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DRAFT ANNUAL BUSINESS PLAN 2012 (P.123/2011): SEVEN

AMENDMENT

PAGE 2, PARAGRAPH (e) —
After the words “for 2013 and 2014” insert the werd

“except that the indicative total of net revenueenditure shall be
increased in 2013 by £1,840,000 and by a similar su2014 (uprated as
appropriate for inflation) to fund the introductiofithe payment of rates
on all public land and buildings (which are curhgréxempt from both
foncier and occupier rates in accordance with hgsicl7 and 18
(respectively) of the Rates (Jersey) Law 2005)hait seeking to
recover such payment from the Parishes”.

CONNETABLE OF ST. HELIER
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REPORT

Connétable A.S. Crowcroft of St. Helier:
Very quickly, should the States pay ratfisdughter]

Senator P.F.C. Ozouf:

Ideally, yes, because there is an unfairneflsaughter]

Hansard, 11th December 2008 (Election of Ministerfireasury and Resources)

In 2004 the Policy and Resources Committee wasupdesi to include in the
landmark Report and Proposition ‘Machinery of Goweent: relationship between
the Parishes and the Executive’ (P.40/2004) the@qwal to investigate the States’
liability to rates. The Committee agreed to lodge @mendment to their own
proposition, with the following accompanying report

“The report and proposition of the Policy and Reses Committee on the
relationship between the Parishes and the Executaglodged “au Greffe”
on 9th March 2004. The Committee has since recewaddable feedback
from the Connétable of St. Helier, and as a corsecpl it would like to
propose an amendment to part (e) of the proposigtating to the proposed
review of the States land and property portfolio.

In paragraph (e) it is proposed that “the Financeé Bconomics Committee

should be charged to undertake a review of theeSti&nd and property

portfolio in order to bring recommendations to States regarding the States’
liability to rates”. The scale of this task shoulot be underestimated, but the
Committee accepts that it would be helpful to setlemdline for these

recommendations to be placed before the Assembly.

An assessment of the work involved in this reviaedicates thaa deadline of
July 2005 would be reasonable, as this will allow sufficietine for
consultation with interested parties and for comsition of the various
options referred to in paragraphs 65-69 of the Ciitaais report. It is
anticipated that this will be a high-level revieduring which a general
assessment would be made as to the extent of tineated States liability to
rates, should the States ultimately decide to puthis option. It is not felt
that it would be appropriate at this stage for tbe@ew to make a detailed
assessment of the rateable value of every Statggipy, as this would be a
costly and time-consuming exercise, and it wouldobemature to carry out
such an exercise until such time that the States had the opportunity to
consider the recommendations of the review.”.

P.40/2004, as amended, was approved on 25th Mag. Z00 19th July 2005, the
Finance and Economics Committee presented to #itesStheir Report: ‘Parish Rates:
the States’ liability’ (R.C.56/2005) in which, atthgh they shied away from firm
recommendations, the following statements were made
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“...the disproportionate location of States propeiitieSt. Helier, St. Saviour
and St. Peter creates significant costs for thameslies and the Committee
would like to address this issaes a priority (my italics)... The Committee
will undertake to providéirm recommendation@ny italics) with regard to the
States Rates Liability when the Island-Wide Rate haen introduced and
assessed and the economic effects of the Fiscate§yr are more clear. The
Committee anticipates that this will be possithlging 2007(my italics).”.

In Question Time in January and March 2006, the idfien for Treasury and
Resources gave assurances that this matter woyddobeessed, and he agreed that it
would be advisable to set up a working group tosperthis matter further if ‘firm
recommendations’ were to be made the following y&aring the debate on the
Strategic Plan in June 2006, the Minister repehiedssurance —

“I confirm now for the benefit of the doubt of tidnnétable or anybody else
that | will now be setting up that working grouptin the next 3 months with
the aim that we will, in fact with the commitmenihat we will be able to
come back by 2007 with firm recommendations. | ulke that is an
undertaking which I am happy to give.”.

A Working Party was set up under the Chairmanshighe Assistant Minister for
Treasury and Resources (Deputy J.A.N. Le FondréSbfLawrence), with the
following terms of reference —

. (to establish) whether there is merit in the Stgtaging Parish and
Island-Wide rates, or some equivalent payment, espect of its
properties;

. if so, what the financial impacts would be on that&s;

. if the States should seek to defray these ana, ihaw this could be
achieved;

. the options for defraying these costs and the impac parishes,

ratepayers and/or taxpayers.

