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States of Deliberation 
 

 

The States met at 9.30 a.m.  

 

 

[THE BAILIFF in the Chair] 

 

 

PRAYERS 

The States’ Greffier 

 

 

EVOCATION 

 

 

 

Billet d’État XXII 
 

 

3. Alderney Airport Runway Rehabilitation – 

Debate continued 

 

The Greffier: Billet d’État XXII, Article 3, the continuation of the debate. 

 

The Bailiff: Greffier, Deputy Brouard arrived while you were in the process of calling names. 

Deputy Brouard, is it your wish to be relevé? 5 

 

Deputy Brouard: Please, sir, thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: We will mark you as also present. 

I will turn to the President of the Committee if nobody wishes to speak.  10 

Deputy Queripel. 

 

Deputy Queripel: Sir, thank you.  

In this speech I will be speaking in general debate as well as on the amendment. (The Bailiff: 

Excellent.) And even though I will be doing that, my speech will not be anywhere near as long as 15 

the hour-long speech the Chief Minister made when he opened the debate.  

Starting with the amendment, Deputy Burford and Deputy Soulsby are trying to get us to do 

things the right way round. It makes perfect sense – extremely unusual, when one looks back at the 

history of the Guernsey States, because we have never really taken into consideration the bigger 

picture when we debate issues, because we always debate them in isolation. That is a point that 20 

Deputy Murray has made several times when he has spoken in debate in this Chamber.  

Of course having said that, the Government Work Plan seeks to prioritise issues we need to 

address and we are all putting great faith in that. The GWP, of course, is referenced in this 

amendment in 1.1 in Proposition 1.  

In his opening speech, the Chief Minister spoke about an ideal world, a world of wonder, a world 25 

where children tell their parents and grandparents how excited they are about Christmas. He 

referenced his five-year-old granddaughter telling him she was really excited about Christmas and 
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that she told him every word from the Christmas nativity play she was involved in. He said it was 

lovely to hear about all that but it was a world of wonder, it was not the real world. Sir, I respectfully 

disagree with Chief Minister. Christmas is part of the real world, whichever way you look at it. As far 30 

as millions of people are concerned, a world of wonder is really worth holding on to. If you lose 

touch with the world of wonder then you lose touch with your lust for life. And if you lose touch 

with your lust for life, you lose touch with your sense of wonder, then your childhood dreams and 

then you truly are a lost cause; so that is why I disagree with the Chief Minister.  

He also referenced in his opening speech, I told him at our Christmas lunch yesterday, several 35 

years ago when I was with a former partner, one Christmas we had lunch and all the family were 

there and all they did was bicker and it got worse as the afternoon went on. The reason I mention 

that is because, in his opening speech, the Chief Minister also said that the States of Guernsey are 

a family. Families bicker. We fall out with one another!  

We bicker quite a lot in this Chamber and we differ in our views. My great fear is, come the end 40 

of this debate, some of my colleagues will have fallen out with other colleagues because of the way 

they voted. I do not understand that because that is taking things personally. We should be doing 

things professionally in this Chamber at all times.  

Now, I have got a terrific relationship with our colleagues from Alderney but I have had lunch 

with them States’ days many times. So will my voting against Option C+ put an end to that terrific 45 

relationship? I certainly hope not because I really do not want to lose them or anyone as friends. I 

hope they see my decision as professional and not personal.  

The reason I will be voting against Option C+ is because I have never been, and never will be, a 

supporter of the ‘build it and they will come’ approach, (A Member: Hear, hear.) which is why I will 

never vote in favour of extending Guernsey’s Airport runway (A Member: Shame.) or in favour of 50 

spending £90 million plus on a marina in St Peter Port Harbour.  

I do not need a report from anyone. I do not need a report from York Aviation to tell me what I 

am supposed to think. I am quite capable of thinking for myself. I do not need anyone to tell me 

how to think. I have been elected to think for myself and make a decision come the time to vote. I 

do not need any experts to tell me how I should vote because even experts get it wrong. I could, in 55 

fact, cite several examples where experts have got it wrong. Suffice to say it was experts that built 

the Titanic and we all know what happened to that. It sank on its maiden journey with the loss of 

many lives, yet experts said it would never sink.  

Just to elaborate a little bit more on that point, sir, staying with the issues of ideals, you asked 

us at the States’ Christmas lunch yesterday to keep the ‘goodwill to all men’ festive spirit alive at all 60 

times during this debate. (A Member: Hear, hear.) It was a heartfelt plea, sir, and I am sure all of us 

resonated with it, but I think it might fall on deaf ears at some stage in the heat of debate. I certainly 

hope not.  

Actually, going back to what was said in debate yesterday, at times when Members spoke they 

were getting towards being personal, moving away from professional, which was extremely sad to 65 

see and hear and witness, because I see no reason whatsoever for any Member of any States’ 

Assembly to make personal comments.  

Now yesterday, when he spoke on this amendment, my very good friend, Deputy Vermeulen, 

said he wanted to focus on what we need to do to support Alderney. He was not interested in 

discussing what was going to happen to our runway here in Guernsey or what was going to happen 70 

to Aurigny. He wanted to focus specifically on what we need to do to support Alderney. What he 

was saying was he did not want to focus on the bigger picture. That was of no interest to him. 

 

Deputy Vermeulen: Point of correction, sir. 

 75 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Vermeulen.  
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Deputy Vermeulen: Whilst Deputy Queripel is a very good friend of mine, I am extremely 

interested in what we are doing to Guernsey’s runway but, sir, I made the point that this debate is 

about Alderney’s runway so please do not misquote my words. I am very interested in the bigger 

picture but I am also interested in sorting out Alderney’s problem which they have right now with 80 

their runway, which needs fixing, and their terminal, which needs replacing, and their baggage 

handling, which needs modernising and that needs to be addressed in the here and now, sir.  

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Before you resume, Deputy Queripel, I simply remind all Members that, when raising 85 

a point of correction, it is to correct a misleading or inaccurate statement. It is not an opportunity 

to repeat what has been said previously as if it were a second speech.  

Deputy Queripel to continue please. 

 

Deputy Queripel: Thank you, sir.  90 

So what I heard yesterday when Deputy Vermeulen spoke, was he said quite specifically, ‘I am 

interested in what we are supposed to be doing to support Alderney right now’. What I took from 

that was that anything else should be put aside for the moment. He spoke against the amendment, 

so what he did was he spoke against doing things the right way round. That is the way I picked it 

up.  95 

So, with that in mind, I want to focus for the moment on the issue of extending our runway here 

in Guernsey because it is mentioned in this amendment. I am a great believer in looking at the 

bigger picture. I will be voting against extending our runway here in Guernsey, if that ever gets laid 

before us, because I believe in doing things the right way round and the right way round to me 

would be to go out to tender to airline companies and say, ‘We are thinking of spending millions 100 

of pounds of taxpayers’ money to extend our runway and we are looking for a low-cost carrier to 

bring hundreds of thousands of tourists into our Island every year for at least the next 20 years. 

Would you be willing to sign that contract of guarantee?’ And the reason, of course, I think that is 

the right way round is not only would we recoup the costs but we would make a huge profit should 

everything go to plan.  105 

When I said all of that in the previous Assembly, former Deputies, the late Jan Kuttelwascher and 

Joe Mooney said, ‘Don’t be ridiculous. No airline company is ever going to sign that contract’, 

whereupon I said, ‘That is why I will never agree to extending to our runway’ because it is too much 

of a gamble without a written guarantee that a low-cost carrier is willing to commit to that 

undertaking.  110 

Sir, when my good friend, Deputy Inder, spoke yesterday, he spoke against the amendment and 

it sounded to me that he was saying the sky would fall in and the world would come to an end if 

the amendment succeeds; but the world will still be here long after we have all departed this mortal 

coil.  

Now, my good friend – I have got a lot of good friends at the moment in this Assembly, sir; I do 115 

not know if I will have by the end of the debate (Laughter) but my good friend – Alderney 

Representative Roberts, always enjoys my referring to song titles and song lyrics in my speeches – 

and I know that because he has told me on several occasions. I am not going to disappoint him in 

this speech. I am not going to just refer to one song; I am going to refer to four (A Member: Agh!) 

because it is Christmas and I am giving him his Christmas presents.  120 

I am going to start with a song that Deputies Trott and Soulsby were singing when we returned 

for the afternoon debate on the previous debate in November on Friday. They were singing a song 

that was a huge worldwide hit for King in 1985. It was called Love and Pride and there is a line in 

that song they were singing over and over that really struck me, that line being: 
 

That’s what my heart yearns for now.  

 

Sir, as all of my colleagues know, I have an extremely problematic back due to the fact I have a 125 

fragmented disc at the base of my spine which is extremely debilitating to say the least and it is so 
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painful sometimes that even the strongest painkillers do not take the edge off the pain. So getting 

to the issue of what my heart yearns for, I yearn for a back that does not have a fragmented disc at 

its base. What has that got to do with extending the runway at Alderney Airport? It has got 

everything to do with extending the runway at Alderney Airport because what I am talking about 130 

here is a difference between a want and a need. Not only do I want a back that does not give me 

so many problems but I could say I need a back that does not cause me so many problems. But the 

reality is my back causes me problems every day of my life, every minute of every day of my life. So, 

I have to manage it and that is the other thing. You get –  

I give way to Deputy Oliver. 135 

 

Deputy Oliver: Thank you, Deputy Lester Queripel.  

Does the Alderney runway not give them problems every day for every year of their life with the 

Alderney runway because they never get planes in and out on time, very regularly?  

 140 

Two Members: Hear, hear. 

 

Deputy Queripel: It does indeed and it can be repaired. It does not have to be extended. Does 

Alderney need its Airport runway to be extended in order for the Island to survive? I do not believe 

it does. Does it need a new terminal and fire station and runway that is fit for purpose? In my view, 145 

it does. 

Which brings me to my second song, my second Christmas present for Alderney Representative 

Roberts. It is a song written by Mick Jagger and Keith Richards in the late 1960s and it is called ‘You 

Can’t Always Get What You Want’. There is a line in that song that goes like this: 
 

You can’t always get what you want but if you try sometimes you just might find you get what you need. 

 

‘You just might find …’ – you might find – ‘… you get what you need’. So –  150 

I give way to Alderney Representative Roberts, sir. 

 

Alderney Representative Roberts: Thank you, Deputy Queripel. 

What we need is a decent air service. Very often we are down to one aircraft. It impacts on the 

sick, it impacts on the travellers and it impacts on 65% of the passengers who originate from 155 

Guernsey. If we do not have a longer runway these aircraft are going to have to be replaced and at 

what cost on top of that are you already spending on the refurbishment? All we want is a decent 

service and if we do not have a longer runway we are going to have to buy new aircraft. Nobody 

has mentioned that cost. 

 160 

Deputy Queripel: Sir, where there is a will there is a way.  

As I was saying, the line ends by repeating the, ’You just might find you get what you need’. 

There is no guarantee you get what you need but you can manage, as I manage my back and 

millions of people with hidden disabilities and visible disabilities manage every day of their lives.  

I am staying with the issue of people being allowed and having every right to have different 165 

points of view. I am going to move on to my third song which was a song that was a huge worldwide 

hit for Thin Lizzy back in 1977 entitled ‘Don’t Believe a Word’.  

Every Member of this Assembly has received emails from residents of Alderney saying exactly 

that. One email is headed, ‘Whatever they might tell you, the majority of people in Alderney do not 

believe a word of what we are being told by Bailiwick politicians’. We received another email from 170 

Mr Roger Dadd, who also had a letter published in the Guernsey Press so I am not revealing any 

confidential information here. Mr Dadd, as we all know, set up Guernsey Airlines in 1978 which 

operated services to Manchester and Gatwick for many years. Mr Dadd was also the founder of 

Channel Islands Air Search and he lives in Alderney – at least he has a house there.  

He told us in his email that he still flies his own plane between Guernsey and Alderney on a 175 

regular basis and he said in his letter in the Press, ‘It makes no sense at all to extend Alderney’s 
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runway, not only in terms of the work required to extend the runway, but in terms of the costs well 

exceeding the figures that are being quoted.’ He said there would also be a very substantial cost to 

be borne every year, maintaining a runway which has to meet CCA requirements. And he said with 

losses incurred of over £6 million a year in running our ports, surely to do something which increases 180 

the deficit is most unwise.  

Finally, another email from a resident of Alderney, who I will not name because I think it was 

sent exclusively to Members of this Assembly, said, ‘The big guns led by Deputies Ferbrache and 

Roffey, are spearheading a drop-in here in the Island on 17th October to promote their proposals 

and we want to make it abundantly clear to all of Guernsey’s Deputies there is a very strong and 185 

active opposition to their plans’. (Deputy Gollop: No.) Deputy Gollop said no, sir, but maybe he did 

not get that email, but I am pretty sure I saw that it was sent to States’ Members’ Distribution Group.  

Which brings me on to my fourth and final song. In 1979 there was a song in the charts entitled 

Sound of the Suburbs by a group called The Members. There was a line in that song that went like 

this –  190 

I give way to Alderney Representative Roberts, sir. 

 

Alderney Representative Roberts: I was just waiting for that, Deputy Queripel. 

At a drop-in in Alderney – the couple of drop-ins that were done – the presentation with States’ 

Members and with Aurigny and explained the whole case, 80% of Alderney public support it; at 195 

least 80%. The gentlemen that you quoted who says in an email to you, ‘We don’t need it’, okay, 

but he is from the past and he has got his own private aircraft. I do not have that. The sick and the 

travellers and the people who want to get to Alderney do not have their own private aircraft so his 

comments, to me, remain invalid. 

Thank you. 200 

 

Deputy Queripel: Sir, I applaud Alderney Representative Roberts for fighting his corner the way 

he is. I would be doing the same.  

Anyway, going back to the song by The Members, called Sound of the Suburbs, the first line of 

the song goes:  205 

 

Same old boring Sunday morning 

Old man’s out washing the car.  

 

Now, what the young guy singing that song obviously did not take into consideration is that his 

father, who was outside washing the car, had a totally different view to the view of his son because 

the father could have come back with, ‘It’s the same old boring Sunday morning. My son is in bed 

with a hangover yet again. He’ll stagger down the stairs about 3 o’clock, slump down on the couch 

with his head in his hands and ask his mum to get him a cup of coffee and some painkillers’. Two 210 

different people in the same scenario, the same scene, with two totally different viewpoints.  

There are two sides to every story; two sides to every argument. So the link to that song, sir, 

being, as with every issue, Members of this Assembly have been in communication with those 

people who support extending the runway and with those who are against extending the runway; 

and it is us, the politicians, who make our judgement call come the time to vote. And you know you 215 

are going to upset somebody, you know you are going to please some and upset others. If you 

cannot stand the heat get out of the kitchen. That might be a song, actually. I will look into that. 

Now, for some of my colleagues, sir, this will be a difficult decision to make, but it is not for me 

because I am not a supporter of the ‘build it and they will come’ approach, especially when we are 

talking about sums of this magnitude.  220 

When we do talk about sums of this magnitude I always listen very closely to what my good 

friend, Deputy Trott, says when he speaks. (Deputy Trott: Very wise!) (Laughter) It is very wise 

because he is the voice of experience. He has been spearheading finance here in the Island and on 

the international stage for several years, and was once Treasury Minister as well as Chief Minister, 

so we really do need to listen to his words of wisdom.  225 
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So, moving towards a close, as I said earlier, I mentioned several colleagues by name in this 

speech who I consider to be good friends. I sincerely hope we remain good friends even though 

some of us have different views. Surely we can leave our disputes and our views at the door when 

we leave and be professional. I want to carry on going to lunch with my colleagues from Alderney. 

I do not want to lose communication or contact with any one of my colleagues –  230 

 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Sir, point of order. 

 

Deputy Queripel: I give way. 

 235 

The Bailiff: Point of order, Deputy Kazantseva-Miller. 

 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Rule 24(5). I mean it has been 25 minutes and I think Deputy 

Queripel is crossing into general debate on many points. (Interjections) 

 240 

The Bailiff: But, with the greatest of respect, Deputy Kazantseva-Miller, he said at the outset 

that he was going to speak in general debate as well so he is foregoing his opportunity to speak at 

that time. 

Deputy Queripel to continue please. 

 245 

Deputy Queripel: Thank you, sir. 

As I say, I am moving towards a close. In closing, I want to come back to the amendment and 

read part of a sentence from the explanatory note that absolutely nails the whole issue in my view. 

That sentence reads as follows:  
 

… the fate of Guernsey’s runway and … Aurigny, must … be debated before a final decision is made on whether to 

lengthen Alderney’s runway, in order to avoid the risk of a situation arising where Alderney could be left without a carrier 

at all, or where the cost of securing one is prohibitive.  

 250 

So that comes across to me as ticking all the boxes and doing everything in the right order and 

I will support any motion that seeks to do that because we really do need to break free from the 

culture of the States over the decades where we work in silos. We talk about joined-up government 

and it sounds good and when it comes to the time to actually attain joined-up government we do 

not go down that route. We do not look at the bigger picture. It is absolutely vital we look at the 255 

bigger picture, not only on this occasion but every occasion.  

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Le Tocq. 

 260 

Deputy Le Tocq: Thank you, Mr Bailiff. 

I am going to try and keep my comments centred on the amendment that is currently in play in 

order to reserve my right to speak later on if necessary.  

Back when Deputy Roffey spoke yesterday, he said something that I very much agree with and 

that is that this amendment seems to be a combination of lots of other little bits; different elements 265 

that perhaps to the uninitiated are difficult to understand how they connect together and I would 

agree with that. But I think it is important – and this is why I support this amendment – that we do 

see things in the bigger picture, as Deputy Queripel has just referred to and alluded to Deputy 

Murray saying that so often; because contrary to what Deputy Vermeulen says, decisions that we 

make on one issue with regard to whether it is capital or whether it is revenue running costs of 270 

servicing a particular capital investment in the future, inevitably have an effect on other parts of our 

services and what we are mandated to provide.  

It is my belief that all of the parts that are alluded to in the amendment have a symbiotic 

relationship together (A Member: Hear, hear.) and they affect one another and that is why, if we 
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continue, sir, to make decisions based on, ‘We are just talking about this at the moment’ and we do 275 

not look at the implications for other issues, we will end up in a very difficult position and sometimes 

foolishly shoot ourselves in the foot in terms of financial and proper opportunities, because the 

consequences can be worse that we anticipated. I will go on to that a little bit later, particularly in 

this context. 

I do not believe you can use one argument for the runway in Alderney and use a different 280 

argument for the runway in Guernsey. There has to be certainly some overlap. I know that STSB are 

not saying that they are proposing Option C+ because of a desire to see economic growth. Both 

Deputies Roffey and Parkinson have already said that; they would be pleased to see that if it does 

happen but they are not using that argument.  

