na-
tional Assembly and I am sure on your behalf, you would like me to
express the National Assembly’s good wishes to all Muslims of Guyana.
Thank you very much,

Honourable Members, this brings us to an end of our business for today.
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The Honourabie Mimister of Parliamentary Affairs

Hon Reepu Daman Persaud: Mr Speaker, I wish to move that the
National Assembly be adjourned to Thursday, 13 April at 14:00h.

The Speaker: The National Assembly is so adjourned.

Adjourned Accordingly at 15:55h
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