The Working Party concluded its work in August 20@hnh 13th May 2008, the
Minister for Treasury and Resources lodged ‘Pafdtes: the States’ liability’
(P.68/2008), including the Working Party’s repataan Appendix. The Working Party
gave 4 reasons why the States should pay rates —

“4.1 Proposal 1 — that the States, like other ratepes, should be liable
for both Parish Rates and Island Wide Rates ontalkir properties.

(@ The Working Party is of the opinion that thisurcse of action is the
correct one for the following reasons:

« The States should pay rates on an equity basis
The States operates as a competitor with the tprisactor in the

provision of certain services, for example officecifities,
management services, grounds maintenance, etcoBinaiuding an
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equivalent to the rates charge met by a privat®secganisation, the
States’ operations are artificially subsidised.

« The States should recognise the full cost of occupyg
property for comparative purposes

The lack of a rates charge skews comparisons miitrate sector
service providers and public sector bodies in th& When
benchmarking on performance indicators.

« The States should recognise the full cost of occupyg
property to improve strategic decision making

By not recording the full cost of occupying pragperthe States are
hampered when making decisions on property usage.

« The States should pay Parish rates to meet the coset
Parish service provision

Parishes incur costs associated with the occupatidouildings that

are normally recovered through rates. In particutae Parish of

St. Helier faces an opportunity cost of foregortesavhen the States
takes possession of a building that was in the apgivsector

(e.g. Morier House), without any reduction in treifh cost base.

+ The States should pay their share of the Island WelRate

The States, by not contributing to the IWR, regsiia higher level of
contribution from the parishioners of all Parishds®an would
otherwise be the case. A commensurate States lmatidn would

provide scope for a reduction in the rates demanfitech all

parishioners.”.

The Working Party further recommended that theeStahould absorb the additional
cost involved in the payment of rates, except wisereh costs are part of a charge
recoverable from service users.

“4.2  Proposal 2 — that the additional cost to theates in meeting their
rates liability should be contained within existin§tates budgets,
except where such costs form part of a service veh@wsts are
recovered in the form of charges to end users.

(a) In the United Kingdom, local and national gaweent buildings are
liable for National Non-Domestic Rates, subject n@andatory or
discretionary relief, and the resulting costs amrnbby those
organisations as part of their annual budgetaryirement.

(b) The Working Party considered that, as an odigwi principle, total
public sector revenue take (taxation and ratesyldhaot increase and
that the States should seek to absorb the additawsds within its
approved future funding envelope.
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(© The Working Party was of the view that the Stategribution should
not be offset by a commensurate increase in thé&ibaton to the
IWR, which would have a ‘neutral’ impact on Stat@sances.
(my italics)

(d) Where those costs form the basis for the regghaf a service whose
charge is limited to cost recovery (e.g. car paykiplanning fees,
etc.), such costs should be passed onto the emdtaseaintain a
‘level playing field’ position when comparing Stateservices to
comparable services provided by the private sector.

(e) The proposal will have a distributional effbetween ratepayers and
taxpayers but it should not increase aggregate igubkctor
expenditure (i.e. the combined expenditure of thateS and all
Parishes) above that required to provide the ctitessl of services.

() The Working Party did, however, acknowledgettbach Parish has
the autonomy to determine whether the States tmioh was
reflected in full as a reduction in rates chargedparishioners or
employed to provide additional services. Ultimatehys would be for
the relevant Parish Assembly to decide.

(n) The Working Party recognises the competing riai@ pressures
within the States. The cost of implementing thesgpgsals is not
included in the current States forward financiatetast, but the
Working Party considers that this should not, gelit be a reason to
delay implementation.”.

However, the Minister proposed instead that théeStahould pay only Parish Rates,
and that they should claw that money back througjreater ‘contribution by the
Parishes’ to the IWR. Ratepayers in St. Helier tm@ lesser extent in St. Saviour
would have benefited from such an arrangementthmitother parishes would have
been worse off. States Members were effectivelpdasked to require the ratepayers
of 10 or 11 parishes to pay more in order thatrtepayers of one or two parishes
should pay less. The likely outcome of the debatd®8/2008 was clear, as an oral
guestion put by Senator Norman on 13th May indatate

In addition, the proposition displayed a fundamketaak of understanding of the
operation and interrelation of the Parish RatesthedWR, in seeking to request the
States to increase the contribution by the Parithéise IWR, as the Parishes do not
contribute to the IWR — they collect it on behdltle States.