But it seems to me from Alderney’s perspective that that is a very strong hope and argument, 285 

and I wish them well. I should say here, sir, that I totally support Option A+ myself. I did so and I 

believe if COVID had not happened we probably would not be having this debate now. We would 

have got on and done that. It is desperately needed; the repairs are needed. Deputy Roffey has said 

in some context he can live with either. I can live with either but I do think there is an order in which 

we need to approach either of those things and that is why this amendment is really important.  290 

Because if we, for example, say that we should spend a huge amount of money on Alderney in 

terms of extending its Airport runway there will be implications in terms of running costs; there will 

be implications in the future. To some degree, the issue of the fact that we own Aurigny, and 

currently it is the operator of the PSO to Alderney, but that is by no means guaranteed in the future. 

It is very likely to be the case but it may not be but because we own Aurigny, to some degree, the 295 

symbiotic arguments which STSB are using is that we can save some money by doing this particular 

extension while we are working on the runway in any case in Alderney.  

That may be so but it is very short sighted because, in the future, we may want to do something 

else with Aurigny and it might have implications in terms of investing money – and I am not one to 

argue with the figures that have been quoted, sir, although I very much doubt it will be £2.7 million. 300 

It will probably be a lot more than that, but if we are to be serious about this at the moment, in 

terms of capital investment, we have to see the bigger picture. (A Member: Hear, hear.) The bigger 

picture is this: we have capital projects that more than double the amount of capital that we have 

got to spend on those things at the moment. If we have to spend money then I think we should do 

so with our eyes wide open as to where else there might be even higher priorities and, in my mind, 305 

that means let’s take this in the right order, otherwise we could end up spending money and then 

have nothing to spend on something that we deem to be even higher in terms of value for money 

and return. So I do believe that enabling us to make this decision in this sort of order will help us 

to do that. That is a couple of elements that are mentioned here that I wanted to refer to.  

The next element relates to something that is mentioned in the second part of this amendment 310 

and it is to do with inter-island connectivity. When I had a heart attack two years ago, sir, I began 

in recuperation time, to tidy my study. I am still tidying my study, but while I was doing that a few 

months ago I found an Aurigny timetable from the early 1990s. And yes, it was sad to a certain … I 

was very saddened to find it because, in it, I found that I could have at that time, and I did because 

it was soon after I had returned to the Island, and I was a student in Paris just before that, and there 315 

were several flights a day from France, from both Cherbourg and from Dinard; there were umpteen 

flights to Jersey, I think something like seven in the morning you could choose from – seven different 

flights – to go to Jersey. You could basically turn up – some of us remember it – at the airport and 

they would say, ‘That one is full but you can go on the next one in half an hour’s time’. There were 

several flights to Alderney per day.  320 

It seems to me that in those days, and okay we could not reinvent the wheel but we could get 

back to a position – and I believe it would be far more beneficial for Alderney and for the Channel 

Islands as a whole if we did so … and the only way we could really do that is by having a carrier that 

worked and got the, effectively, lifeline routes between all the islands and maybe regionally as well 

with small planes. How they do that, whether they buy planes or they lease planes, I am not going 325 

to go into the detail now but the second part of this amendment relates to that. At the moment it 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 15th DECEMBER 2022 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

2884 

is impossible for anyone to make that sort of operation possible again because we have not got 

that unless we are willing to pour loads of money into that and, of course, that is what we are doing 

at the moment with Aurigny.  

I am not arguing a case for either of the current inter-island operators but I do think that, if we 330 

are serious about this – and only a month or two ago we voted to work more in cohesion with 

Jersey – we should be discussing with our friends in Jersey how such routes might work effectively 

because, even back then in the 1990s there were direct flights from Alderney to Jersey and that 

would benefit the Alderney economy as well.  

I will give way. 335 

 

Deputy Roffey: I thank Deputy Le Tocq for giving way.  

I can confirm to him that such exploratory talks have indeed taken place with Jersey and their 

attitude is very much that they want to maintain a complete open skies policy and would not 

support the kind of protective market that he is suggesting and I would also respectfully point out 340 

to him that the timetable from the 1990s that he was referring to was for a day when 19 aircraft 

could be flown with a single pilot and that the world has changed completely since then. 

 

Deputy Le Tocq: I thank Deputy Roffey for that intervention. I fully realise those things but my 

understanding is that it has not changed so much that something similar could be still put in place 345 

today and I think at least it should be explored, at least, because frequency, in my mind, is far more 

important than just having an efficiently run airline that uses larger planes – and I will come on to 

that, as I said earlier. 

I just want to quote something though before we leave this thing with Jersey because I have 

been in discussion with Deputy Morel directly and he has allowed me to quote this today. He sent 350 

it to me just very recently. He said this – he is the Economic Development Minister and Deputy Chief 

Minister in Jersey – and he has confirmed that he is:  
 

… willing to explore all options for improving inter-island air links including that potential designation of certain routes 

as lifeline links. 

 

I believe that would be a conversation that could benefit all of us; Jersey, Guernsey and Alderney, 

and I think that is my belief that we should at least be having that conversation first because it might 

change the whole perspective. That is the bigger picture. 355 

But also in P&R we asked the Chief Executive of Aurigny whether an extended runway here in 

Guernsey, irrespective of the Alderney situation, would actually have an effect upon Aurigny’s 

operation and he said, ‘Well, no’, given that the current policies, in other words, the investments 

that we put in Aurigny, are guaranteed to continue and, given that our current policy of making the 

Gatwick a lifeline route with one licensed operator on it – those continue –, then Aurigny could 360 

continue. But if we do that what would be the benefit of extending our runway and he has 

responded in this manner. He said:  

 
The narrative appears to be that (1) an extended runway would guarantee the entry of a low-cost carrier; and (2) that 

the mere presence of a low-cost carrier leads to lower fares; and (3) to a lesser extent, that lower fares would substantially 

increase overall sea and possibly air visitors to the Island. Low-cost carriers are attracted to markets which are generally 

large enough or that they believe can stimulate through offering fare reductions. The population of Guernsey’s 

propensity to travel by air is already materially higher than the likes of the Isle of Man and the scope for material further 

stimulation, without cannibalisation of sea services beyond where these sea services are no longer financially viable, is 

highly unlikely.  

 

He should know there things, sir, because he comes from a low-cost carrier background.  
 

This would mean … 

 

– he goes on to say –  365 
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… that a low-cost carrier would be looking for subsidies, typically from airports or tourism authorities, to justify the 

deployment of assets to a particular geography, for example, easyJet’s activities in Jersey which they have come to some, 

obviously, commercial agreement on.  

 

He then goes on to say: 
 

In the event where a runway extension occurs and policy changes are made and a low-cost carrier may be attracted to 

the route through a subsidy, but not recouping the capital investment or funding of a runway extension etc. and sub-

economical fares are maintained either through ongoing subsidy or competition, then there can be no doubt that there 

would be a material impact on Aurigny. Given the case examples that exist, where neither the Isle of Man nor Jersey have 

enjoyed passenger growth rates beyond their population rates consequent to a low-cost carrier entry, the Isle of Man 

air travel market, despite a population 30% higher than Guernsey’s, being smaller than Guernsey’s and experiencing 

higher air travel inflation, despite a longer runway and a low-cost carrier, but that is a low-cost carrier now without any 

competition, and the frequency impact seen in both these jurisdictions, for example, the Isle of Man two daily flights – 

the earliest to London Gatwick gets in at 1.40 in the afternoon – (A Member: Goodness.) I cannot see the 

investment case into a longer Guernsey runway excluding the likely impact on Aurigny.  

 

That is why it is important to take these in the right order. (A Member: Hear, hear.)  

Finally, he makes this point from a pricing perspective: 
 

A runway extension alone does not guarantee the entrance of new suppliers or automatically ensures competition such 

to result in sustainably lower fares. Even where a runway extension results in the entry of a low-cost carrier when, driven 

purely by profit motives, that carrier will only reduce fares while sustaining services absent competition if it believes that 

volume gains will compensate for fare reductions or if such fare reductions are subsidised somewhere in its supply chain, 

typically, through greatly reduced or no airport charges. In the case of the Isle of Man, volume growth achieved following 

their runway extension and the entry of a low-cost carrier was not found to be materially different to that experienced 

by comparable markets that did not have runway extensions. However, their average airport revenue per passenger 

decreased by 30%. 

 

A Member: Passenger numbers … 

 370 

Deputy Le Tocq: Sir, passenger numbers were not materially different than before. 

So, in terms of the costs, we need to recognise that if we want that, even if there is a small growth 

in passenger numbers, it will cost us far more than we think at the moment, looking at things like 

this. I say that with due respect to my Alderney friends, I believe that the sort of model we saw in 

the past – and I am fully cognisant of the fact we cannot have single pilot planes, but we could have 375 

two-piloted planes; it would be possible to do it – the sort of opportunities we have where there is 

frequency and connectivity because there are options to do that, is the way we should investigate. 

That would benefit all of us in the Islands and would make economic and commercial sense.  

That is why I believe we need to approach these things in the way this amendment suggests and 

we can make decisions based on that. If, in the end, we choose to go for C+, it does not mean we 380 

cannot see some of these things happen but it will be much harder and we will have done it with 

the knowledge that we know what we are going to face in terms of costs elsewhere. We need to do 

that; we need to take the broader picture even though we might be drawn by sympathies because, 

if we were in Alderney, we might say we would be making the same arguments. I am not sure I 

would; I would want frequency. I certainly want it for Guernsey over low-cost. In my mind that takes 385 

priority and we are, sir, talking about priorities here because all of this costs millions and we have 

not got much left.  

 

The Bailiff: Deputy de Lisle 

 390 

Deputy de Lisle: Thank you, sir. 

Just briefly, with respect to the amendment alone, it seems to me that the amendment is outside 

what we are actually debating here (A Member: Hear, hear.) in getting on with the Alderney runway 

resurfacing and rehabilitation, which has been delayed, incidentally, since approved in 2019.  

The Guernsey runway has been drawn into the debate through this amendment but we need to 395 

recognise that the runway in Guernsey several years ago was actually extended by adding 120 
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metres of runway to the west and, in order to do that, extended the RESA 240 metres beyond that 

to the west which took out a road, seven agricultural fields and nearly a mile of earth banks which 

are quite sacrosanct in planning terms. So there was the opportunity in the planning of extending 

east at that time but the extension to the west was used to extend the RESA in the east instead.  400 

But, given all that, the issue here, sir, is getting on with the Alderney runway rehabilitation 

(Two Members: Hear, hear.) and resurfacing and not delaying any further. So I will not be 

supporting this amendment and I hope that this debate on this amendment is not going to lead to 

further delay for Alderney in terms of the resurfacing and development of their runway.  

Thank you, sir. 405 

 

The Bailiff: Alderney Representative Snowdon. 

 

Alderney Representative Snowdon: Thank you, sir. 

Right, where to begin with this one, I think, is really the question. I think as everyone can 410 

understand Alderney is very passionate about this subject matter and I would just like to thank the 

Deputies that are actually bringing this for removing that sursis and bringing the amendment we 

have got today. That was a good decision and I thank them for that. 

However, where are we going with this because we have already heard yesterday more delays, 

more kicking the can down the road, it simply is not good enough. This Assembly does need to 415 

make a decision, whichever decision – we will debate that a little bit later on so I am going to try 

and stick to this amendment. (A Member: Hear, hear.)  

Now, we have had conversations and I do thank the Deputies for meeting with me. It was a bit 

of a strange room that we met in, in the basement of the States of Guernsey somewhere. However 

I am concerned about the exchanges that we have had. We have also had the exchanges on social 420 

media as well. The proposal potentially, if this came forward, we need to be honest with the public 

and I am liking the support about all these little planes. It is fantastic. I thought we had money 

situation problem situations but it does not sound like it at all. I mean we are talking £39 million, 

five twin Otters at £5 million each, £25 million; if you go for Option A you are looking at £14 million. 

Now, if you have got that sort of money, fantastic. I thought we had a tax debate coming up in 425 

January and everything was going to be a bit tricky and talks of all sorts of things coming in but it 

seems that does not matter.  

Frequency: absolutely, I totally agree, frequency we do need, however, it is the cost element of 

all of this. You have got experts from Guernsey Ports who have spent a considerable amount of 

time – really, you have been to those meetings, you have seen them, you have heard what they had 430 

to say; they have really gone into details. You have got Aurigny. There is a strong management team 

there and I have actually got a lot of confidence in the new Aurigny board. They spent a lot of time 

with us. They have come to the Island, they have talked to the public and I would like to say that 

the public that went to those meetings were very supportive of what is being proposed. They 

understand the situation.  435 

I do not want to go into general debate so I am going to try and stick to this as well, but what 

really worries me with this is part 2 of this amendment – and I do not really accept a few of the 

statements that have been made about this because I have been in contact with certain Members 

in Jersey as well and they were actually quite concerned about anything that would be attacking 

Blue Islands put forward. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) They were very concerned about that and 440 

I have been looking at a press release from 6th July from 2020 that says £10 million has been given 

to the Blue Islands from the States of Jersey – £10 million – with a repayment and in this press 

release – this is from the Jersey government – they are hoping that Blue Islands will be around for 

at least another 15 years.  

Now, I do not quite understand how this all works when we are saying, well, actually, as a 445 

government, are we saying we are not listening to Aurigny, we are not listening to the experts, we 

are going to basically, on this floor, decide we are going to take them out? As a government, Blue 

Islands is a private business, is what I understand; it has got support from the States of Jersey so 
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there must be some agreements that are highlighted in this press release, and we are going to say, 

‘No, hang on, we are going to look at taking them out. We will look at moving that private business 450 

and we are going to undercut them’.  

It gets worse than that because, at the moment, ATRs are used between Guernsey and Jersey, as 

we know, and there is all this stuff that an ATR cannot fly into Alderney – well, it is doing the 

Guernsey and Jersey routes so that does not make any sense – I am sort of hearing that if we get 

these little planes we are going to put a little plane against the ATR between Guernsey and Jersey. 455 

Now, honestly, do we think that is actually going to work? A little plane competing with a larger 

plane to try and take out Blue Island? It is totally not acceptable in my view at all and I think it is a 

very dangerous situation that we are actually moving into and I would actually say that there were 

comments in this Chamber that Jersey might nick our lunches. Well, I think we are definitely nicking 

the whole lot – the main course, the dessert, the whole lot if we take this forward. It cannot happen 460 

in my opinion. It is too dangerous, what is being proposed here.  

We have highlighted yesterday the delays that this is causing. No more delays. That runway, I 

will say, in my personal view, is approaching into a dangerous state. We have had a closure already. 

If ice gets into that, or even snow, if we get it, we could be looking at a substantial closure in 

Alderney. Now, what is your plan for that? If the runway closes and it is completely closed, Alderney 465 

is cut off, are you going to supply some helicopters because we seem to have loads of money down 

here. It is absolutely fantastic. Helicopters will come in. They will serve the Island. Are we going to 

look at putting a boat on? Are we going to put a boat up? We have got very rough seas here. We 

are not quite as close – 10 miles, a little bit further, not quite as close as Sark. What is the plan for 

this? We simply do not have the time. Now, the experts are putting forward that C+ is the best way 470 

to do it and I do not want to strain it too much because I will go into that in general debate but 

please listen to the experts. That is what they are there for. That is what you are paying them for. 

Debate is healthy but please have some common sense and listen to the experts as well because 

that is absolutely essential.  

Another point that came up yesterday was the medevac. So this new Island thing with the twin 475 

Otters at staggering amounts of money is going to be wonderful; planes are going to be based on 

Alderney. Okay, right, that does not work where HSC is at the moment because we send the plane 

over from Guernsey with the senior nurses and the recovery team from medevac. We go back to 

the days from the 1970s, 1960s, it was fantastic – single plane, wonderful. We are not there at the 

moment; there are too many regulations. They are not going to drop away; they are not going to 480 

disappear at all. We need to move forward with this and I also am concerned that the regulation, 

who is basically looking after or overseeing Alderney Airport, is going to get more tight if we keep 

kicking the can down the road. We keep saying, ‘Well, we are not kicking the can down the road’, 

but, to be honest, I have been here for quite some time and there is a lot of can-kicking, 

unfortunately, that does seem to happen.  485 

But, worse than that, and I was explaining to someone in Alderney the other day actually, 

because they said, ‘What is going on with all this? You read the media and everything and it is like, 

“More delays” more sort of things going on’. I tried to explain. In my view, basically what seems to 

happen is that we have – I am going to try and do this nicely because I do take the point that we 

have got be respectful in debate – but it feels like stones get thrown, windows get smashed and it 490 

is the Committees, who did not throw the stones that need to start fixing those windows that have 

got smashed. And unfortunately, I think it happens too much and I think everyone, in their 

manifesto, said they were going to work the best for Guernsey, and hopefully the Bailiff as well, 

moving forward. No one put can-kicking in there, I do not think, unless I missed it, and no one put 

stone-throwing in there so it is amazing that it seems to happen so many times.  495 

I would strongly say that this needs to be thrown out. It is a dangerous amendment but thank 

you for bringing it and thank you for not bringing the sursis because that was even worse, but we 

need to move forward. And I did ask if this little plane idea which is fantastic, which seems to cost 

absolutely millions, is there a business plan that can be shared so we can see those numbers, put it 

under scrutiny and actually look at those numbers? There is not and I seem to just see, ‘Well, we 500 
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have done a bit of Googling what twin otters might look like,’ or whatever else. I am not trying to 

be flippant with this but this is a very important subject for the Bailiwick and for Alderney and we 

need to get it right.  

We do need to debate it, we do need to go into the details; that is absolutely correct but please 

make the right decision on this. No more can kicking and please can we try and limit the stone 505 

throwing as much as possible.  

Thank you very much. 

 

Several Members: Hear, hear!  

 510 

One Member: Well done! (Applause) 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Soulsby. 

 

Deputy Soulsby: Thank you, sir. I will be relatively brief.  515 

I thought it was interesting Alderney Representative Snowdon talking about this strange little 

room in Frossard House. Well, Members, that is the only facility that Members are given. It is called 

the Members’ Room within Charles Frossard House and, yes, it is a pokey little room in the 

basement, but it is the only facility that we have available to us. 

Can I just say, like Deputy Burford referenced in her opening speech at the very beginning, I care 520 

too about Alderney very much. I spent two years working very closely with the former Policy & 

Finance Presidents and Alderney Representative Dent at the time and I am very pleased to see 

Mr Able in the Gallery at the moment.  

We navigated our way through the pandemic together and really did consider the needs of 

Alderney, which have been and were different at very stages during the pandemic. So it has been 525 

disappointing, not a heck of a lot of speeches, but there are some unfortunate speeches talking 

about how we do not care and it is quite the opposite actually.  

