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REPORT

The Privileges and Procedures Committee receivednglaints against Senator
J.L. Perchard following the broadcast of TalkbackBB.C. Radio Jersey on 25th
March 2010.

Members of the public complained that Senator Retih response to questions put
by an outside caller, and his subsequent discussidth the programme’s presenter,
constituted a breach of paragraph 5 of the Cod€miduct for Elected Members
which states that'Elected members should at all times treat othemrhers of the
States, officers, and members of the public wigpeet and courtesy and without
malice”.

Having considered a transcript of the programme, @ommittee had regard for
Standing Order 156(2) of the Standing Orders ofStades of Jersey and agreed that,
as the complaints were not anonymous, frivolougatteus or unsubstantiated, and
did not concern the words or actions of an electenber during a meeting, an
investigation would be carried out in accordanch \8tanding Order 157.

Senator Perchard attended a Committee meeting tmAtil 2010 to discuss the
matter in accordance with Standing Order 157 aedntketing heard a recording of
the section of the programme concerned. The Comenitbted that the Senator had
addressed remarks directly to a caller and PPCedgthat the words which it
considered a breach of the Code were —

Senator Perchardt think you’ve probably got too much time on ydwnds. | think
like many of the people who are unemployed or orfite you would really be better
off getting a proper job and not having so mucketion your hands to develop and...”

And “... | was not talking about everybody that’'s unenyeld or people on invalidity
benefit. | was talking about [NAME].”

The Senator advised that he would continue to stgnthe comments which he had
made during the programme. The Senator consideieddmments to be robust
political debate. He maintained that in his opinibivould be beneficial for many
people who were unemployed or on benefits to fimdkwin as much as he meant that
comment generally, he stood by it and said thavtnvdd stand by it again.

The Committee considered this but then noted tleSenator went on to say that he
had not been making a general comment about ungeglpersons or persons on
invalidity benefit but that his comments were diegcspecifically at one individual.

The Committee heard from Senator Perchard thatinderidual in question had
himself made comments publicly which had had aimemtal effect upon the Senator
and also upon employees of the Health and Soci&icgs Department while he was
Minister. The Committee noted that the situatiorstexi that a member of the public
who was politically active was able to make pulsiienments about a States member
but due to the Code of Conduct, the States memizer not necessarily able to
reciprocate. The Committee was therefore mindexjtee that there should be a level
of mitigation, but maintained that the comments endoy Senator Perchard were
nonetheless unpleasant, personal and inapprofmi@eublic arena. The Committee
also noted the Senator’'s intention to make robwditigal comment in a general
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manner but agreed that this could have been codveyea more effective way,
perhaps by expanding on his reasoning for makieggémeralised comments and in
that way the tone of the comments would have beterhcommunicated to the radio
audience.

The Committee therefore concluded that there had bebreach of paragraph 5 of the
Code of Conduct for Elected Members. The Committeald remind the Senator and
all members that the purpose of the Code of Conduidt assist elected members in
the discharge of their obligations to the Statbsjrtconstituents and the public of
Jersey and that all elected members are requimea;dordance with Standing Orders,
to comply with this Code. The Committee acknowledtfeat dealings with members
of the public are not always straightforward, butimains that members have an
inherent duty to treat members of the public wébpect, and if this is not possible to
avoid situations of confrontation.

The Committee therefore determined that a reporthancomplaint be presented to
the States so that all members could be reminddéaedimitations placed on them by
the Code of Conduct in dealings with members of gbblic. The Committee also
acknowledged there might be occasions where menfibensl it difficult to respond
within the bounds of the Code and that it mightoeeeficial to include this issue as
part of future induction training and member suppor

The Committee noted that ill-chosen remarks by meenber can have a detrimental
effect on the public perception of States membergerally. The Committee resolved
that there had been a breach of the Code of Comdhacthat the Senator’'s words were
both unpleasant and personal. The Committee cassidhat this falls below the
standards expected of a States member and wouwidavig repetition most seriously.
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