Thus, the Minister ignored the Working Party’s n@toendation that the States pay
both Parish rates and contribute to the IWR. If phimciple was accepted that the
States should pay rates — and the Minister appearacktept this in the first line of the
final section of his Report (‘Proposal’ — page @here was no reason why the States
should be treated differently from any other owaewoccupier of land. After all, the
States should operate on a level playing field wlith private sector: yet under the
Minister’s proposal, the operator of a private sithfor example, would have had to
pay Parish Rates and the IWR at the Non-domest#t kit a school run by the States
would not.
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The Minister’s response to The Working Party’s megls on page 4 of P.68/2008
was contained under the heading ‘Counter positfonitself a curious phrase in this
context when we recall that this Working Party wasup by the Minister himself and
staffed by the Treasury and Resources Department® short paragraphs, the
arguments in which can be summarised as follows —

According to the Minister, the States paying rates

. ‘achieves no net efficiency gain to the wider paisector’;
. ‘has a marginal increase in overall administratiosts’;
. ‘(will impact) on service provision’.

The first point can be rebutted by referring to tkeommendations of the Working

Party: States’ service delivery is artificially sidised, cannot be properly

benchmarked with local private sector or UK pukkctor service delivery, and States
decision-making on property usage is hampered byfdht that the full costs of its

property holdings are not taken into account. laseel efficiency will be one result of

the States paying rates, because it will enableStaes property portfolio to be

managed more effectively and with more realisteeasment of revenue budgets.

The second point is debatable — surely the infdonatystems in States departments
can manage to remit an annual rates payment? QheitMinister mean ‘negligible’
rather than ‘marginal’?

The third point raises the all too familiar speatt@ich confronts anyone who suggests
that departmental revenue budgets should be trimfadseveral years now, and in
spite of dire predictions of service cuts, Statepasitments have shown themselves
able to make efficiency savings, and there is rasor to think that further savings
cannot be made. In any case, if there are — argdidvie the Working Party showed
this to be the case — good reasons for Statestdep#s to fulfil their obligations by
paying rates, it is no more acceptable for theeSt&h object, than it would be for a
private business to do so.

Perhaps aware of the paucity of these argumengsMinister proceeded to spend
3 paragraphs playing the centuries-old politicatktrof trying to drive a wedge

between the Parish of St. Helier and the rest eflshand: if the States were to pay
rates, the Minister argued that St. Helier woulddsi in relation to other parishes,
which would be inequitable. The Minister appearedfdrget that for decades the
ratepayers of St. Helier bore an unequal propoxtiathe burden of welfare payments,
with the equalisation of the payment for non-nativelfare only occurring in May

2006. Addressing ‘the position of St. Helier’ waseoof the objectives of P.40/2004:
‘Machinery of Government: relationship between Bagishes and the Executive’, and
the Working Party chaired by the then Deputy ohilyi accepted that it was unfair
that St. Helier ratepayers funded a range of pudtenities including toilets, parks,
gardens, street-cleaning and litter-bin emptyinghini the Parish, the majority of

which are funded out of general taxation where they provided elsewhere in the
Island. It is the predicament of St. Helier rategraynowthat is inequitable, not the

prospect of their being the main beneficiarieshef $tates paying rates.
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The Minister concluded his ‘Counter position’ wighfurther arguments which he
appeared to believe reduce the States’ obligatigray rates —

. Direct investment in St. Helier by the States (ergclamation
schemes) increases the rates paid to that parish.

. Public sector activity in St. Helier leads to irmsed trade for small
businesses and hence ‘a higher level of rates.take’

The first point omits the obvious quality of lif@mrsiderations for St. Helier. The
impact of the La Collette reclamation scheme onrdsdents of Havre des Pas, in
particular, is incalculable in cash terms, butéhisra much larger question to be asked
of how the quality of life of town residents sueirom the concentration of States’
development, or ‘direct investment’ as the Ministatled it: traffic impacts, noise
nuisance, air quality problems, to name but a fEve effect of increased rates income
is to lower the amount per quarter, or ‘penny rétat is required to meet the Parish’s
expenditure. Increased development in St. Heliewmaencreased rates income, but if
that exceeds the cost of the extra services ratjuinere is no windfall to the Parish
but a lower Parish rate will be set. Is it so verpng for St. Helier ratepayers to nurse
the hope that the disbenefits of their situatiofi i at least partly offset by their
paying lower rates than Islanders living in lesghly developed parishes? Over the
past decade, the States of Jersey has been kemmdoose and implement policies
which concentrate development, traffic, noise,eter@, in St. Helier — how can they
propose to deny this parish the rates income thaeeded to maintain high levels of
service and, if possible, to lower the rates paidSh Helier ratepayers in relation to
those paid in other parishes?