In terms of the policy letter, I think, yes, it is good. I actually do think it is a good policy letter 

and I read it and at the time, when on P&R, challenged the officers about the data that was there. I 

am an accountant after all; I wanted to check the numbers in terms of the returns and the variations 530 

between options A and C+. I think, in isolation, it is a good policy letter; it sets out where you might 

think possibly C+ makes more sense over 15 years than A. I mean you can question that because 

there are always so many assumptions but I understand how it is presented.  

We talk about the experts and Alderney Representative Snowdon has made great play of how 

we need to listen to experts. Well, yes, I totally agree with him; for very many years that is what I 535 

have been doing and I agree the experts who have put together the comparisons between various 

runway options have done a good job. That is not where my consideration is about this at all. My 

fundamental issue is that we are looking at this … the policy letter has been written in isolation and 

there are dependencies to be considered. Deputy Burford made that very clear and I thought that 

Deputy Le Tocq did an excellent analysis just now. 540 

There have been various Members, particularly Deputy Inder, talking about, ‘We all know how 

everybody is going to vote when we eventually, at some point whenever that is, have a debate on 

the Guernsey runway.’ Well, I do not know. I have no idea how people are going to vote. I know 

how I will vote. I have been through so many flipping debates about the Guernsey runway and I do 

not think my mind will be changed now. I do not think there will be any more evidence than anything 545 

to change my mind. But I do not know how anybody else is going to vote. But the point is we should 

have had that debate now and if we had had that debate now we probably would not need this 

amendment. We might not have needed amendment in this form in any case.  

But we have not and as it has been made, the argument made particularly well by Deputy Burford 

in her opening speech, the decisions made about the Guernsey runway it is very important when it 550 

comes to considering what we should do about Alderney, otherwise we could end up building and 
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extending a runway and spending millions of pounds, which we are told by P&R that we have not 

got, on something that will end up being a white elephant.  

This is not about not liking Alderney, it is not about thinking about, ‘We do not want to give 

Alderney money,’ it is about logic and seeing things in the wider context (A Member: Hear, hear.). 555 

For some people it might be very difficult to pick up all the different threads on this but it is really 

important that we do. We cannot look at this in isolation.  

Having smaller planes serving all the Islands does make sense – I would have thought would 

make sense – in comparison to having half empty ATRs moving around every day. That is the sort 

of analysis that we need to undertake. 560 

I think Deputy Roffey has done his job and I do wonder whether if he was not STSB President he 

might be very supportive of this amendment. But he has done an excellent job in putting the case 

and STSB have done their thing. But again, that is in isolation. STSB have looked at the runway and 

what makes sense just looking at a runway and no consideration of the wider picture. But that is 

not STSB’s role. 565 

Sir, I think we have to think about alternatives – having smaller planes servicing all the Islands – 

and I think that improvement in communications across all the Channel Island’s could help our 

economy but I do not know. Is that something the Economic Development should be thinking about 

instead of dismissing it out of hand? 

So, we hear a lot about delay. ‘Oh, my goodness delay, delay, delay!’ As if, if we press a button 570 

today, wow, Alderney is going to have this fantastic new runway tomorrow. We know it is going to 

take at least 18 months for anything to be completed. The idea that delay of even just a few months 

will make such a big difference, I think we have really got to stand up and think is that true. 

Deputy Ferbrache made a quote at the very beginning in general debate about being penny 

wise and pound foolish. I would say fools rush in where angels fear to tread. We have to be very 575 

careful about how we spend our money. 

So Deputy Vermeulen saying this is about Alderney and we should forget about Guernsey but 

we have to think about the Bailiwick in the round. We need to think about how can get best value 

for taxpayers’ money across the Bailiwick and that is what this amendment seeks to do. 

Now Deputy Le Tocq, in his speech, talked about clearing out his study well I have been actually 580 

doing the same thing recently, having a bit more time on my hands. Looking at the detritus and 

stuff built up in my study and one thing I found in the back of a bookcase was a sticker and the 

sticker goes back about, it must be about 35-40 years. It is a sticker for the SDP, Social Democratic 

Party, from the 1980s and it says on this sticker, ‘Have you got the guts?’ and I would say to 

Members: have you got the guts to actually think about looking at the whole, wider picture than 585 

just this one element in isolation? Please support this amendment. 

 

A Member: Hear, hear. (Laughter) 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Matthews. 590 

 

Deputy Matthews: Thank you, sir.  

I will try to be brief and I will try to stick to the matters of the amendment rather than general 

debate, but I hope you will allow me a brief metaphor which I hope to tie back to it.  

Sir, this is not really my area of expertise – I work in technology – but it does strike me, or it has 595 

struck me in the past, that to some extent it seems as if aviation technology has regressed in the 

past few years and I am reminded a little bit of a talk I had when I was at primary school where we 

were very lucky to have a pilot from British Airways, who was a Concord pilot, come to visit us and 

give us a talk about the technology in Concord. 

The description that he gave then, trying to describe how advanced it was, he said, ‘Almost every 600 

piece of technology that you have now – your digital watch, your VCR, your home computers – will 

be out of date by the time you are grown up,’ I have a digital watch, Deputy Vermeulen, ‘But 
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Concord will not be. Concord will still be at the cutting edge because it is that advanced that it will 

still be at the cutting edge for years and years and years to come.’ 

And I think that was an entirely accurate description and it is a matter of great regret for me that 605 

I did not get to fly on it before it had been withdrawn and, very sadly, it has been withdrawn and 

we do not have such a thing as supersonic travel that can get you from London to New York in 

three hours anymore. 

The relevance I think – very tangential relevance I think – that that has to this amendment is that 

another aircraft that has been withdrawn at the other end of the scale is, of course, the Trislander 610 

and the Trislander was the aircraft that offered us, in a completely different way not through 

technology, the type of convenience that we used to enjoy and that Deputy Le Tocq mentioned 

about where he had half a dozen or more flights a day between here and Jersey and it was 20 

minutes and you just hopped on the plane and hopped back off again and it was all very easy.  

Much different to the situation that we have today, which of course is also compounded by the 615 

vastly increased security requirements that we have post 9/11, where you have to check in 60 

minutes before your flight. It is only a 20 minutes flight most of the time but you have to check in 

60 minutes before and take your shoes off and your belt off (Two Members: Hear, here!) and all 

the rest of it before you get anywhere near the plane that is going to take you on a very short hop 

over to your very close destination. And to add to it all we do not even now get a free coffee and 620 

newspaper on the flight over like we used to get.  

I would say that bearing all that in mind it almost seems entirely counterintuitive to be going 

further down that route, to be using much larger aircraft with much less frequent flights and going 

further down the road that we seem to have been going down over the last few years.  

But it is a very impressive policy letter setting out the economics of the position of using ATR 625 

72s as the primary aircraft that we would use on the route to Aurigny. And we have had very 

convincing speeches, I think, from Deputy Parkinson, in particular, and Deputy Roffey, and rather a 

long haul speech I think from Deputy Ferbrache. I felt like I could have got half way to New York on 

the amount of time that it had taken. (Laughter) 

I think I am almost all the way convinced that Option C+, to the dismay I think of Deputy Trott 630 

who is not in the Assembly, is the right option to choose. (A Member: Hear, hear.) It is entirely 

counterintuitive because it seems to me that something like the Twin Otter approach would be 

much better, to have much more frequent flights and much smaller flights. 

I am aware that we are indirectly selecting our airline fleet by choosing the length of runway in 

Alderney and it is the airline fleet for Aurigny by choosing the runway length in Alderney. We are 635 

not, in this debate, touching on – as Deputy Vermeulen has pointed out and corrected several 

times – the Airport in Guernsey and we are not even touching the policy for Aurigny and the fleet 

that already should operate. Indirectly, we are but we are not directly touching that in this debate. 

And Aurigny is an airline which we own at arm’s length. We do not actually have very much say 

about what Aurigny’s flight schedules are and what their fleets are and it is entirely up to them. 640 

They can do whatever they like. We are, of course, influencing that by choosing the runway which 

they will be able to use to operate it on.  

Now of course, Aurigny’s management is much improved in recent times (A Member: Hear, 

hear.) and I have been greatly impressed. I recently took a direct flight to Dublin and I was very 

impressed with that service and I would like to see Aurigny offer much more in the way of direct 645 

flights to many more destinations (Two Members: Hear, hear.) and this seems to be one method 

by which we could get more of that sort of thing happening. It seems entirely right to me that 

Aurigny is our operator and Aurigny is the right choice to be doing that. 

But I do entirely see the logic of the amendment and I do think that in many ways we ought to 

be debating all three of these things, and by all three I mean Alderney’s Airport or runway, 650 

Guernsey’s runway and the airline fleet that Aurigny is going to operate for us in one go and I 

entirely see the logic in that and I am very persuaded by this amendment that we should be 

debating all three at the same time. 
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However, one could argue well we should be debating everything else. Why not include Ports in 

the debate as well (Laughter) and have a transport debate for everything? And so to me – and I am 655 

on the fence I could vote either way on the amendment – what I want to hear about is what are the 

real … because we know Deputy Roffey has outlined the dis-benefits of a delay and so what I want 

to understand is really, set against that, what are the benefits of debating all three of them at the 

same time? 

I think that there is a very good case for doing that and so I would ask … I think this debate has 660 

got a little way left to go and certainly in summing up I would ask for a real comparison because to 

me the crux of it is that is what we are comparing: the option to delay very slightly the decision 

versus the opportunity to have a compound debate where we really get to all of the issues involved.  

Thank you. 

 665 

The Bailiff: Deputy Fairclough. 

 

Deputy Fairclough: Thank you, sir.  

I will not take much of Members’ time but let me take a moment to explain where I am with this 

amendment and the policy letter and I forego my right to speak in general debate, sir.  670 

The starting point for me is I want to see repairs to Alderney’s runway at the earliest opportunity 

(A Member: Hear, hear.) and so any amendment or motion which further delays this long overdue 

work will not receive my support.  

A commitment was made by the States of Guernsey to carry out those repairs only six or seven 

weeks shy of four years ago. I know we have had COVID but the fact the airfield is still being shut 675 

due to a crumbling runway surface is simply unacceptable in my eyes. And so the main question for 

me coming into this debate was: can the extra funding to increase the length of the runway and 

provide all the associated infrastructure also be justified? And I suspect that is where there is the 

main divergence of opinion.  

From what I have heard so far in debate, from the presentations I have attended, the answers to 680 

the questions I have asked and the reading I have done, and I would like to thank everyone who 

has made the many representations on this subject, I am likely to support option C+ unless I hear 

a convincing argument to the contrary and I still have not yet. 

Relatively speaking it is easy to vote to delay or defer decisions on the basis that we might like 

to do something else in the future. But this idea that once again we have to wait until all the ducks 685 

are in a row and reports have been finalised and everything else has been bottomed out, for me is 

simply delaying the inevitable and probably adding more cost.  

I would love to have all the evidence in front of me today, including that pertaining to a potential 

extension of Guernsey’s runway. But as has been proven a number of times this political term, if we 

wait for everything then we will end up with nothing, or at the very best something more expensive. 690 

When I listened to the debate on this subject back in 2019 I remember thinking why not also 

consider an extension to Alderney’s runway as well as a repair, I think at that time, at a projected 

cost of around £18 million. For me, that seemed to make sense, in the same way that it would have 

made sense to consider extending Guernsey’s runway when we had all of the pavement 

rehabilitation work done. (A Member: Hear, hear.) Amongst other things, for the reasons that 695 

Deputy Ferbrache set out in his opening speech yesterday, the cost of mobilisation etc.  

So I am not going to attempt to design airfields or aircraft fleets here this week, I will leave that 

to the experts, and neither will I live in hope horizon scanning waiting for an airline to magically 

appear and solve all of our problems. We have to deal with what is here in front of us here and now. 

That is a crumbling runway surface and an airline we can rely on and have a stake in, telling us what 700 

makes the most financial and operational sense. With the near unanimous backing of the two States 

of Guernsey Committees whose mandate it is to deal with this issue as well as the Members of the 

States of Alderney.  
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A no brainer it is not, but for me it is the best solution available right now so my colleague, 

Mr Snowdon, might be pleased to hear that I will not be kicking the can down the runway and I also 705 

will not be supporting this particular amendment.  

Thank you, sir. 

 

Several Members: Hear, hear. 

 710 

The Bailiff: Deputy Taylor. 

 

Deputy Taylor: Thank you, sir.  

On reading this amendment, I am thinking if I am a supporter of Option C+ then the main 

concern with this amendment is the delay that would be caused with old Resolutions that are 715 

relating to a decision on Guernsey’s runway. That seems to be the biggest risk of supporting this. 

Now I feel like I could support that and I would be voting, perhaps on a wing and a prayer, that 

Amendment 7 would then subsequently be approved.  

I know we cannot pre-empt what that decision would be so that is a bit of a gamble but I do just 

want to pose the question to Deputy Burford or anyone else who has not spoken that the 720 

Resolutions referred to in Amendment 7 would absolutely satisfy the final part of ‘all provided that 

the States shall first resolve not to extend.’ Okay, I can see some nodding heads, that is good. 

I do accept that is a gamble. I think it would be good to put the Guernsey runway debate to bed 

so it does not just rear its head again in the way that it has through this debate. The one benefit of 

that gamble is another gamble which is that in the event that option C+ is not approved, I personally 725 

feel that what would become Proposition 3 feels like a fairly good safety net.  

I do accept the comments made by Alderney Representative Snowdon in an excellent speech in 

which he really laid it out brilliantly. But I do not see in Resolution 3, or what would become 

Resolution 3, a direction that would tie us in; it is a feasibility study and I am always of the belief 

that we should not be pre-empting what will come out of that.  730 

But in reading that, I can only go back to my own experiences flying with Blue Islands in their 

early days and I remember going on a very small plane – I have not got a clue what kind of plane it 

was, it had two engines, there was one pilot and it felt like it was a very large private plane, I do not 

know. But they seemed to start their business flying … and I flew on that plane to Jersey and I flew 

on that plane to somewhere on the south coast, I think Bournemouth it might have been. 735 

So, I would hope that there would be something there and also with that in mind, although I did 

not support it, this Assembly did vote to look at ways it could work with Jersey on various ideas so 

this potential Proposition 3 … if Option C+ fails, Proposition 3 would sort of reflect that. 

So I do not really see this as a huge wrecking amendment or the world will stop. I think there 

are risks in supporting it but there are potentially a few benefits that hopefully – perhaps I should 740 

not say this because I know I will get some flak from some Members – for those Members who are 

really supportive of C+ and I am one of those supporters and I think there are a few in here, that 

we might be able to use that as leverage to put the Guernsey runway debate to bed. 

But I do apologise to my Alderney Representatives for potentially playing Russian roulette with 

their interests on that case.  745 

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Murray. 

 

Deputy Murray: Thank you, sir.  750 

I was not really going to speak but I just want to add a couple of things, I think. Unfortunately 

the debate seems to have fallen into the camp of whatever you think about the Guernsey runway 

is actually how you are going to vote and that is not really the Proposition before us at this point in 

time. 
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I would like to say I attended several presentations by Aurigny about their business plan and the 755 

key thing that came back from that was the rationalisation of the fleet because without that 

rationalisation, Aurigny’s business case is very difficult. The losses we have incurred because of the 

difficulties of having to support a very large fleet of different aircraft with different pilots with 

different capabilities and spheres has perhaps been one of the things that has been at the back of 

the losses we have made over several years. 760 

So, I am really pleased to see a new management that has got a real grasp of the issues. And I 

think it was Deputy Le Tocq who mentioned a great deal of detail that was added to the 

circumstances of running an airline in the Channel Islands, what the rationale behind that is and 

what options that might leave us for the future.  

So, I am guided really to some extent by trying to rationalise something we own, which I see as 765 

an asset, and trying to improve the opportunity for something else I see as an asset which is 

Alderney; because I do treat it as an asset and a lot of talk has been made about the big picture 

thinking and I do tend to obviously try and look a bit beyond where we currently are, but for me 

the big picture is the Bailiwick. It is not Guernsey and it is not Alderney, it is the Bailiwick and it is 

the fact that we actually own the airline. 770 

When you put those three things together and you try to find the solution that we need for a 

crumbling runway in one of those assets at this point in time that cannot wait to be remedied, but 

then you have to try to do that in the most cost effective way that you can do it with those things 

that you know about.  

Now Jersey has been mentioned in this debate as part of this as something that we might be 775 

able to achieve a relationship with – and we might, but I would rather work with what we know and 

what we can control. What we can control is the airline that we have got, the air space above us and 

the fact that we have got responsibilities for a Bailiwick here in this Chamber.  

So from my perspective – and I have to be perfectly blunt right here and now, and I have said it 

before, I am not a great supporter of an extension to the Guernsey runway at this point because I 780 

look to the Isle of Man and the experience they have had and I do not think that has done them 

any good. And that was at a time when a low cost airline actually had a business case which was 

based around volume and I do not think that is actually where we are now having had COVID. We 

are in a different situation. 

So this amendment that seeks to try to link a decision between what might come to pass with 785 

the Guernsey runway or not and what we absolutely need to address today, because I think it has 

been reinforced by several speakers just how important it is, that we have a disastrous situation, it 

seems to me, in Alderney at this point in time where the runway has become dangerous.  

Yes, there are several other components I would like to be able to make a decision about at this 

time but we do not have that information in front of us and we can wait and we can wait and I think 790 

somebody mentioned the fact that perhaps we should bring the Ports into this and I would actually 

agree with that, I think we should have a Transport Board, frankly, (A Member: Hear, hear.) but we 

are not here, we are not there, we are at where we are at.  

So you have to make a decision with as much information as you can at this point of time with 

the best interests at the heart of the Bailiwick because it is for the Bailiwick; we all have a part on 795 

that. 

So I would say that this amendment, whilst it is very well intentioned and, yes, it is an 

improvement on the sursis, I think it is a distraction. I think what we need to do is we need to get 

on as quickly as possible to decide the case that has been put in front of us by policy letter, which 

has been made very fairly I think, all of the facts and all of the figures. 800 

The Guernsey runway will come back to us when it comes back to us and the point has just been 

made, if we have made a decision about the Alderney runway that will figure in what we think about 

the Guernsey runway. It will. But it has come first, it has come first because it is in a dangerous state 

and we have a responsibility to fix it. So I would say at this point in time let’s get on to the general 

debate, let’s ignore this amendment, well intentioned though it is, because in the best interests of 805 

the Island you have as much information before you as you can but that is where we are at.  
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So please, I think refuse this amendment and let’s try and get on to discussing the main issue 

which is the policy letter that has been presented.  

Thank you. 

 810 

The Bailiff: Deputy Dyke. 

 

Deputy Dyke: Thank you, sir.  

I will just speak as to the matter of the delay. I thank Deputy Fairclough for his very neat speech, 

and Deputy Murray, and I think I agree with them at this point. We are where we are: the Alderney 815 

runway is falling apart; the longer we delay the more we are going to waste money patching it and 

generally messing around. So I will not vote for anything that delays proceeding with doing 

something to the Alderney runway. To be honest I still have not made up my mind between A and 

C+. I guess we will have more debate about that later.  

One more thing I would say is that Deputy Burford is correct that there are unknowns out there 820 

which might impact on the Guernsey runway which then might impact on the Alderney runway, but 

I do not think they are going to be resolved anytime soon. The obvious known unknown, which is 

a big known unknown, is: will Gatwick, at some point, take propeller planes out of the equation? 

We know Heathrow is full, we know that BA are moving flights from Heathrow to Gatwick, putting 

on new flights at Gatwick so Gatwick, with its one runway, is becoming fuller.  825 

I did do a little bit of research on what Gatwick are planning with the second runway. They have 

an emergency runway next to – 

 

The Bailiff: Point of correction Deputy Ferbrache. 

 830 

Deputy Ferbrache: Gatwick has now got two runways because it opened the other runway. It 

has got two runways. 

 

Deputy Dyke: It has got its main runway and it has its emergency runway and they have an 

application in which is likely to be heard and dealt with in the first quarter of 2023 to widen that 835 

emergency runway away from the other runway and then have two runways. But they do not have 

two operating runways now. They have got an operating runway and an emergency runway which 

they want to bring into operation as a second runway. 

I guess if that happens – and in the UK I am never sure whether they will ever build anything 

ever again with people sticking themselves to the floor and all that sort of thing – but if that second 840 

runway does come in then that probably gives us more time in terms of continuing to run our ATRs 

into Gatwick. 

But as I say, that is a huge known unknown and I am not sure it really helps with this debate but 

I think what – 

You have the floor. 845 

 

Deputy Moakes: Point of correction. (The Bailiff: Yes.) We have checked with Aurigny whether 

the point about a propeller plane is accurate or not and what we have had back is that they have 

seen no evidence of such talk about not allowing propeller planes to land there. In fact changes in 

Gatwick’s emissions charging regime has had the impact of reducing Gatwick ATR airport charges. 850 

 

Deputy Dyke: Yes, thank you, that is good news but I think it remains an unknown. As I say, if 

they get their second runway moving then the future for our ATRs will be longer than it otherwise 

would be, I think. 

Anyway to sum up, I will not be voting for anything that delays making a decision so I will not 855 

vote for this amendment. Finally I would commiserate with Deputy Queripel over his suffering with 

his back and I do hope he can find a decent surgeon to look at it.  

Thank you.  
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The Bailiff: Deputy Helyar. 

 860 

Deputy Helyar: I was quite taken with Deputy Le Tocq’s speech this morning but, as he knows 

well, I disagree with him and I would like to explain why. 

First of all, I would like to say I am a co-owner of a property in Alderney so it is very dear to my 

heart; I travel backwards and forwards quite frequently. I was also taken yesterday by the 

submissions which Deputy Trott made about the number of aviation experts that we have and one 865 

of the things which has confounded me, about not just the Guernsey runway but now the Alderney 

one as well, is the number of experts that we have and the fact that none of them seem to agree at 

all on what is the right thing to do, which is slightly disquieting. 

I was musing over that over breakfast because William Walton’s Spitfire Fugue came on the radio 

so I was listening away and I did wonder if it was because Spitfire has a particular characteristic that 870 

you cannot see where you are going when you are driving it on the ground, so you either have to 

put your head out of the window in order to be able to see where to taxi it or have somebody sit 

on the wing telling you what direction to go in. So I did wonder if some of the retired pilots that 

Deputy Trott was talking about had particular experience of not being able to see out of the window. 

Anyway I divert.  875 

One of the issues here that has not come up yet, has not been raised yet, and I thought it was 

important to raise it is we do not have any choice but to rehabilitate Alderney’s runway. It is a legal 

obligation under the 1948 Agreement for us to provide aerodrome services. So £12 million is already 

spent; we have to do that, we do not have any choice. If we do not do it there will be a dispute, we 

are legally obliged to provide that. I think we have to put that all to one side.  880 

So I thought, on the basis that we are talking about let us have a delay whilst we consider 

whether we should do a plan B with small aircraft, in the spirit of making amendments on the hoof 

and fag packet budgets let us have a little look at what the budget for this would be. 

So £12 million is already spent, we have spent that anyway £4 million on the terminal building, 

the terminal building is as old as me, it is 54 years old. I am falling to bits and it is falling to bits as 885 

well! (Laughter) I am much better insulated than the terminal building in Alderney! (Laughter) So 

that is £16 million.  

So let us say five Twin Otters, we can argue about the types of aircraft, that is another £25 million; 

30 pilots, that was a number raised by the CEO of Aurigny when we had a discussion with him in 

P&R recently. Now I am willing to accept it could be significantly lower, maybe half that number for 890 

five aircraft running all the way round the Channel Islands, but as I do not know what that would 

cost I have not put a cost in for that on this budget. 

Re-engineering Anglo Normandy, we forget we need to service these aircraft. You need special 

tools, special training, special jigs, that is another £4 million probably. I put in £1 million for 

retraining existing pilots, crews and engineers. Sundry equipment, equipment to tow them, to push 895 

them back, generators. PSO for Alderney will carry on with a shorter runway so that is another £2 

million here. PSO for Jersey, because we already know from past experience we cannot run small 

aircraft backwards and forwards in competition. That is another £2 million; that is per year that is 

not capital cost.  

Now what happens when we start competing. We have heard that Jersey is interested in having 900 

a discussion about working together. I think it is a fantastic idea, I think we should pursue that 

anyway. Whatever we decide today that is something we should carry on working on and we have 

recently resolved to do that. (A Member: Hear, hear.) 

So let us say a PSO for Jersey of £2 million a year, but what is going to happen? Blue Islands, if 

they are in competition with Aurigny, will fall out of their code share agreement. So currently 905 

Aurigny is able to generate revenue on the Southampton route because its aircraft are full because 

they are not leaving at the same time as Blue Island’s aircraft because they are code-sharing that 

route. So there will not be anymore code-sharing. So let us call that one a lifeline as well; that will 

be another £1 million a year, won’t it, either lost, in other words coming off Aurigny’s income, or 

that we will have to support through revenue. That is a vital line because that is the one we really 910 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 15th DECEMBER 2022 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

2896 

need the most and I think Jersey found that the most during COVID when they lost their low fare 

airlines and realised they did not have a lifeline to the main hospital link. 

So what does that come to? Fifty-two million pounds, and that is just guess work. We know that 

when we go through these things they generally end up with quite a bit more on top than we 

expect. 915 

 

Deputy Taylor: Point of correction, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Taylor. 

 920 

Deputy Taylor: I might be wrong but I feel like this is ever so slightly misleading because Deputy 

Helyar is saying that Blue Islands and Aurigny currently operate with a code share agreement, but I 

think what he is suggesting is that if in the event that Proposition 3 was coming into play Aurigny 

and Blue Islands would no longer be able to work together. If they are working together at the 

moment I do not see how he can suggest that they would no longer work together in the future. 925 

 

The Bailiff: I am not convinced that that is a valid point of correction. 

 

Deputy Helyar: But I ... 

 930 

The Bailiff: Just a minute, Deputy Helyar.  

It sounds to me as though that was an attempt to make a second speech. What Deputy Helyar 

is saying, as far as I understand what he is saying, is relating to this amendment and the possible 

financial implications of it, as he sees it from his position. 

So Deputy Helyar to continue please. 935 

 

Deputy Helyar: Thank you, sir.  

I am happy to explain that. At the moment Blue Islands has the benefit of flying backwards and 

forwards on that route exclusively. Once they compete they are competing and we have an open 

skies policy. Well there is an open skies policy in Jersey, and as we heard this morning from other 940 

Members, there have been discussions about that. There is no intention for that to disappear so 

there will be competition. That does not pay enough, that route, if you are scavenging passengers 

from each other then it simply will not pay enough. Simple as that. 

And it is an example of an ‘if’.  

Yes, I give way to Deputy Trott. 945 

 

Deputy Trott: I am very grateful to Deputy Helyar for giving way because I just want to make a 

couple of points to him for his consideration before he progresses with his speech.  

In arriving at a figure, which was amusing, of more than £50 million, he said things such as 

£4 million on the Alderney terminal building. Well of course he is quite right that under the 1948 950 

Agreement we have an obligation to maintain a serviceable runway and that we have agreed to do 

and that we must do. There is no obligation to expand the terminal building into something akin to 

what we might see in a much larger jurisdiction.  

But the main reason I rose to my feet was he did what all good Treasury leads do, he expressed 

figures in a way that made them look potentially better than they are. And a classic example of that 955 

was Alderney generates revenues on the Alderney-Southampton route and of course it does 

generate revenues, but it loses a stack of money at the same time. 

 

Deputy Helyar: Point of correction sir, 

 960 

Deputy Trott: I will sit down to allow you to continue. 
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The Bailiff: Deputy Helyar, you cannot have a point of correction in that way where you have 

volunteered to give way to a Member because you will resume your speech and you can therefore 

explain what it is that is wrong about the intervention. 965 

 

Deputy Helyar: Sure. 

 

Deputy Trott: So revenues are the amounts of money that we receive but you have also got to 

add in the expenses before you arrive at the loss. Now I specifically asked the Chief Executive of 970 

Aurigny how much the loss was currently on the Alderney Southampton return and the answer he 

gave was £68. So I make the point that yes it generates revenue but the losses are considerable.  

So I will sit down now and I am grateful to my friend for giving way and I hope those points of 

intervention were helpful. 

 975 

Deputy Helyar: I do not disagree with those points but I did not mention revenue being 

generated on the Southampton to Alderney route. 

 

Deputy Trott: On a point of correction, if I may, sir. I wrote it down. Aurigny –  

 980 

The Bailiff: Just a minute, Deputy Trott, (Deputy Trott: Sorry.) you know that if you want to 

make a point of correction you stand and you say point of correction and you wait to be called. 

 

Deputy Trott: You are quite right, sir. It is my passion for debate, sir, and I am terrible sorry. 

Point of correction, sir. 985 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Trott, point of correction. 

 

Deputy Trott: Thank you. 

I wrote down precisely what my friend said. He said Aurigny generates revenues on the 990 

Southampton route (A Member: Yes.) and he is right, they do, but the losses are substantial and 

that was why I asked him to give way. Very substantial indeed are the losses, sir – £68 return. 

 

The Bailiff: Perhaps we can let Deputy Helyar continue with his speech.  

 995 

Two Members: Hear, hear. 

 

Deputy Helyar: Thank you.  

Really facts are fine but one of the points – and Deputy Parkinson made this point very well 

when he spoke – was that the whole way in which this amendment has been engineered has put 1000 

together a whole load of uncertainties and zipped them up as if we can make a decision based on 

them and I personally do not think we can because it does not take very much work. I mean on the 

basis that we accept, it appears to be the case, even if we haggle about the terminal and the legal 

definition of aerodrome we still have to spend £12 million on the runway, which is half of what we 

are talking about for C+.  1005 

Now, I fully agree with almost everything that Deputy Le Tocq said this morning and if we were 

in a perfect world, which we are not, that is what I would vote for. But unfortunately we do not have 

time to procrastinate anymore on this issue and we need to put, in my view, this amendment to one 

side, we need to avoid the problems that might be associated with holding a significant part of the 

Bailiwick community, effectively, to ransom over an argument which is unrelated, in my view, in 1010 

connection with the Guernsey runway. I am quite happy to have that debate when it comes up but 

not today because we need to make a decision about what we do about Alderney. And, whether 

we like it or not, we are going to have to fix the runway. So really the argument now should be do 
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we at the same time spend a little bit more to make it better and future proof and give us options 

or don’t we? 1015 

So, I would urge Members to vote against this amendment and let us move on to the main part 

of the debate.  

Thank you, sir. 

 

A Member: Hear, hear! 1020 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Kazantseva-Miller. 

 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Thank you, sir. 

I want to start by saying that I think it has been unfortunate how the laying of the sursis and 1025 

then consequential amendment has become quite personal on the layers of those motions. I think 

this is obviously the first substantial Alderney-related policy paper and I appreciate passions run 

high but I think we should try to avoid personalising and really engaging with arguments at stake. 

So I think there are two kind of key arguments that have been tried to put forward through the 

sursis and the amendments. One in relation to the importance of the Guernsey runway in this 1030 

equation and the other one in relation to what is actually the best type of fleet to operate the inter-

Island travel market.  

In relation to the first point of argument about the Guernsey runway, I think we need to decouple 

that conversation. The reason for that, I think, is the timeline and so assume a decision on the 

Guernsey runway comes forward through the Committee for Economic Development sometime 1035 

next year, so you know we are about six-plus months away from that policy paper, assume we 

actually approve the decision to extend the runway – just go with my flow of argument, assume 

that takes place. I think that the probabilities of that are actually quite low, given what we are 

hearing but assume we do take that decision next year.  

Well nothing is going to happen. Aurigny is not going to go bankrupt on the day and we are 1040 

not going to get the runway, right; it is just a Resolution of the States of Guernsey giving a nod to 

extend the runway. Nothing is going to happy for the rest of this political term. So next political 

term comes in, I have no doubt there will probably be motions to rescind the Resolution or the 

States might actually decide there are more important things to consider in that political term in 

relation to the Airport, such as the Airport Master Plan.  1045 

Committees have had sight of the high level plans in place. It is a 15-year plan with different 

phases and just on first sight there are about 15-plus projects that potentially could take place. Half 

of them seem much more interesting and immediate projects in terms of return and economic 

development opportunity for the Island which we absolutely must be undertaking, some of them 

in partnership, etc. So it could be resolved that actually there are many more important projects the 1050 

Airport should be concentrating on immediately in the next political term. 

So now we are at the end of this decade so maybe eventually the runway is extended, that is 

going to take a good couple of years so we are into the early 2030s. Then potentially the 

negotiations with the low-costs might start. There are going to be discussions about subsidies/not 

subsidies and that is going to take time. Maybe a low cost airline basically does come and maybe 1055 

there is then an effect on Aurigny; that is going to take a few years to actually filter through in terms 

of what the financial effect and implications will be.  

So in my opinion something like the implications of the Guernsey runway will only be felt on a 

10-, 15- or 20-year basis and there will be behaviours both from competitors, from Aurigny, from 

the States, it is a live scenario, behaviours will change. So we are talking about the long-term 1060 

implication of that decision while the decision making timeline for Alderney is immediate. It is an 

immediate problem we have to resolve today.  

So in my opinion while I absolutely agree that there will be implications if a Guernsey runway 

decision is made to be extended, I think they will be so medium, long term down the line that we 

cannot take them into account today and so today it has to remain a decision about the options in 1065 
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front of us: A, B, C+, etc. So I think with that regard, in my opinion, I think we need to decouple the 

decision, whatever happens on that decision … (A Member: Hear, hear.) to completely decouple it 

from today’s discussion. 

In terms of point number 2, again, I think Deputy Ferbrache is absolutely spot on: for the type 

of the market we have flying smaller planes with high frequency and being able to then potentially 1070 

service France, etc. actually makes sense. You want to operate the right product for the right market. 

The issue is that we are obviously not in that situation, we are kind of stuck right now with what we 

have.  

Aurigny is working towards a commercial plan, which is again a medium, long term commercial 

plan, etc. But I think that conversation will become more relevant again down the line and especially 1075 

potentially when electric planes, hydrogen electric planes might potentially come in and when that 

technology materialises.  

I think Deputy Ferbrache referenced that technology and the maturity of it and I think actually 

in 10 years’ time when it will be more commercially viable and tested, that potentially could come 

in. We might have market entrance. You really need a completely new start up for someone to come 1080 

in with a different business model, different cost base and look to address the market. 

But, I just do not think we are in that situation where we can suddenly make a decision and come 

up with a policy paper at the end of next year. But having said that, I agree with Deputy Le Tocq 

and Deputy Helyar that we should still potentially engage in that conversation and see what the 

opportunities are and clearly Deputy Morel has indicated that that is possible. So I think we should 1085 

have those conversations, we should work to something but again I think the timing for that to 

happen is medium, long term. It is not right now. 

So I think on the basis of those arguments they are very interesting and important arguments 

but I think in my opinion I would not be supporting them and I think we should go and vote in 

relation to the options we have in terms of A to C (Two Members: Hear, hear.) and – 1090 

Give way? 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy St Pier. 

 

Deputy St Pier: Thank you, sir.  1095 

I thoroughly enjoyed Deputy Helyar’s speech, although I have to say perhaps I am not the only 

one who is slightly concerned with his peddling of wild estimates, which basically range up to 

£52 million, but I guess coming from the Treasury Lead that does at least explain some of the 

budgeting in the last couple of years! (Laughter) 

I rise mainly to deal with this question – I think it originally came from Deputy Matthews – as to 1100 

whether we should have an all-embracing debate around the impact on Ports. Of course the very 

last time the Guernsey runway was debated that very issue did come up and of course there was a 

direction that indeed we should have a holistic air and sea policy put before the States.  

The Policy & Resources Committee was under a direction to prepare just such a policy and to 

return it to us for debate and of course that has not appeared. It has been a matter of which Deputy 1105 

Burford’s Scrutiny Panel has pressed the Policy & Resources Committee several times on during the 

panel hearings on the current work plan and it is quite clear that there is no holistic air and sea 

policy being developed for presentation to this Assembly despite the direction of this States. So 

Deputy Matthews has raised a very good point and it is simply not going to be addressed.  

He also raised, I thought, in his speech, as always typically analytical, the point that indirectly – 1110 

indirectly was his point – we are making a choice over the fleet and I think that really is, as I 

understand it, the purpose of this amendment before us. It is seeking to make the decisions in the 

right order. 

I think it was Deputy Soulsby who referred to the SDP sticker she found of ‘Do you have the 

guts?’ and it reminded me of an extraordinarily difficult debate back in 2014 in relation to the 1115 

rebuild, recommended rebuild at the time, of La Mare. And at that time I presented an amendment 

which raised the question: do we not need to be thinking about our future secondary education 
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policy before we make that decision? And I was told at the time the argument against it was the 

same argument we are hearing in relation to the state of the runway, ‘It is dangerous to postpone 

a decision any longer, La Mare is falling down and we need to make a decision today otherwise all 1120 

hell will break loose.’ 

Of course here we are eight years later and we are now recycling Le Mare to be a sixth form 

centre in 2025. So I would just make the point that the States is very good at presenting critical 

decisions that have to be made today otherwise everything is going to fall apart and this may be 

such a one. And indeed in 2019 the debate about the Alderney runway then was this has to be 1125 

done, it is already overdue and of course it was overdue in 2019 and here we are four years later 

and it is still overdue. 

So I just caution Members around the question of whether a delay of a few months until the 

debate is heard on the wider holistic policy and its impact on the Guernsey fleet and the Guernsey 

national airline and the Guernsey Airport is to be had. So I think the same logic that underpins this 1130 

amendment, underpinned the amendment in 2014 around: there are some decisions that probably 

ought to be made first.  