It is worth noting that despite the equalisatiomafive welfare payments achieved in
2006 by the creation of the IWR, St. Helier rategrayin 2011 still pay among the
highest parish rates in the Island (only St. Ouath Erinity are higher; 6 parishes are
lower).

The Minister’s second point makes no sense athahe is no link between increased
trade for small businesses and the amount of ek Or does the Minister mean
that increased economic activity will lead to tmeation of more businesses? If that is
the case, the second argument is the same asdhertfi is similarly flawed.

The last section of the Report to P.68/2008 retlitneghe supposed inability of States
departments to pay rates. Ministers have knowrsdone considerable length of time
that it was feasible their departments would becdiatde to pay rates, and should
have been planning accordingly. They had a cleaerstrom the Machinery of
Government Reviews long ago as 2004°.40/2004), and a report by the Finance and
Economics Committee the following year; at thagstanore time was bought by the
claim that the issue of the States paying ratesdaoot possibly be debated until the
‘economic effects of the Fiscal Strategy (are) eand the IWR debated, accepted
and implemented.” One year later, in 2006, theeStadopted my amendment to the
Strategic Plan requesting thBtm recommendations on this matter be brought
forward later that year. Subsequently, the MinigefTreasury and Resources set up a
working group and committed to bringing forwdidn recommendations one year
later, in 2007. The Working Party’s proposals wacaually completed in the summer
of 2007, and the Council of Ministers should havaduded the matter in their work on
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the 2008 Business Plan, even if there appearsv® l@en no hurry on the part of the
Minister to bring forward hi§rm recommendationsas agreed in the Strategic Plan.

If one accepts the findings of the Working Partgis-the Minister said that he did,
albeit ‘broadly ... on an equity basis,’ on page #isfreport — there is no good reason
for delaying any further the implementation of iWerking Party’s recommendations.
The Minister cited ‘already pressured States spgndmits’ as a good reason for
further delay, but | suspect that if the Statedddoide that they simply cannot afford
to pay the rates which the Working Party (set upthey States) advised are due,
owners of businesses in Jersey (some of which geoservices in competition with
the States) will protest at unfair competition, Mhindividuals struggling to make
ends meet in the current economic climate will dexlthat they cannot afford to pay
rates either!

The effect of this amendment, if approved, is that
. the States will have to pay both Parish and IsMfide Rates;

. the States will be unable to simply claw back e tParishes a
commensurate amount to offset Parish Rates, btésSteepartments
will have instead to make efficiency savings, e fees where
services are provided, and, where necessary, seekased revenue
budgets;

. the States will have to pay their rates bills inl20and 2014, in
common with the rest of the Island’s businesseshaudeholders.

There are no manpower implications in this amendmEhne financial implications
have been estimated by the Treasury Departmerg #1(840,000, and a similar sum
in 2014 (uprated as appropriate for inflation).
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APPENDIX 1
States’ Questions31st January 2006

2.1 Connétable A.S. Crowcroft of St. Helier of théMinister for Treasury and
Resources regarding progress with the States payirfgarish Rates on property in
public ownership:

In R.C.56/2005 regardind?arish Rates: the States’ liabilitythe former Finance and
Economics and Committee identified that: “there istrong argument that the States
should pay rates”, there was an unfair burden erraé Parishes at the present time,
and that the issue should be addressed as a ypnwith “firm recommendations”
being made in 2006; would the Minister indicate tragress, if any, is being made?

Senator T.A. Le Sueur (The Minister for Treasury ard Resources):

I am not sure where the Constable has found tlezeeée to firm recommendations
being made in 2006. | have searched R.C.56 andonbnfind a reference in the
concluding paragraph to an anticipated date of Z008uch recommendations to be
presented. However, by way of reassurance, | cafirgothat it is still my intention
to bring forward firm recommendations at that tiove the possibility of the States
paying rates on its properties. If they read elsreh Members will find in the
executive summary, the words: “In the interestsfadfness and transparency, the
Finance and Commerce Committee supports the argushéime States being rateable
on all its properties. In recognition of the indgucaused by the current exemption
and the severe financial constraints placed bySthées, the Committee puts forward
its preferred option for funding this potential diity. The Committee believes it
would be unwise for the States to make a firm recemdation with regard to funding
until the economic impact on the fiscal strategy elearer and the Island-wide rate
debated, accepted and implemented. The Committekike to issue this R.C. as a
preliminary consultation document in respect of weey forward.” | remain of that
opinion. At the present time, while the Island-wid#te has been debated and
accepted, its effects, particularly on busineskasge not yet been fully evaluated.
Similarly, aspects of the fiscal strategy remaidlenreview. By the end of this year,
there should be much greater clarity in both thassas enabling proposals to be
considered in light of full information. In conclog, | reaffirm my support of the
conclusions of R.C.56/2005 and it is my intentiorbting recommendations as stated
in 2007.

2.1.1 The Connétable of St. Helier:

| apologise for the typo. It is, indeed, 2007 anhdhould have been in the question.
Notwithstanding that, if the Minister is to bringrivard firm recommendations next
year and given that the conclusion promises prelmyi consultation, would it not be
advisable for the Minister to invite Members of t@emmittee of Constables and
other interested parties to form a working groups thear in order that firm
recommendations can be brought forward next year?

Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

Yes, Sir, | am perfectly happy to meet with the @énof Connétables but perhaps
that would be premature at this stage until tharclmpact and the effect of the non
domestic rate has been evaluated by them.
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2.1.2 The Connétable of St. Helier:

Sorry, Sir, clarification. | did ask whether the riiter would be prepared to form a
working group involving the Committee of Constabdesthat firm recommendations
could be brought forward next year.

Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

I think it is more than a Comité of Connétablesasathe report suggested there are
also matters of fiscal implication and economic licgdion. | would be happy to form

a working group which would include the Connétalidesother people would also be
needed on that group as well.
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APPENDIX 2
Debate on States’ Strategic Plan 2006 — 2011 (P 2006) 22nd June 2006

1.12  The Greffier of the States (in the Chair):

| put the amendment, so those Members in favowdaoipting it as amended kindly
show. Against? The amendment is adopted as amewdedome now to the second
amendment in the name of tBennétableof St. Helier. | will ask the Greffier to read
that amendment.

The Deputy Greffier of the States:

After the word “appendix” insert the words: “Accefitat (1) in commitment 6
outcome 6.1 after action 6.1.3 insert the followargions. 6.1.4 bring forward firm
recommendations on the possibility of the Stategngarates on its properties in
2006.”

1.12.1 The Connétablef St. Helier:

Members will be delighted to learn that we are todhave this evening, or we do not
need to have this evening, a debate about thesStaieng rates. We possibly could
even finish the strategic plan this evening perhagsause of that. | see that Senator
Ozouf has brought in a glass of water and he vallmeed it because the Council of
Ministers has proposed an amendment and | unddrsta certain comfort is to be
given to me by the Minister of Treasury and Resesithat we are indeed, as said in
the Finance and Economic Committee’s paper lastr, ygaing to have firm
recommendations in 2007 for the States to pay m@téss properties. My request for a
working group to be set up to progress that isgdaken forward this year. So, | am
happy. My only concern really is that in the commen this second amendment
lodged by the Council of Ministers they say that #olution to the problem, and it
clearly does present a problem, has got to bermagtal to the tax payer, and | do not
think it is right at this stage that we prejudge tlutcome of that study. Who knows
what solutions the study is going to come up wih2 having said that, Sir, | am
pleased that we seem to have reached an accotgeamgbse the amendment.

The Greffier of the States (in the Chair):

Is the amendment secondg@2conded]There is an amendment in the name of the
Council of Ministers. The Greffier will read thanhandment.

The Deputy Greffier of the States:

In the proposed new action 6.1.4 before the words2006” substitute the words
“by 2007”.