So those points again, I think my role in the States in the last couple of years has been perhaps 

to drawer attention to some of the background and history which some Members who were elected 

in 2020 may be unaware of and whether that would make any difference to their decision on this 1135 

particular remnant is of course a matter for them but I hope it nonetheless has added something 

new to the debate.  

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: I am going to turn to Deputy Ferbrache, as the President, to speak to this 1140 

amendment please. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: Sir, I am extremely grateful, I mean that, to every single person who has 

spoken in this debate, whatever he or she has said and whatever side they have taken.  

I thought Deputy Kazantseva-Miller’s speech just before Deputy St Pier’s knocked a lot of nails 1145 

on the head, frankly, in relation to what she said. But to me, and it was a very good speech, so when 

I say this I am not criticising her speech but I thought the stand-out speeches today were Alderney 

Representative Snowdon and Deputy Fairclough. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) Younger 

Members of the Assembly – I am not saying either of them are particularly young, but younger 

Members of the Assembly – who made points that were cogent and succinct.  1150 

Now Deputy Burford and I sometimes disagree but I always respect her integrity, her ability and 

her intelligence every single time and she is a straight person. She will not say something behind 

your back and then do something otherwise. She comes and talks to you directly and I do accept 

the point made by Deputy Trott that she is a pilot with lots and lots experience, obviously a very 

able pilot over a long time. I did not think she was old enough to have flown planes at that time 1155 

but I accept that she did. But in relation to all of that and all his friends have all said the same thing 

and they are all pilots of great experience, I accept all of that. I accept all of that. 

But I do not think any of them with their considerable experience – we will come to Captain 

Dadd in a moment because he is a person I have known a long time and a person I admire. But save 

him apart, I do not think any of those that I am aware of have actually run an airline, have actually 1160 

had to decide what airplanes to purchase, had to decide how many pilots you need, how many 

routes to run. I do not think any of them have done that. 

Now Captain Dadd, who is a person I like, I regard as a friend of mine, does have that experience 

but it was a long time ago. It was a different world. Deputy Le Tocq was cleaning out his study when 

he was ill and I think he must have found two things or he missed two things. There was the song 1165 

Yesterday because, ‘Yesterday all our troubles were so far away but now they are here to stay,’ and 

I almost heard him say I belong in yesterday, but I know he does not mean that. And there was the 

programme All Our Yesterdays that Brian Inglis put on the TV for many years from Granada 

Television. We are not in yesterday, we are in today and we have to make decisions today. The word 
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‘delay’ has abounded through, it has reverberated through every part of this room over the last day 1170 

and a bit. We cannot have any more delay. 

Uncontested in the last year, and I have put it into imperial measure because I am of that age, 

five tonnes of rubble have been removed from Alderney runway. We are not that far, as Alderney 

Representative Snowdon says, of having a major meltdown in relation to Alderney runway. What 

are we going to do then? I can see the helicopters coming out and I can see people having to learn 1175 

to parachute into Alderney. 

So Deputy Parkinson summed it up yesterday in his usual brief and accurate speech when he 

talked about: this is a commercial decision, this an economic decision, this is a decision based on 

money, this is a decision based on what we should be doing, and he and his Committee have looked 

at it on that basis.  1180 

So P&R, albeit I put my own spin in relation to my comments because, frankly, I feel emotionally 

charged in relation to this thing because I regard our cousins in Alderney as our cousins and I accept 

their needs, I accept that they are concerned.  

So, delay, delay, and Deputy Roffey referred to that and he took you to, I think it was table 9 in 

the policy letter where it talks about the timeframe. Any delay and he has explained because you 1185 

do not do things at a certain time of the year, you can only do them at other times of the year, it 

would mean another year. I know Deputy Soulsby’s point is it is a long time off anyway but this 

would be an even longer time off. There is even more danger. There is danger every day in relation 

to the Alderney runway. So it has to be addressed. 

My good friend – and we all use that phrase but I genuinely mean it with Deputy Trott – is the 1190 

master of hyperbole. He is the clown prince … sorry, the crown prince of (Laughter) excessive 

adjectives. He does that brilliantly and he gave some arithmetic. The multiplication arithmetic was 

good and he has always told me that he is good at arithmetic and multiplication. He said, ‘Look, 

£4.5 … £90 million, sorry £4,500 per Alderney resident for the £9 million, etc. if you extrapolated 

that for Guernsey, it would be significantly more, £290 million or whatever it was, and the runway, 1195 

if you put these costs into Guernsey runway, hundreds of millions.’ He did all of that. Of course, that 

is true but we are not talking about hundreds of millions.  

If you take Option C+ from Option A, because I think any sensible person accepts that you 

cannot have a functioning airport … you are not going to have an anodyne or legalistic definition 

of what Guernsey’s responsibility is under the 1948 Agreement. You cannot have an effective airport 1200 

without a decent terminal and an effective fire station. So we are going to have to do that now 

because it has all got to be done within the next few years anyway in relation to that. So you are up 

to, I have given the exact figures, so I am not misquoting the figures, over £18 million. If you did 

C+, you are £24 million. The difference – I did the arithmetic – is just under £5.7 million, the 

difference between the two.  1205 

I fully accept and I took the point, because Deputy Trott raised the point a couple of days ago 

before the debate, that you have got to factor in interest costs and I did that yesterday and I did it 

accurately. Now the difference between the two interest costs, on a mortgage basis because you 

are paying down over a period of time. The difference over that period of time is about another 

£2.25 million-£2.3 million extra interest. You are up to, let’s say £8 million; in fact it is just a touch 1210 

shy of £8 million.  

Even if you ignore the £3.5 million that Alderney say that they are going to put in. Even if you 

ignore that, and I can see the arguments on both sides. I played with the Alderney argument. But 

even if we ignore that. We are talking about £8 million. I do not pretend that is a mere bagatelle. 

But £8 million when you are talking about getting a proper job done properly, all in one go. One 1215 

States’ Member said, ‘Well you can always come back’, I think it was Deputy Le Tocq, ‘Well you can 

always come back and look at it later’. I gave that figure yesterday, 2018 figures. If you come back 

and do it later, it is going to cost an extra £6.6 million at 2018 value, so it is probably £7 million or 

£8 million now. I am not guessing, I know the figure of £6.6 million and these things do not go 

down in relation to these particular matters.  1220 
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Just an example to my good friend Deputy Trott – and Deputy Trott is a bruiser; but he is a 

bruiser who does not mind punching people on the chin, but he does not mind taking punches on 

the chin and I admire that. He is not one of these people who say, ‘Oh, this is terrible, I am going to 

go off and report you to the Code of Conduct because you have been nasty to me!’  

Let me give you an example. Let’s say that we had a member of our community, and we do have 1225 

members of our community, who might need £100,000 spent on their medical costs every year – 

£100,000. We have got 63,000 people in Guernsey. That would be £6.3 billion, if everybody had to 

have £100,000 spent on their medical every year.  

We do not say, well we are not going to do that because … ‘We are not going to do you, Mrs Le 

Page.’ ‘We are not going to do you, young Simon Smith, who has got cancer at eight years of age. 1230 

We are not going to spend that £100,000 on you because it would be £6.3 billion or £6.2 billion’. 

We say, ‘We are going to do what is right for you’. So we should be doing what is right for Alderney.  

Now my good friend … lots of good friends, we are going to be holding hands outside the 

Chambers soon! My good friend, Deputy Trott, said to me as we were walking out of the Assembly 

yesterday, when I mentioned the letter with the Guy Hands and all of those people, he said, ‘Well 1235 

they have already invested their money, they knew what they were doing when they were coming’. 

I accept that point but they, like good business people, want it to prosper because you cannot stand 

still. You cannot stand still, you have to move forward. Now, the only way that you are going to 

move forward is by extending this runway a relatively short distance. Now, Deputy Burford said, 

‘Well, even if you do that, there are lots of big planes you cannot fly’. Well of course, there are lots 1240 

of big planes you will not be able to fly into the extra so-and-so, but there are some and technology 

will advance. People with small jets will be able to fly. I would not do it just for that purpose but 

there would be that added advantages of that. That would not be the purpose of voting for where 

we are.  

Now the small aircraft thing is just, frankly, ridiculous. It is never going to happen in the short or 1245 

even medium term. Because the days of yore … I liked it when you could go to Jersey five times per 

day, you could go to Alderney, well if you missed the plane to Alderney it did not matter, you wait 

for another hour, hour and a half, you would get on the plane and you would be there. That is not 

where we are, you see.  

Those are all of those yesterdays. They are not going to come again. The regulations have 1250 

changed, the rules have changed, the world has changed. We are in a different place. It is not going 

to happen. You have got to deal with the world as it currently is and we have got a truly excellent 

CEO of Aurigny at the moment and I accept the point that people can change and he might not be 

there in a year’s time, he might not be there in 10 years’ time. But nevertheless he is here now and 

he is advising us now.  1255 

He is saying – Deputy Roffey gave the figures yesterday – ‘The only way, if you did all of this 

aircraft … and we are all flying to … we have all got one Channel Island company … and Air Alderney 

isn’t a Channel Island company … we do not have a definition of what a Channel Island company is 

… Blue Islands is not going to move off the routes, so we are going to get involved in legal disputes 

and that is going to cost millions of pounds, that is going to take 100 years.’ By that time we will all 1260 

be like Star Trek and be able to … go over, I hope that they do not lose the bits on the way … we 

will be able to go over, ‘Beam me up, Scotty’, Beam me up, Trott. We will be able to do that.’ That 

is not the way that the real world can work. Reality is what we have to live with.  

Reality tells us that this amendment will delay things, however you look at it, it will delay things. 

Now let me say in relation to, I very much agree … Deputy Trott said, and I always accept what he 1265 

says, he says, ‘There is no where else in the world that you can fly two thirds or 60% …’ so that 

means, there are 5,000-5,500 airlines so that means …’ I really commend his diligence, he must have 

researched all of those 5,000-5,500 airlines – 

No, I am not going to give way. 

 1270 

Deputy Trott: Well, point of correction, sir. 

 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 15th DECEMBER 2022 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

2903 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Trott. 

 

Deputy Trott: And it is a valid one because that information came directly from the mouth of 1275 

the Chief Executive of Aurigny, which Deputy Ferbrache has spent some time lauding. He said, ‘There 

isn’t an airline in the world that will operate a business model with 60% capacity.’ His words, not 

mine. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Ferbrache. 1280 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: I give way, sir. 

 

Deputy Roffey: I thank Deputy Ferbrache for giving way because I was at the meeting where 

Deputy Trott asked that question and the answer was that, ‘It was suboptimal, that nobody would 1285 

choose to do that, but it was the best option available and far more cost-effective than trying to 

operate that market with two small aircraft with 50% redundancy needed for cover’. 

 

Deputy Trott: But that is not … Oh, no, am I allowed to answer? I am not sure that I am. 

 1290 

The Bailiff: No, you are not. 

 

Deputy Trott: Because that is not what I said. (Interjection by Deputy Ferbrache) 

 

The Bailiff: Just a minute, Deputy Ferbrache. Deputy Ferbrache gave way to Deputy Roffey. 1295 

Deputy Roffey has had his say. It is Deputy Ferbrache who is the principal speaker at the moment, 

it is not tripartite, quadripartite, whatever it might be, debate that is going on. So it is back to Deputy 

Ferbrache after the give way. It would only be if there was a point of correction on what Deputy 

Ferbrache is saying or a point of order that needed to be in relation to his speech. So sorry for 

interrupting you, I thought that I needed to explain that.  1300 

Deputy Ferbrache to continue, please. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: I am very grateful for that. But I do not want to stifle debate so if … if Deputy 

Trott wants to interrupt, sorry make an interjection, I am quite happy for him to do that. 

 1305 

Deputy Trott: Once again, I am grateful because Deputy Roffey sought to correct something 

that I did not say. I was very clear in what I said. He said, ‘There isn’t an airline in the world that 

would choose to operate an ATR 72 with 60% capacity, because you simply cannot make money on 

it.’ Now Deputy Roffey’s point was, ‘Well it is better than what we have already got’. Well of course, 

that is entirely debateable. But Deputy Roffey was seeking to infer that the comment I had made, 1310 

when you allowed me to give way, was inaccurate. It absolutely was not. That is precisely what the 

Chief Executive of Aurigny said and it is an important point. We are potentially moving into an 

environment that ‘no airline in the world would choose to operate under’ and that is what he said. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: But it is what a very able Chief Executive of Aurigny says is that, ‘This is the 1315 

best that could be achieved and it would work in the circumstances.’ That is what he is saying.  

Not quite the same point, but – Deputy Vermeulen was saying this about one of his holidays this 

year – what Aurigny have done, what innovative Aurigny have done, is to fly to various places: 

Dublin – Deputy Matthews referred to he went on a flight – Madeira or wherever, Majorca, 

somewhere exotic, far beyond me, that he went to with his family and he had to go with about a 1320 

full payload, because, even though it was as full as it could be … because our runway in Guernsey 

was too short, so it did that in relation to that. But I am not here to get involved in the runway 

debate. I am very much supportive, I said to him, if it is ever laid. I said to Deputy de Sausmarez, 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 15th DECEMBER 2022 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

2904 

when she was musing about it on Friday, that if she did lay it, I would support it and if she does lay 

it, I will support it.  1325 

Because in relation to the Guernsey runway, it is a distraction. Lots of people have spoken about 

it in the course of the last day and a bit. It is a distraction. Now I fully accept as somebody who has 

flag-waved for the runway extension in Guernsey for a long time, with my good friends the late 

Deputy Kuttelwascher and my still good friend ex-Deputy Mooney, that that is what we should be 

doing. But it is not going to happen.  1330 

It is not going to happen, the overwhelming majority of the people in this Assembly do not want 

it and I do not mean that as a criticism. My own reasons for doing it was not for the ‘easyJets’ 

because they are piranhas. They come into a jurisdiction because they are heavily subsidised and 

they come and they pick the fruits and then when it suits them, they leave. And we are almost too 

suboptimal, we are 60-odd thousand; Jersey has got them because it is 100,000 and I have no doubt 1335 

that Jersey pays a fair few shillings or does them some kind of deal – quite proper deal – that we 

would not be able to do because we are too small.  

My view for doing it is a Gatwick point, but I am relaxed on the Gatwick point now. For the 

reason, the interjection, very ably made by Deputy Moakes about, ‘It is not going to happen because 

it is now all efficiency and fuel efficiency and they are 25% more efficient on fuel than a bigger 1340 

plane, so Gatwick is not going to kick them out’. I fully accept that my inadvertent point of correction 

to Deputy Dyke, it is more likely than not, my reading of this situation, but I appreciate that it is not 

for certain, that Gatwick will get a fully-functioning second runway in due course. But even if it does 

not, its current view is as expressed by Deputy Moakes and I cannot see that changing. The only 

reason that I would have done it then, is because that was one of the considerations, is because we 1345 

are seen as a poor cousin to Jersey and there are other competitors. 

What I would not want us to do, I hasten to add, is to get into the Isle of Man’s situation, which 

somebody has exemplified. That has been a disaster, we must not do that. Aurigny is with us. I 

cannot foresee … Deputy Le Tocq said, ‘Well, it could change in the future’, anything can change in 

the future. But you have got to make a decision on what is likely to happen and it is likely that 1350 

Aurigny will be a States-owned asset for many years to come. It is also the case – as Deputy 

Parkinson said, Deputy Roffey said, and I said, and we were involved in it – that the only show in 

town when it came to the PSO, was Aurigny. We had all of these other people, they were going to 

fly in from everywhere. It did not materialise. It will not materialise. 

Deputy Roffey made a point yesterday about the only way if you joined up all of these routes, 1355 

that Deputy Burford has talked about, that you would balance it out and not need a PSO, or you 

would only need less than £100,000, is if you had ATRs flying it. So you have got to get over all of 

the other legal hurdles, all of the practical difficulties, all of the legal difficulties and then … and who 

would set up an airline of small planes and not make any money? It would have to be very heavily 

subsidised. It is a non-starter. 1360 

So therefore do not delay. Let’s vote out a very well-intentioned amendment, very well put 

forward, as always, with somebody of the ability of Deputy Burford. But let’s get on and let’s make 

a decision. 

 

The Bailiff: Finally, I turn to the proposer of Amendment 6, Deputy Burford, to reply to the 1365 

debate, please. 

 

Deputy Burford: Thank you, sir.  

Deputy Roffey made quite a few general financial comments, but I am not going to address that 

aspect of the C+ proposals until main debate. On the issue of other airlines, the policy letter and 1370 

Deputy Roffey have claimed, and I quote: ‘Clearly Alderney will become a viable option for more 

airlines.’ This is just not true. Why is this claim being repeated? Even the 2016 York Aviation Report 

said, ‘Only ATR 42s will be facilitated,’ and as I have already said, the nearest operator is in Scotland. 

Now there may be a case for C+; I have not yet made up my mind entirely, despite Deputy Inder’s 

claim to clairvoyance. But the case is not there that there will be more airlines able to operate if 1375 
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Alderney’s runway is extended. Deputy Roffey also gave some figures about savings to be had using 

small aircraft, which straddled the proposed savings in the policy letter. But that does not take into 

account the social and financial benefits of a much-improved frequency on the routes. I thank 

Deputy Meerveld for his support.  

Deputy Trott said that he had spoken to airline pilots who were unsupportive of the proposals 1380 

to extend Alderney’s runway. Again, I had comments in that direction also but I will save those for 

main debate. Deputy Inder says that this amendment is trying to design future policies. But it is 

merely calling for an investigation if Option A is carried and with no delay to the works. Neither 

does this amendment specify any airline in that context. Deputy Inder can speculate on reasons for 

me laying this amendment and predict my future voting pattern but he does not need to try and 1385 

second-guess it. My motivation for laying this amendment was just to try and get crucial capital 

spending decisions taken in the right order. 

If the amendment is lost, then in that scenario I cannot vote for C+ because I need to know that 

we will not be extending Guernsey’s runway in order to consider supporting it. Because otherwise 

we risk finding ourselves in an expensive situation down the line. I will not use up all of my time 1390 

refuting all of Deputy Inder’s claims but no one I know was, as he claimed, saying that ‘ED are bad 

boys’ for not coming up with a policy letter during COVID in May 2020. I was not even in the States 

in May 2020. I was, however, quite surprised about Deputy Inder’s repeated claims that his 

Committee knew nothing about the STSB York Aviation Report, when those two Committees have 

a Member in common. I thought cross-Committee working was to be encouraged. Did Deputy 1395 

Moakes not suggest to STSB that ED might be interested in being involved as it was relevant to 

their workstreams?  

Deputy Inder says that he does not know where I got the idea from that the Committee was split 

down the middle. Well, sir, it was from Deputy Inder himself, as that is what he told me several 

months ago. Finally on Deputy Inder’s speech, I am not using this amendment to stop debate on 1400 

the Guernsey runway. I am using it to get a debate on the Guernsey runway. If Deputy de Sausmarez 

lays her amendment to rescind the Resolution that Economic Development are working towards on 

the Guernsey runway, I shall oppose it strongly.  

The debate needs to be had, which is quite paradoxical because Deputy Ferbrache has just 

advised us that he is supportive of the runway but will support Deputy de Sausmarez’s amendment 1405 

and ‘I oppose the runway extension in Guernsey, but I will be opposing the amendment’ so, anyway.  

Deputy Gollop referred to Alice in Wonderland; if we approve things in the wrong order we could 

well be ‘through the looking glass’ in a few years. Alderney Representative Roberts, I fully 

understand concerns of his and people in Alderney about the delay. However, there my agreement 

with him stopped. He reeled off figures in millions of pounds for a small aircraft operation by an 1410 

established carrier which made wild assumptions. 

Firstly, I imagine any such aircraft would be leased. Secondly, in order to service Alderney under 

C+ we are planning to lease an extra ATR, that seems to have been forgotten. If you wanted to go 

out and buy one of those today, it would be about £22 million. He says that small aircraft will not 

make any money going to Alderney. Well that is true, but neither will the ATR. He was talking about 1415 

Islanders and Trislanders. I am not; those days are gone. He was talking about standalone 

operations. I am not; that would not work. He was talking about electric and hydrogen aircraft. I am 

not; that is a long way down the line.  

I will give way to Alderney Representative Roberts. 

 1420 

Alderney Representative Roberts: Thank you, Deputy Burford. Could not an ATR be leased, as 

well as? 

 

Deputy Burford: Yes, certainly. I think I made that point, but in addition Twin Otters or similar 

could also be leased. But several speakers have suggested that we are going to be looking for 1425 

£25 million. What I am saying is that the hardware costs of both possible versions are very similar.  
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Leaving aside all of the logistics and costs for a moment, is Alderney Representative Roberts 

saying that he genuinely thinks a twice-a-day service in an ATR with a Southampton that may well 

end up being operated through Guernsey is preferable to four or five flights a day and two or three 

to Southampton? It would seem so.  1430 

Deputy Vermeulen says that the amendment makes a lot of sense, thank you, but he is not going 

to vote for it. Not thank you. (Laughter) I have no response to that, really. He says that he came here 

to make a decision on the Alderney runway. This amendment does not deprive him of that 

opportunity. He does not want to talk about the Guernsey runway, and I agree, this amendment is 

not about the plusses and minuses of that. But in his intervention to Deputy de Sausmarez’s speech,  1435 

Deputy Vermeulen started talking about the Guernsey runway, despite not wanting to, and said 

an extension was not just about a low-cost carrier, but about facilitating continental operations. 

Some years ago, we had continental operations to Geneva, Zurich, Amsterdam, operated by a 34-

seat aircraft. We could not fill those aircraft enough to make them pay. How on earth does Deputy 

Vermeulen think we will fill a 180-seater aircraft to continental destinations? There are existing 1440 

airlines in the UK, Ireland and nearby Europe operating aircraft that can fit on our existing runway 

in Guernsey. We have open skies but they are not coming here and it is not the length of our runway 

that is stopping them. One can be 100% certain that no airline with even bigger aircraft are going 

to want to do it.  

I thank Deputy de Sausmarez for her clarifications. Deputy Parkinson says we would not 1445 

necessarily be extending Guernsey’s runway to attract a low-cost carrier. What on earth would we 

be spending £8 million on, in that case? He also says that it is just an assumption that a low-cost 

carrier would put Aurigny out of business. Well I think that it is a very sound assumption. York 

Aviation suggests that we would lose £25 million per year. That sounds pretty terminal to me. We 

are told that Aurigny would adapt without the Gatwick route. That adaptation would be painful and 1450 

expensive and would involve a significant fleet reduction. And with it, higher overheads per 

passenger. How long would the taxpayer wear the losses?  

Deputy Queripel, I thank him for his support and I would like to agree with him about 

understanding the decisions and differences in the Assembly, are not personal no matter how 

passionately we feel about something. I mean, Deputy Soulsby is still a very good friend of mine, 1455 

despite her changed vote sinking paid parking in 2014! (Laughter)  

Deputy Le Tocq, I thank him for his extremely powerful speech setting the record straight on 

quite a few points. Deputy de Lisle, just to clarify for Deputy de Lisle, nothing in this amendment 

would delay work starting on Option A. So anyone who is already of a mind that they are supporting 

Option A, supporting this amendment still allows you to support Option A. It does not delay works 1460 

on Option A, it merely calls for an investment by Joint Committees once that has all been agreed. 

So if that puts Deputy de Lisle’s mind at rest, there is no delay with Option A.  

Alderney Representative Snowdon, I think that Alderney Representative Snowdon to a degree 

still misunderstands this amendment because again – and I am going to end up saying this quite a 

lot, because there are a lot of people who seemed to be uncertain about this – if Option A is what 1465 

a Member wants to vote for, there will be no delay by supporting this amendment.  

Alderney Representative Snowdon came up with a £39 million figure. Again, I think I have 

explained that before, but hardware costs for different options would be very similar and no one is 

suggesting that people go out with a chequebook and buy for cash a load of aircraft. I agree with 

him when he says that Alderney needs frequency, but Option C does not support frequency. 1470 

(A Member: Hear, hear.) Those two things do not go together. And I also agree with him, that I 

have confidence in Aurigny too. I am not attacking Blue Islands, the amendment does not specify 

an airline. There are lots of permutations as to how a better inter-Island, Guernsey, Jersey, Alderney 

service would work. I am not suggesting that we try and take on Blue Islands but I would remind 

him that it is open skies.  1475 

Option C+ will not fix the runway for two years. I think that is another important thing to say 

and I realise the concern of people is that more delay would be added on to that. But there has 

been a narrative that seems to be if we do not crack on with Option C right now, that things are just 
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going to fall apart. But nothing is going to happen for two years and, more to the point, if people’s 

overriding concern is that the Alderney runway has to be rehabilitated as soon as possible, then you 1480 

have to vote for Option A because that is the quickest way to do it. (A Member: Hear, hear.)  

So mentions were made of boats. I can say I am firmly not in the boat camp. I am not convinced 

that there is anyone left in this Assembly – I am not even sure if Deputy Trott is – still in the boat 

camp. But, certainly when I was on Policy Council some years ago, there were voices that said, ‘Let 

them have a boat’. I certainly do not believe that. I want Alderney to have the best service that it 1485 

possibly can. I did not follow the ‘window getting smashed’ analogy so I have no comment on that.  

The final point on Deputy Snowdon’s speech is that he says there is no business plan. No, there 

is not a business plan, it is a request for an investigation. An investigation would come before any 

business plan, even if it got to that. So that is why you have not seen a business plan because there 

is merely, only in the case of Option A, a requirement to do an investigation.  1490 

Thank you to Deputy Soulsby for her support and her seconding. Deputy Matthews, Concorde; 

I was very fortunate to fly on Concorde when I was working for British Airways. In fact, I will always 

regret that I actually had the option to actually fly it and I turned it down. I do not know what I was 

thinking, so there we go.  

Yes, the Trislander has had its day but small aircraft have not. There will always be a market for 1495 

them. I would repeat at this point that the runway that STSB are building is not a runway for ATR 

72s. It is a runway for highly payload-limited ATR 72s (A Member: Hear, hear.) and I think that needs 

to be remembered.  

Deputy Matthews says that he may be persuaded by the amendment and I would just emphasise 

that it does not deprive him of the ultimate choice between A and C+, but it does come with a short 1500 

delay to C+ and that is something that I have not tried to hide at any point in this.  

Deputy Taylor, thank you for his comments. Deputy Taylor understands the amendment well. 

Deputy Murray, he is correct, it is not about one’s view on the Guernsey runway; it does not matter 

if you are in favour or against the Guernsey runway for the purposes of this amendment. He also 

comments on rationalisation of the fleet and I think that is a very important point and is something 1505 

that I brought up in my opening speech, that where an airline has two aircraft, two types of aircraft, 

both operating to the same market, then that is not economically efficient.  

However, there are instances where certain markets demand certain types of aircraft and then 

provided those markets are each large enough to support a fleet that does not end up with, as 

Deputy Roffey said, a 50% standby factor, then there can be an argument for having more than one 1510 

type.  

Again, Deputy Murray was saying about the delays. Well I will repeat that the fastest solution is 

Option A. Deputy Dyke also spoke about the quickest solution. Again, Option A as it mobilises much 

quicker than C+ and thank you to the officers at STSB for their discussion with me on this point.  

Deputy Helyar talks about number of experts and pilots. I have spoken to pilots which have the 1515 

same view and I do not think that they are the same people that Deputy Trott has spoken to, but 

again I will come to that in main debate because it is not relevant at this point. I agree that we must 

rehabilitate Alderney’s runway.  

Deputy Helyar says that there will be a delay whilst we look at small aircraft. No. There is no 

delay. That comes after the decision. It does not need to be done beforehand and this is where I 1520 

will put my hand on my heart and say that the sursis did mean that would have happened. But this 

amendment takes away that unnecessary delay. There is no delay to look at a small aircraft route 

and more to the point, that direction of an investigation only applies to Option A. There is no point – 

I know that Deputy Roffey disagrees with me on this, but there is no point – in applying it to C+. 

Why would we spend £8 million extra on top of what we are supposed to, going on Deputy 1525 

Ferbrache’s latest figures? Why would we spend all of that extra money to make Alderney’s runway 

long enough for payload-limited ATRs, and then go and see if we can come up with a different 

solution? It does not make any sense at all.  

So Deputy Helyar said that there would be a PSO subsidy needed on the Jersey route. No, I do 

not agree that is necessary. The Alderney route definitely needs a PSO and would continue to do, 1530 
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but the idea is that there would be cross-subsidy on inter-island routes. Just because a route is 

designated a ‘life-line’ route does not mean that it needs a PSO. The Gatwick route does not have 

a PSO and yet that it is a ‘life-line’ route. He says that his figures are just ‘guesswork’ and on that 

point, I would entirely agree with him as they have absolutely no substance that I can see.  

Thank you to Deputy St Pier for his speech, it is always good to have the background history of 1535 

decisions that have been made before to set a context around something. Deputy Ferbrache, he 

says that Deputy Trott is a ‘master of hyperbole’. I think if I am putting out awards for hyperbole in 

this debate, I would have to award them to Deputy Helyar and Alderney Representative Snowdon, 

for reasons that I have already explained.  

Deputy Ferbrache says that there are some commercial aircraft that could come into Alderney’s 1540 

extended runway and I will happily give way so that Deputy Ferbrache can tell me what they are. I 

give way to Deputy Ferbrache. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: I do not pretend to be an expert. I am advised by experts that there are. I 

am not going to simply name them on the hoof in relation to that. So I think it is as simple as that. 1545 

I am not going to say that it is X or Y or Z. I know it is not going to be a biplane.  

 

Deputy Burford: Well fortunately, I did ask the experts behind this policy letter and again, I 

could not get an answer. So I have to assume that there are none.  

Deputy Ferbrache also says that there has been a lot of changed rules and regulations and we 1550 

know that. I watched it through my aviation career. Things changed dramatically after 11th 

September. It made it a much less pleasant environment, in fact my sort of flying in the early part 

of my career in the late 1980s compared to the latter was totally changed. But none of those 

changed rules mean that small aircraft cannot operate any more.  

Finally I think, coming to the end here, I just repeat again for the eighth time, I think, this does 1555 

not introduce any delays for Option A. So I think that I will leave it there because the rest just really 

goes back onto the Guernsey runway and I think that enough has been said about that. Thank you 

to everybody for their contributions, it is an interesting and wide-ranging debate and I would ask 

Members to support the amendment.  

Thank you. 1560 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Leadbeater, you have arrived. Would you like to be relevéd so that you can 

vote? 

 

Deputy Leadbeater: Yes please, sir.  1565 

 

The Bailiff: Then we will mark you as present. Use your wizzy machine and you will get logged 

in. Members of the States, we come to the vote on Amendment 6, which is proposed by Deputy 

Burford, seconded by Deputy Soulsby. Which, if approved, would replace the two original 

Proposition with three new Propositions.  1570 

I will invite the Greffier to open the voting, please. 

 

There was a recorded vote. 

 

Amendment 6 1575 

Not carried – Pour 15, Contre 21, Ne vote pas 1, Did not vote 2, Absent 1 

 
POUR 

Blin, Chris 

Brouard, Al 

Burford, Yvonne 

De Sausmarez, Lindsay 

Gabriel, Adrian 

CONTRE 

Aldwell, Sue 

Cameron, Andy 

De Lisle, David 

Fairclough, Simon 

Ferbrache, Peter 

NE VOTE PAS 

Dudley-Owen, Andrea 

DID NOT VOTE 

Dyke, John 

Falla, Steve 

ABSENT 

Bury, Tina  
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Le Tissier, Chris 

Le Tocq, Jonathan 

Matthews, Aidan 

McKenna, Liam 

Meerveld, Carl 

Queripel, Lester 

Soulsby, Heidi 

St Pier, Gavin 

Taylor, Andrew 

Trott, Lyndon 

Gollop, John 

Haskins, Sam 

Helyar, Mark 

Inder, Neil 

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 

Leadbeater, Marc 

Mahoney, David 

Moakes, Nick 

Murray, Bob 

Oliver, Victoria 

Parkinson, Charles 

Prow, Robert 

Roberts, Steve 

Roffey, Peter 

Snowdon, Alexander 

Vermeulen, Simon 

 

The Bailiff: In relation to Amendment 6, proposed by Deputy Burford and seconded by Deputy 

Soulsby, there voted in favour 15 Members; against 21, Members; 1 Member abstained; and 2 

Members did not participate in vote at the time. Therefore, I declare that amendment lost.  1580 

Turning to the remaining amendments, we are going to go back, now that we have got the 

original Propositions still in play, to Amendment 3, on the basis that this is, if you like to look at it 

this way, an amendment proposed on behalf of the sponsoring Committees.  

Deputy Roffey, are you in a position to move that amendment? 

 1585 

Amendment 3: 

To insert an additional proposition:  

“3. To agree that, if the Option C+ scheme is adopted as the preferred way forward, then the 

amount of money which can be made available by the Policy & Resources Committee in respect 

of any future Public Service Obligation contract, or alternative to that arrangement, for the 

provision of air services to and from Alderney shall be limited to 60% (in real terms) of the funding 

being provided under the current Public Service Obligation contract with Aurigny, such a limit to 

become operative as soon as the works described in Option C+ have been completed.” 

 

Deputy Roffey: Yes I am, sir.  

Our reason for bringing this amendment is really incredibly simple. As I have said, I think already, 

when we get on to the general debate, we will be recommending C+ on the basis of a very 

straightforward business plan. In a nutshell, the basis of that business plan is as follows: that the 1590 

best professional estimate of the cost of extending Guernsey’s runway, as suggested, to allow larger 

aircraft to land there is £6.25 million, and of that sum, Alderney is offering to directly contribute 

£3.5 million.  

That will leave a net cost to the joint exchequer of £2.75 million. In return for that £2.75 million, 

the joint exchequer can save £800,000 a year in lower PSO payments while maintaining an air service 1595 

which is as good or better than the one today. So, sir, that is a very rapid payback period indeed. 

Despite Deputy Fairclough disagreeing with me, I think that this is as close to a no-brainer as any 

capital project that has ever come before the States of Guernsey. So why the need for the 

amendment?  

Simply because while the STSB and P&R were completely convinced over the revenue savings 1600 

being promised, I became aware of some scepticism amongst a few Members. They pointed out 

that the current PSO would be almost exhausted by the time the project was finished and they were 

worried that there was no solid guarantee of what would happen thereafter. Now the reason that 

the STSB and P&R were confident of that payback is because we know for sure that Aurigny could 

operate the route in return for a PSO that was at least £800,000 per year lower than the current one 1605 

in real terms, if that runway was that little bit longer.  

https://www.gov.gg/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=161133&p=0
https://www.gov.gg/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=161133&p=0
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They were promising us that they would be for any future PSO at that level £800,000 below the 

present one after of course allowing for inflation. I will go into exactly why they can promise this 

level of savings during the general debate. But they do promise it without reservation because 

operating ATRs on the route would be at least that much cheaper for them than maintaining a 1610 

dedicated fleet of smaller aircraft just to service a micro-market of 2,000 souls. So does this assume 

that Aurigny will always be the PSO holder? No, of course it cannot. At the end of this PSO, I imagine 

that there will be an open exercise by P&R to select somebody to operate the PSO going forward. 

I strongly suspect that it will be Aurigny, because frankly there is not another serious player in 

town and no one has come forward during recent multiple testing of the market. But the level of 1615 

saving does not rely on Aurigny being selected for the next PSO. They have promised that they will 

be able to bid for that future PSO at a price level £800,000 lower than the current contract in real 

terms. But, in the highly unlikely scenario that another player outbids them and comes in with a 

lower bid. Then, hurrah! The savings would be even higher.  

And of course, despite what Deputy Burford says, and I accept her view about how unlikely it is, 1620 

but it is still a fact that the spending of £6.75 million needed to extend the runway will open up the 

possibility for other airlines to bid for the PSO, even though I doubt that they actually will. But more 

airlines with different equipment would technically be able to bid. I am going to be completely 

candid, the sole reason that Aurigny bid for the last PSO and would bid for any future PSOs is 

because of a social responsibility borne out of the fact that its heritage is as an airline born in 1625 

Alderney and the fact that it is one owned by the people of the Bailiwick.  

They know it is vital to the Bailiwick that they offer that service and it is right for the Joint 

Exchequer for Alderney to continue to receive a reliable air service. I know that they feel that 

themselves and they are certainly told it in no uncertain terms by their shareholder. But if all Aurigny 

were considering was the hard-headed commercial facts, if their board of management were just 1630 

looking at what made best financial sense for them as a company, then frankly, they would not bid 

for any PSO. But they understand the consequences that would entail for us, their owners. So they 

are guaranteeing that not only will they bid for a future PSO, but they would do so at a discount of 

£800,000 to the current arrangement if the runway has been extended.  

So please can we not have any nonsense about this policy letter being all about pandering to 1635 

Aurigny. It is quite the opposite. Pandering to Aurigny would be telling them they can step away 

from the Alderney roots altogether and focus on the rest of their operation, but they do not want 

to do that and we do not want them to do that. But it is out of a sense of corporate responsibility, 

not because they see any great commercial opportunities of making money on the Alderney route.  