1.12.2 Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

This is really an obligation to be placed on theaBury and Resources Minister and
so | am happy to speak to it. | am grateful for @@nnétable of St. Helier and the
position that operates between these benches anbehches which enables me to
deal with this fairly quickly. | said in answer lbam earlier that | would be setting up a
working group once the full impact of the new ratew had been assessed. The
Connétable of St. Ouen yesterday gave details ef hfeakdown of the rating

assessment and | confirm now for the benefit of dbebt of the Connétable or
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anybody else that | will now be setting up that kitlng group within the next 3
months with the aim that we will, in fact with teemmitment, that we will be able to
come back by 2007 with firm recommendations. | ulngke that is an undertaking
which | am happy to give. The Connétable is hagpgdcept that undertaking and on
that basis | would like to propose the amendment.

The Greffier of the States (in the Chair):

Is the amendment secondefBconded]Does any Member wish to speak on the
amendment to the Council of Ministers? Deputy Bogck

1.12.3 Deputy A. Breckon:

| would be delighted if the Minister of TreasurydaResources could tell me the
difference between in 2006 which is the end of yhar, | would presume, and by
2007. Could you tell me what the difference is?

1.12.4 Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

By 2007, it is vague and it does not say by whae da 2007. However, | think the
spirit of this is we are going to go on ahead \ititas quickly as possible. | maintain
the amendment.

1.13  The Greffier of the States (in the Chair):

I put the amendment to the Council of Ministers.o3¢n Members in favour of
adopting it, kindly show. Any against? The amendmgmdopted. Does any Member
wish to speak on the amendment of the Connétabdenasded? If not | will put that
amendment as amended. Those Members in favourogiting it, kindly show. Any
against? That amendment is adopted as amended.
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APPENDIX 3
States’ Questions13th May 2008

3.6 Senator L. Norman:

This morning the Minister lodged the propositior6& which, if adopted, would
require the States to pay Parish rates but thidduoel balanced by an increase in the
Island-wide rate. This would mean the rate payé&iStoHelier would be significantly
better off, the rate payers in St. Saviour wouldnterginally better off and the rate
payers of the 10 other Parishes would be signifigamorse off. Does the Minister
consider this to be fair and equitable?

Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

The issue of the States paying Parish rates is siiple matter as the report of the
working party makes quite clear and there is, andhe hand, the desire for equity
that the States would be treated just like any roffteperty owner. The reality is,
Senator Norman rightly says, that it will shuffletrevenue and expenses around and
that there will be certain winners and certain feseThat is a decision which
ultimately this House will have to make, Sir, ardhttis why | have lodged the
proposition for discussion and in due course thegdowill decide whether this is a
good idea or not.

3.6.1 Senator L. Norman:
The Minister did not answer my question. Does hesiter his proposition and the
effect of his proposition to be fair and equitable?

Senator T.A. Le Sueur:

On the one hand, yes, Sir, and on the other hamdjLaughter] It replaces one
inequity by another potential inequity.
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APPENDIX 4
Debate onVote of no confidence in the Council of Ministerslst and 2nd July 2008

7.1.5 The Connétable of St. Helier:

But | would refer Members to the failure of the t8&ato grapple with several long-
running issues surrounding the inequity of the way Parish of St. Helier is treated.
Of course it might be wrong to blame this CounéiMinisters for that because this
has been going on not only for decades, but fortuces. | was particularly
disappointed that the Treasury Minister hoped tititering and delay would mean
that the issue of the States paying rates on dpepties could be quietly buried and
when he finally brought forward a proposition whiads Members will know, was
almost designed to failure, that of course has heen withdrawn despite my having
spent quite a lot of time on it, on amending it &sdppose that might come back next
year or the year after. | think that is one exanuflehe inequity of this important
Parish in the Island that gives me concern, bugrothembers will be aware of, under
the former Deputy of Trinity, David Crespel, the ehimery of government review
recommended that the position of St. Helier be esklrd as a priority and several
issues around the Parish’s position simply haveoreh met ...

1.13  Senator F.H. Walker (The Chief Minister):

| was very grateful for the contribution from theortStable of St. Helier. | am

particularly pleased that he identified a numberissiues in St. Helier where the
Council of Ministers have been supporting initiagvin terms of street cleaning, safer
St. Helier, et cetera.
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APPENDIX 5
Election of Minister for Treasury and Resources11th December 2008

2.1.16 Connétable A.S. Crowcroft of St. Helier:
Very quickly, should the States pay ratfistughter]

Senator P.F.C. Ozouf:
Ideally, yes, because there is an unfairnedt aughter]
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