So I go back to my first question. If Aurigny are absolutely promising this saving, why is this 1640 

amendment needed? Well it is a good question and in some ways it probably is not needed if we 

absolutely trust Aurigny to deliver on their promises. Personally, I unequivocally do. But as I say, I 

became aware of a narrative of some Members saying, ‘Well the PSO will almost have run out by 

the time that C+ has been completed, so how can we be sure of those savings going forward?’ It 

was a fair point given that the business case for C+ is predicated very heavily on those promised 1645 

savings. So why should I expect other Members who perhaps have less contact with Aurigny than I 

do to have the same faith in those promises without bottling them out and nailing them down? 

And that is what this amendment seeks to do. 

So this amendment, rather than just accepting Aurigny’s pledges for cost reduction, actually 

limits the maximum amount that P&R could spend on any future PSO to £1.2 million per year in 1650 

2021 terms, if C+ has been approved. Now I stress, that is a limit. It is not a promise that there will 

be £1.2 million there in future. That is a limit. So if, for example, P&R decide that the most that they 

could afford in future and the next PSO was £1 million per year in 2021 terms, then Aurigny could 

indeed deliver on that. It would require a fare increase, I think, of circa £3.50 per leg. If we could 

only afford £800,000 then you can probably work it out, do the arithmetic. It would probably require 1655 

a fare increase of about £7 per leg.  

But I warn those whose eyes light up when I say that, that take that philosophy too far and 

reduce the PSO too much and you will see a death spiral come about. We know that it is not an 
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inelastic situation. You will see passenger numbers contract and that is in nobody’s interest. Fewer 

passengers equals higher fares, equals fewer passengers, equals higher fares, equals fewer 1660 

passengers. That is not a pattern that we want to get into. That is why we have a PSO at the moment. 

In this context it is worth noting that some that criticise the current level of service provided at 

Alderney and some say, ‘Well why have you got some aircraft, why when one is off having its annual 

maintenance, the other one goes ??? 12:12:34 and you cannot find one from Skybus because it is 

Easter or whatever. Why is it so poor, the service?’ Actually, I do not think it is a poor service. But, 1665 

‘Why isn’t it better?’ I will tell you why, because Aurigny in order to live within the PSO have reduced 

what used to be a subsidy, or loss, however you put it, of well in excess of £3 million per year down 

to £2 million per year to live within that PSO. If you reduce it much further then that service will get 

commensurately worse and I think that Alderney would be in a very difficult situation indeed.  

Does this commitment in the amendment to reduce spending on the PSO by a further 40% rely 1670 

on the presumption that Aurigny – and I know that we have heard predictions of its demise and 

disappearance – that it will still exist in order to even be a bidder for the PSO? Because obviously if 

they are not there, they cannot bid for it. Yes, I do admit that to an extent, it does. If they have 

completely disappeared then we could not be sure that anybody else would be willing to provide 

an acceptable service at this price point. We could not.  1675 

But three points in this respect, and I think that it is sort of repeating what I said yesterday, but 

it needs to be said. Why on earth would we not maintain Aurigny as Guernsey’s publicly owned 

airline for the foreseeable future, given the crucial insurance policy that it provides for Guernsey? 

Absolutely crucial. Secondly why would we let go of it when largely thanks to a previous iteration 

of the STSB, who selected a new chairman and then together with him selected a new CSO, we now 1680 

have a board and executive leadership at Aurigny, which has the right commercial mindset and 

aviation expertise that has been needed for a long time.  

Thirdly, and I know it is a hard message, but even if Aurigny were to disappear and I think that 

would be tragic, even if that were to happen, frankly, I do not think that the Guernsey taxpayer can 

afford to continue paying £2 million per year on subsidising Alderney’s airlinks in future. 1685 

(A Member: Hear, hear.) That is the hard financial reality and when you think of the policy letter 

that we will be debating next month, that brings it even more into stark relief. I do not think that 

we can afford to carry on doing that.  

So if Aurigny went to the wall, would the promise of cost savings contained in this amendment 

need to be revisited? Well it probably would need to be looked at again. I do not expect that to 1690 

happen but if it did we would have to look at it again. But I still doubt that we could afford to pay 

anybody £2 million per year to fly into and out of Alderney. I am sorry to my friends in Alderney for 

saying that – sorry, I have got to call them good friends, haven’t I these days; everybody is good; 

my good friends in Alderney for saying that – but I think that is just the stark reality. It is the hard 

financial reality. A lesser sum with the current length of runway would lead to a very poor outcome. 1695 

But we do have to cut our cloth. Thankfully, we have a perfectly good way to radically reduce our 

annual spending on Alderney’s air links without ruining them at the same time.  

So this amendment is about formally committing to what Aurigny’s management is informally 

already promising, which is an £800,000 per year saving in return for a £6.25 million investment. Of 

which, just £2.75 million would come from the Joint Guernsey-Alderney Exchequer.  1700 

So I hope Members, if anybody has a doubt that it is just moonshine and Aurigny can promise 

something today and then come back in a couple of years’ time and say, ‘No we still need £2 million’, 

this will mean that they will not be able to do that. They fully understand that, they are supportive 

of that and I ask Members to support it. 

 1705 

The Bailiff: Deputy Ferbrache, do you formally second the amendment?  

 

Deputy Ferbrache: I do. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Meerveld.  1710 
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Deputy Meerveld: Thank you, sir.  

I am sort of ambivalent towards this amendment because it is complete and utter nonsense. 

(A Member: Hear, hear.) At the end of the day, what we are being asked here is to limit how much 

we put into the PSO. What does that mean? Ah, well, Guernsey will not be losing so much money 

on the PSO. Great. It locks Alderney in because there will not be a premium there to pay it to attract 1715 

another airline, if we were wanting to attract another airline. What happens if losses are made by 

Aurigny? Guernsey bails out Aurigny. Recapitalises it, as we have done several times in the last two 

terms, since I have been in this Chamber.  

What happens if we go to Alderney and say ‘Alderney, you need to subsidise the difference. 

Option C+ did not work out as planned.’ Well, Alderney will turn around and say, ‘That is fine, we 1720 

can put in more money, but of course we have lost more money now, we need subsidising’. Because 

they do not generate enough revenue to cover their own bills. The £3.5 million they are saying that 

they are going put in to support this runway, Option C, same thing applies. What happens if they 

default on it? Oh well, Guernsey will have to write it off or bail them out.  

The money is coming from the same place, regardless. All you are doing here is playing with 1725 

semantics. The money comes from the Guernsey taxpayer every single way you look at it. It is just 

simply where it is coming from. So whilst I am ambivalent towards – 

 

Alderney Representative Roberts: Correction, sir. 

 1730 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Alderney Representative Roberts. 

 

Alderney Representative Roberts: It actually comes from the Bailiwick taxpayer. Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: I am not sure that there is such a thing as a ‘Bailiwick taxpayer’. I think there is a lot 1735 

of reference being made to the Bailiwick, that does not include Sark because Sark does not 

contribute to the exchequer.  

Deputy Meerveld, to continue. 

  

Deputy Meerveld: Thank you, sir.  1740 

At the end of the day, the contribution being made by Alderney is less than Alderney costs. So 

they are subsided by the Guernsey taxpayer, and Herm I suppose you could include if the employees 

over there pay taxes, but we are subsidising Alderney constantly. Therefore, ultimately whether it 

be the PSO, if Option C+ does not work out, it does not matter, Guernsey taxpayers end up footing 

the bill; whether it be to recapitalise Aurigny, whether it is to write off a debt to Alderney, it does 1745 

not matter, it comes back to Guernsey.  

I was thinking originally, that I am kind of ambivalent to this amendment, I will vote in favour of 

it. But actually no, I am going to vote against and the reason is that if you lock in a commitment to 

reduce the PSO to a fixed amount in the future, then you cannot go out to the market and actually 

put out a commercial bid at a realistic value to attract other bidders in. So the PSO tendering process 1750 

becomes an absolute nonsense; it is locked in to Aurigny for the future. So in fact, I will be voting 

against this amendment.  

Thank you.  

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Prow. 1755 

 

Deputy Prow: Thank you, sir.  

I think I understood the opening of this amendment from Deputy Roffey, but I would like some 

clarification. When you look at the explanatory notes, the second paragraph talks about the 

additional expenditure by the States of Guernsey and it says that it  1760 

 

… reduces to less than £3.0 m after netting off the special payment offered by the States of Alderney.  
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Now I assume that refers, unless I have got this wrong, to the offer which is contained in the 

policy letter at 8.6 and the letter from Alderney in appendix 1. But I cannot see anywhere what the 

amount of that offer is and in the summing up, or during this debate, I would like some real clarity 

on that. Because when we come to the substantive debate, subject to whatever amendments get 

carried, this is really a point that I would like clarified anyway. If I have got the right end of the stick 1765 

on this, we are talking about amendment which refers to netting off a special payment offered by 

the States of Alderney, but this Assembly has got no idea what the actual amount is, if that makes 

sense.  

Thank you, sir. 

 1770 

The Bailiff: Deputy Le Tocq. 

 

Deputy Le Tocq: Thank you, sir.  

I am afraid I find this amendment is somewhat of a sop. The explanatory note says: 

 1775 

This amendment seeks to give assurance to those States’ Members who have expressed concerns over there being no 

guarantee of realising the future revenue savings outlined in the policy letter. 

 

Well, I am afraid that there is no guarantee, that is just the way that it is. I ask Deputy Roffey, if 

he is summing up on this, to tell me that I am wrong. To prove to me that I am wrong. There is no 

guarantee if we go this way, that is just the way it is. It always has been, ever will, without end. Amen. 

And certainly this amendment is not going to add any guarantee to it.  1780 

For reasons, at least the very reasons that Deputy Meerveld has alluded to, we cannot comfort 

ourselves in terms of making some savings here, because there will probably be costs elsewhere, if 

that is the case. We are in fiscal union with Alderney, I take that seriously and the responsibility for 

that. But that has always meant there are no guarantees. We have had to recently intervene in areas 

of health in Alderney, in order to do that … there are no guarantees at all in this. This does not 1785 

provide us with any additional ones as far as I can see. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Trott. 

 

Deputy Trott: Thank you, sir.  1790 

We bought Aurigny to protect our Gatwick slots. That was the primary reason for the investment 

and that investment has been extremely expensive over the course of the last 20 years. But in most 

cases I think entirely justified.  

We know, because the Chief Minister told us yesterday, that Alderney is in deficit on the account 

by about £7 million per year in terms of recurring expenditure, plus the £2 million from the PSO – 1795 

£9 million.  

We also know from information that has been published that if you are in the lower 50% of the 

income earnings spectrum within the Bailiwick, you will be better off. Now the majority of Alderney 

residents fall into that category. They will tell you that themselves. Which means that revenue deficit 

of £7 million, plus the £2 million PSO, will grow and it will grow quite substantially, as a consequence 1800 

of the lessened tax burden on most – not all, but most – Alderney residents.  

So the situation is getting worse, that I doubt anyone on P&R would contest. Now when we were 

discussing the Budget at budget time, I asked Deputy Helyar what the true losses of Aurigny were 

and what they were expected to be budgeted for 2023, because the figure of £1 million was being 

shown in the balance sheet, in the narrative. He very graciously said, ‘Yes, I see what you mean, the 1805 

losses are really £3 million because we are budgeting for £1 million but there are also the £2 million 

losses that are currently accruing through the PSO.’ So Aurigny will be losing £3 million but we will 

be giving them £2 million out of general revenue.  

This is to Deputy Meerveld’s point: precisely the same pot that funds the PSO is precisely the 

same pot that will cover any losses that Aurigny actually makes in the future, because the way that 1810 
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we do it is that we allow them to accrue significant losses and then to all intents and purposes, we 

capitalise those losses. Now why is this important? It is because whilst there is nothing wrong with 

this amendment, it is another case of smoke and mirrors. It is another case of dangling the carrot.  

I see that Deputy Roffey is nodding his head and I shall explain why. We do not know precisely 

how much Aurigny lose providing the services to and from Alderney. They tell us that it is about 1815 

£2 million and they tell us in the future it will be about £1.2 million.  

I give way. 

 

Deputy Roffey: I thank Deputy Trott for giving way as I think that I need to explain how the PSO 

works, even though the STSB is not directly involved in the PSO, it is something negotiated by P&R. 1820 

There is full disclosure under that PSO of what is happening on the Alderney route and the amount 

of subsidy is absolutely capped by the amount of the PSO. If they need to adjust fares or whatever 

in order to remain within that cap, that is what happens.  

So whatever the PSO is offered and bid for, that is taken out of the accounts. It is not a part of 

the general accounts of Aurigny and what they might lose or actually, for the last eight successive 1825 

months, make a profit on other routes. It is absolutely discrete and they are unable to actually go 

above that envelope of money. 

 

Deputy Trott: Well, I am glad that I gave way because Deputy Roffey will know that I have sat 

on P&R and no such clarity around those figures was ever presented to us. So if that has moved on, 1830 

I am pleased to hear that but I am equally surprised. Because there are so many different ways that 

these numbers can be affected. Transfer pricing, the way in which you look at outsourcing costs, 

apportionment of central costs … There are a number of qualified accountants in this Assembly, 

which does not include me, sir, who are much more able to explain to the States how easy it is to 

manipulate, if that is the right word, those figures.  1835 

Now I am not suggesting any bad practice from Aurigny because, as Deputy Roffey said, they 

are in this catch … they are between a rock and hard place. They are providing an essential public 

service and I have always believed that it is an essential service, getting people from Alderney into 

Guernsey and vice versa. I have never accepted and never will that flying people from Alderney to 

Southampton is a lifeline route in the general course of activities. Clearly it might be for a medical 1840 

emergency, but it is certainly not in any other way, shape or form.  

But the point that I am making is, we will never know. I genuinely believe that this Assembly will 

never know. I also genuinely believe that P&R will not either, whether those savings are achieved. 

Because all that will happen, if there is an undershoot or an overshoot, if things are better then 

Aurigny will take a sensible commercial decision to say, ‘You know, things are okay’. If things are 1845 

worse, then effectively what will happen is losses will be … (Interjection) No, not necessarily. Losses 

will be attributed to other parts of the business and on consolidation, those numbers will be 

massaged and manipulated.  

Now these are the sorts of conversations I do not like having in this Assembly, but they have to 

be had because otherwise we wrap ourselves in cotton wool and think that everything is fine. It is 1850 

not. This is an attempt to convince the States that there will be a mechanism in place that will reduce 

the losses associated with these routes and it will not, for the reasons that I have said.  

It is also worth mentioning once again that the £800,000 potential savings – potential savings, 

and the Chief Minister was very careful when he opened yesterday to talk about potential savings – 

we already know that somehow or other, this has been lost in the discussion, that the cost of capital 1855 

is £650,000. So we cannot possibly talk legitimately, as elected representatives, about savings of 

£800,000 when we know that the net is a fairly measly £150,000 if we are lucky. These figures are 

based on the £12 million, the difference … I mean, I am absolutely behind Option A, remediating 

the runway. Absolutely. It would foolish not to do that. But the additional expenditure cannot be 

justified on a cost-basis, it cannot. It fails the test. Which is why the accountants in this Assembly 1860 

are opposed to it and why all the former Chief Ministers in this Assembly are opposed to it.  

I rest my case there, sir, thank you.   
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The Bailiff: We will now adjourn, Members of the States, until 2.30 p.m. 

 

The Assembly adjourned at 12.30 p.m. 

and resumed its sitting at 2.30 p.m. 

 

 

 

Alderney Airport Runway Rehabilitation – 

Debate continued 

 

The Bailiff: Is there anyone else who wishes to speak on Amendment 3? 

Deputy Gollop. 1865 

 

Deputy Gollop: Yes. Sometimes I have been a bit, not particularly enthused by any of the 

speeches I have heard on this amendment, because we probably will vote for it, if only to help the 

Alderney longer runway option get over the line. But I do find it quite frustrating. I know there is 

nobody probably wiser in the Chamber than Deputy Trott, or collectively over the years has done 1870 

so well in different directions and survived. But sometimes I think his thinking is at odds with much 

of the public, because he puts across detailed commercial and economic points, and of course if 

you are mixing capital subsidies and revenue subsidies, it starts to get complicated. 

But I think that over the years I have spoken to hundreds of members of the Alderney public, 

and indeed the Guernsey public, and what they always seem to want from air services is very 1875 

frequent services, using green planes, at very cheap fares, with zero States’ subsidy, and all the rest 

of it. And they do not want any variation in that menu. Of course, whether it is achievable or not is 

another matter.  

But that is where this becomes very complicated, because we heard in the interesting speech 

Deputy Le Tocq made earlier, nostalgia for the days when we had frequent Trislanders or Islanders 1880 

going to Cherbourg, Dinard, Jersey every half an hour, and so on. But those days have gone, partly 

because of, I would say, not only the cost of the second pilot, as Deputy Roffey pointed out, and as 

Deputy Burford mentioned from the voice of experience really, the impact of 9/11 and the complete 

change in security we saw from then, and I remember a special States’ debate done really quickly 

in order to impose new requirements at the Airport.  1885 

But the combination of regulations, security, insurance, changing requirements, has meant that 

the day of cheaper frequent aircraft using old-fashioned planes, has gone. And the question 

therefore is what replaces it in a coherent way. I would argue, coming back to the amendment, that 

the public really has to accept one or two messages. If they are to continue to have the level of air 

service that they have, let alone a more frequent service, either it is subsidised by somebody to a 1890 

degree, or they pay higher fares. And as Deputy Roffey, I think shrewdly, has pointed out, there is a 

limit to the rising of fares because it becomes a circle of decline. You put the fares up too much, the 

demand falls below the median level. 

I would like to know more about how this Public Service Obligation exactly works out. We heard 

one argument from Deputy Trott, we have heard other arguments. I am not entirely sure whether 1895 

the operator who gets it gets the full, say £2million, and then works within it, or whether they are 

obliged to work within that figure and if not they have to cut their cloth or raise fares, or whether if 

they did it under the figure they would have to give the money back. That I do not know. And I will 

choose this interesting parallel, if you argue that Aurigny is losing, say, £3million rather than 

£1million because of the PSO, you could argue that it is true of other contracts we have – a slight 1900 

parallel being the bus contract, for example. 

But in that sense I probably part company with Deputy Roffey, who says that he thinks it is 

unacceptable in the long term that Alderney has this amount of money and they will need to have 

a lower PSO in future. Well I think you have to bear in mind their needs for this PSO contract and 

the money we give other organisations; and although it might not be of huge value, and somebody 1905 
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said to me over lunch, they said it is lot of money to spend for 1,800 people. Well I am saying in the 

first place Alderney’s population has grown since then, and they want it to grow further, and it once 

had 4,000 people. But the second point is, is that 60% of users of the airline are in fact based in 

Guernsey. So we have to have some sense. 

In principle I am not in favour of reducing the cap to a level which might cause damage to the 1910 

service, from £2 million to £1.2 million. And yet I remember just 10 years ago, the maximum Aurigny 

used to lose on the Alderney route was half a million, three quarters of a million, even a million, but 

that admittedly was in the pre-Dornier or transitional era, and I think that the States’ Members were 

never fully told of the effect upon our budgets and taxpayers’ largesse, you could say, by the change 

to Dorniers. 1915 

In that sense some of the speakers who earlier have said we do not see the big picture and we 

just go along the road – Deputy St Pier mentioned that with La Mare de Carteret as a parallel has 

an element of depth to it. 

So although I do not think we should have a cap of £1.2 million, I do see that the success of this 

amendment based not just by Deputy Roffey but by the President of Policy & Resources, Deputy 1920 

Ferbrache, is on balance necessary in order to advise the public and especially States’ Members who 

are unsure about this – like Deputy Dyke and a few others who have spoken – that this is not an 

open door to more finance for the foreseeable future, and that there definitely will be a commitment 

to saving money in the eventuality of Option C being completed, and this actually therefore gives … 

Was it Deputy Queripel who wanted a cast iron guarantee? Well this comes close to that, in that it 1925 

is a definite resolution to restrain the revenue amount of £800,000.  

So on that basis, in the belief I think this is the best thing not just for Guernsey but for Alderney, 

I will support the amendment. 

 

The Bailiff: Alderney Representative Snowdon. 1930 

 

Alderney Representative Snowdon: Thank you, sir.  

I am just going to be quite brief for this one. The States of Alderney have discussed this one, or 

the Policy & Finance Committee, and we are a supporter of this. Obviously this kicks in if it is Option 

C+, and then makes sure that that saving is hopefully going to be achieved, so I think this, as Deputy 1935 

Gollop highlighted, should be a vote that this is the right action to take if Option C+ is taken, that 

gives confidence that that saving will hopefully be there.  

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Inder. 1940 

 

Deputy Inder: Only briefly, sir.  

I will support the amendment as it stands at the moment, but it is just worth reminding Members 

that there is Amendment 8 coming which I think Deputy Burford and myself would find preferable, 

so at some point, should this one be approved we are going to have to have some discussion over 1945 

whether the eventual Amendment 8 replaces this amendment.  

Just to give some sort of fair warning really, but I will support it as it stands. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy St Pier. 

 1950 

Deputy St Pier: Thank you, sir.  

I think this is a warm bath amendment. It is designed to make us feel much more comfortable. 

And I think, in essence, to be fair to Deputy Roffey, he described it as such, albeit he did not use 

those words when he opened debate. There is good intent here, and therefore at first blush what is 

there to really object to? But I think Deputy Meerveld first and then Deputy Trott later, very much 1955 

did hit the nail on the head. That in essence it does not actually change the reality that seeking to 

fix the quantum of the PSO now, which is what, three years out from its renewal? Or certainly, at 
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least three years out from its renewal, with so many variables in that industry, not least the price of 

aviation fuel which clearly fluctuates from day to day, plus a whole range of other things, I think it 

is ambitious in the extreme.  1960 

Deputy Roffey said that Aurigny had a social responsibility and that was the reason that they bid 

for the PSO. My recollection is somewhat different, (Two Members: Hear, hear.) and actually they 

did not want to bid for it at all, social responsibility or otherwise. The only reason they bid for it is 

because they were told to bid for it by their shareholder, which was the right thing to do. I am saying 

that it was the shareholder’s instruction at the time, in the last term, it was the right thing to do to 1965 

tell them that they needed to bid for this because they had a social responsibility. But I think that 

we should not seek to reinvent or reinterpret the history behind this. Maybe new management 

would acquire their social responsibility without needing to be told about it when this comes up for 

renewal. But nonetheless that is a different matter. 

Really, this amendment has about as much value as telling us that the sun needs to rise every 1970 

other Thursday between now and 2024. It is going to be about as effective as insuring that particular 

outcome, and I think we should see it with that in mind. Because as Deputy Trott says, it ultimately, 

and particularly as we are the shareholder of the airline providing the service, it would be different 

if it were a third party, because then if that third party took on a contract that they were unable to 

deliver against, they would need to be supported by their shareholders or their banks, or they would 1975 

go out of business. But if Aurigny failed to deliver, then we would be standing, we the shareholder, 

we on behalf of the taxpayers, taxpayers will be standing behind them, and the shortfall on the 

contract will simply be re-presented, as Deputy Trott says, elsewhere in the accounts of Aurigny, as 

losses. 

I do have one question though, for either the proposer or seconder, depending on how long the 1980 

debate continues, which is to explain the words in the amendment which are, ‘…it shall be limited 

to …’ Now when I listened to Deputy Roffey, when I listened carefully to Deputy Roffey introducing 

this, I think he was saying quite clearly, that the PSO would be reduced by £800,000 to £1.2 million 

in real terms. Now if he did not say that, and he is shaking his head in the negative, so I would be 

grateful for his clarification when he responds then, because if it means no more than 60%, if that 1985 

is indeed what ‘limited to’ is intended to mean, then I think that should be put on the record that 

actually it is quite possible that a renegotiated PSO will be £1.1 million or £1 million or £0.8 million 

or£0.6 million rather than a fixed £1.2 million. If I have misheard or misinterpreted the introduction, 

then I would certainly be grateful for that, but I think the understanding that it means no more than, 

is more likely to get me to climb into the warm bath with Deputy Ferbrache, than to pull the plug 1990 

on it. (Laughter) So I shall await clarification –  

I will give way to Deputy Ferbrache. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: The only point is I am already in that bath with Deputy Trott. It is too full! 

(Laughter) 1995 

 

Deputy St Pier: Sir, some would say the more the merrier, but not me. So with that, sir, I shall 

sit down. Thank you. 
 

The Bailiff: Deputy Burford. 2000 

 

Deputy Burford: This is going to short and sweet. Although just picking up on the point from 

Deputy St Pier, it does actually say ‘under the current Public Service Obligation,’ so I am assuming 

it does refer to the price attached to that PSO, so therefore the 60% is £1.2 million in real terms.  

I was going to speak strongly against this amendment, but actually the truth of the matter is, it 2005 

does not really matter greatly whether it passes or fails or gets abstained from, or anything else. But 

there is one scenario under where it might matter, and that is that if for any reason – I know I am 

banging on about this a bit, but if for any reason – Aurigny could no longer operate the PSO … and 

we do not have a crystal ball. Yes, I want to see them stay operating.  
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I think Aurigny is a great thing for our Island. But, if they could no longer operate the PSO then 2010 

the possibility of attracting another operator is remote regardless, but it certainly could not be done 

for £1.2 million or anywhere near that figure and retain the same flight frequency. So there would 

need to be a significant reduction in the number of flights operating into Alderney to stay with what 

you could get for £1.2 million, if indeed there were anyone prepared to operate any flights at all. 

And I wonder, is that what Alderney wants? Because on this point I am very surprised to see Alderney 2015 

actually backing this, because I think it works … it is designed to placate reticent Guernsey States’ 

Members. I do not think this is designed to appeal to Alderney at all. 

So I can understand Members of this Assembly who want to cap the liability Guernsey has to 

Alderney, in terms of the subsidy voting for this, but my aim all the way through this wider debate 

has been to ensure that Alderney is not locked into anything which will see things get worse where 2020 

air services are considered. And while I am not at all sure that sentiment has been understood by 

some, it is where I stand and as a result I will vote against this amendment on that basis.  

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Soulsby. 2025 

 

Deputy Soulsby: Thank you, sir.  

I will be brief, but I thought I had to rise to my feet because of something Deputy Trott said. 

Actually casting aspersions as to what accountants can do with numbers in the accounts, and 

fiddling the numbers! I cannot let that go by.  2030 

No, seriously, you did really have important points to make here, and I have to support very 

much Deputy St Pier and actually Deputy Meerveld as well, in saying well this is where we are now, 

what happens in the future? And I, like Deputy Burford, do not understand why Alderney should in 

any way support this amendment. I mean, okay, this is basically saying well if things get worse your 

air fares are going to go through the roof. But, hey, if that is what they want to do, good for them, 2035 

but I cannot support this amendment. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Dudley-Owen. 

 

Deputy Dudley-Owen: Thank you, sir. 2040 

Just listening to the debate, myself and Deputy Inder sat on Economic Development together, 

and looked at the PSO, with I think some other Members of the Assembly, I think Deputy Parkinson 

and it might have started life with Deputy Ferbrache, and it took quite some time last term to 

actually get through to it, and we expected that it would have been passed by the previous P&R, 

and it did not, it came through in this term instead. But it always appeared to me that the contract 2045 

was there in order to almost legitimise what was a running sore of a deficit materialising every single 

year on the losses to operate that particular sector. 

So, my view on Alderney supporting this is that this is almost a conciliatory gesture of saying, 

‘We would love to pay our way if we possibly can and we would like to be able to help contribute 

to reducing cost burden on Guernsey, wherever we can.’ So I am neither here nor there on this 2050 

particular amendment. I am not sure that it … it is a nice gesture but again, it is not hugely significant. 

But I have just had a quick look at Deputy Inder’s Amendment 8, and I will not speak to that now, 

but I think that that sort of goes more to the point than this particular amendment.  

In the scheme of things I am happy to support this, but I also take on board that Alderney is 

trying in some way to step forward and say, ‘No, if we can we will possibly try and reduce the costs 2055 

and share some of the burden wherever possible with Guernsey.’ 

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Alderney Representative Roberts. 

 2060 

Alderney Representative Roberts: Thank you, sir. 
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Sixty per cent in real terms is yet another multiplier and it is underscoring our commitment to 

getting ourselves a decent air service, which we do not have at the moment, sir. The comment that 

came about social responsibility is a sound and true comment. There is social responsibility here. 

Aurigny actually means Alderney, that is the word. But we live in different days now and there 2065 

seems so many Dr Whos in this Assembly, who travel through time and travel back through time, 

and I cannot see the point of that, because economics have changed, things are different, and it is 

a constantly changing world.  

By buying Aurigny, which was in private hands, responsibility was borne to part of the Bailiwick 

by buying those slots years ago, and we support this saving that we speak of in this amendment 2070 

wholeheartedly. 

Just, Deputy St Pier, I do apologise to him, but I feel that he says it does not change anything, 

but it does, it improves things. And it is ambitious. We need ambition. All life needs ambition, it 

drives progress. Ambition drives progress.  

And just to finish on this, Deputy Burford – my good friend Deputy Burford: number of flights 2075 

and frequency. It does not matter to Alderney about the frequency; we are going to get three flights 

a day. It is absolutely nothing to do with it. It is reliability and not frequency, that Alderney requires. 

A good service we can get a couple of times a day, three times a day, is what we require. It will serve 

the medical patients, it will serve business, it will serve everything. And if you knew what difference, 

each and every one of you, standing in here today, or sitting in here today, believe what I believe, 2080 

how it will improve Alderney, and it is the cheapest option long term above small aircraft, you would 

all vote unanimously for it. I only wish I could instil that in you as how I feel from deep in my soul. 

I fought this cause for 10 years. I used to send incessant emails to you every night. I am sure my 

friend, Deputy Trott, can remember those incessant emails that used to drive him mad and he did 

not even open sometimes, he told me – ‘I have not opened them, Steve’ – and I used to say how 2085 

bad the service was. 

This is the culmination of my political career and I hope to instil in each and every one of you, 

because I feel emotional about it; Alderney needs it.  

Thank you. 

 2090 

The Bailiff: Deputy Parkinson. 

 

Deputy Parkinson: Thank you, sir. 

It has so often been said that the only certainties in life are death and taxes, and it is certainly 

true that passing this amendment will not guarantee that the subsidy to Aurigny on the Alderney 2095 

PSO will never exceed £1.2 million in real terms. But it is an expression of intent, and it is a 

commitment to which the Aurigny management have signed up, to try and achieve that goal.  

Members who are saying, with some justification, that well, if they do not succeed, if the losses 

mount beyond that, the Guernsey taxpayer will have to bail them out anyway. Yes, that is probably 

true. But this amendment is designed to offer States’ Members some reassurance that Aurigny and 2100 

the STSB are fully committed to achieving the savings goal. And it is possible that we will fail, but 

this amendment has been introduced to provide some measure of comfort to States’ Members that 

if they vote for Option C+, we are very serious about achieving the savings that we say can be 

delivered under that option. The amendment is only relevant if Members vote for Option C+. If they 

are going to vote for Option A it does not matter anyway.  2105 

So, I would urge Members to support this. It is more than a token gesture. It is a statement of 

intent and a serious commitment. And no, it is not guaranteed; do not stake your lives on Aurigny 

managing to cut their costs down to £1.2 million on the route. But it is a serious statement of intent 

and it is intended to provide some reassurance to States’ Members that the savings implied by 

Option C+ will be delivered. 2110 

 

The Bailiff: I do not see anyone else rising. Do you wish to comment at all, Deputy Ferbrache, 

or leave it to Deputy Roffey?  
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Deputy Ferbrache: I will leave it to Deputy Roffey. 

 2115 

The Bailiff: Deputy Roffey to reply to debate on the amendment then please. 

 

Deputy Roffey: Thank you, sir.  

The STSB is not directly involved, not involved at all in fact, apart from being the shareholder of 

one of the parties in the PSO or how it is arranged or how it is fixed up. But I am going to encourage 2120 

P&R to put on a training session for States’ Members about how the PSO actually works, because I 

think there is some misunderstanding.  

If losses are made on flying to Bristol, or on flying to Manchester, and the taxpayer has to 

recapitalise eventually or whatever, then absolutely what happens to Aurigny is what happens to 

the taxpayer. But listening to Deputy Meerveld, it sounds as if he is sort of saying, well it may be a 2125 

PSO for £1.2 million but if it costs them £2 million that is just an £800,000 loss and the taxpayer will 

have to stump it up. That is not how the PSO works.  

At the moment, for example, the PSO is £2 million or I think a maximum of £2.1 million sort of 

range, but in round figures it is £2 million. The fares have to be adjusted; things have to happen. If 

taken entirely out, it sort of becomes a sealed cell within the accounts, and this is not unique for 2130 

Aurigny, this happens with PSOs up and down the UK, Scottish Islands, Europe, everywhere, and 

that becomes a sealed cell. They have to adjust their parameters, their service, but they have got a 

guaranteed level of service to a certain extent, so more often the fares, in order to live within that 

PSO figure. So it is not just like what would happen in Bristol or what would happen in Manchester. 

If they lose money the taxpayer puts money in. 2135 

Deputy Prow was slightly confused because in the Billet he refers to negotiating a sum with 

Alderney and there is not any particular figure about what it is. Whereas in the note to the 

amendment it refers to £3.5 million, and that is because subsequent to the publication of the Billet, 

the Alderney States voted that if C+ was passed, they would be willing to fund £3.5 million. They 

said up to, but I cannot see P&R turning round and saying actually, ‘We would only like two, thank 2140 

you very much.’ So the presumption is that the whole of that sum will be accepted, so that is where 

the figure in the amendment came from that was not available at the time that the Billet was 

submitted. 

Deputy Le Tocq – well as Deputy Parkinson has just said, maybe the use of the word ‘guarantee’ 

was ill-advised in the explanatory note, because nothing is guaranteed. Even if you buy a new car, 2145 

if it goes wrong and you find that the company that sold it to you has gone out of business, no 

longer exists, it does not really mean very much. And this Assembly goes out of business every four 

years, so nothing at this Assembly is locked. We could put something in Law and the next Assembly 

could revoke that Law. So yes, it is not an absolute guarantee. It is an instruction to P&R from this 

Assembly, saying limit the subsequent PSO payments to £1.2 million per year in 2021 terms. The 2150 

risk of inflation will be taken into account as well. 

Very unlike Amendment 8, which we are not going to get on to yet, it seeks to adjust the terms 

of this PSO – I am not quite sure how that is going to work, but we will see when we get to it.  

Deputy Trott, I am not really sure how to answer him, because he was saying … well, I think he 

accepts what I am saying about the sealed cell, if it is £1.2 million that is all that they can spend on 2155 

Alderney. He will say Aurigny will just cook the books, they will just pretend that profits will be made 

elsewhere or losses made elsewhere. It is a dreadful allegation, quite frankly, sir, but if that is what 

Deputy Trott thinks, believes what would happen, I simply disagree with him and I think it is a fairly 

scurrilous suggestion. 

Deputy Gollop said that I said that £2 million going forward was unacceptable. That is not the 2160 

word I used. The word I used is, I think it is going to be ‘unaffordable’. Go home – Deputy Gollop, 

sorry, not you, sir – and read the Billet that we will be discussing in January next year. I simply do 

not think that … I am as fond of Alderney as everybody else, I spent my childhood holidays there, I 

still go up there quite often when I can. I just do not think they can afford to keep doing that – 

£2 million is too much. Luckily there is way in which, when we get up to general debate, we can 2165 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 15th DECEMBER 2022 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

2921 

discuss, where we can actually maintain a really good level of service while reducing that very 

significantly, but we will get on to that later. 

Deputy St Pier – yes, I think I said quite clearly in my opening, it does mean ‘not more than’. In 

fact I said that if the P&R of the day, whoever it is in 202- … well, it might be this one, because it 

will probably be negotiating a year or two before it actually comes in. If they say, ‘All we can afford 2170 

is a million,’ then that is £1 million. It does not say they have to give £1.2 million, and I think I quoted 

that would probably put something like £3.50 per sector on fares, if they can only owe £400,000 to 

£800,000 it would put £700,000 on the fares. What this amendment says is that it shall not be more 

that £1.2 million in 2021 terms, which is when this PSO started.  

Alderney Representative Roberts was a bit tangential with this amendment, but he was very 2175 

interested in the idea of frequency. I have to say it is slightly different in Alderney from Guernsey, 

because what we find in Alderney is that we are absolutely sold out – or Aurigny are – and more 

than sold out, at peak times. Nobody can get on those ones when people really want to, which is 

the early morning and the late afternoon, because there is only so many seats on a small plane. So 

you have got people flying at 10.30 who wanted to fly at 8.30. You have got people coming back 2180 

mid-afternoon at 4 o’clock who did not want to come back until 6 o’clock because they actually 

wanted the full day, but they could not. That is what can be a big advantage of an ATR. Yes, it means 

that those lesser number of people who actually want to fly midday may not be able to, but for the 

vast majority of the market those are the times of the day that they want to travel. 

Sir, while it is not a guarantee, as I have said, it was an attempt to show I was picking up, and so 2185 

was Deputy Ferbrache, people saying actually just warm words about £800,000, ‘Where is the 

commitment?’ People can say that; they might bid £2 million when it comes to it, it does not mean 

a thing. And of course Deputy St Pier is right: if there has been a quadrupling in the cost of aircraft 

fuel, then anything may have to be revisited. But this, all things being equal, is saying it is absolutely 

serious, it is not warm words, and I invite everybody into my warm bath! 2190 

 

The Bailiff: Members of the States, we will come to the vote now on Amendment 3, proposed 

by Deputy Roffey, seconded by Deputy Ferbrache, and I ask the Greffier to open the voting please. 

 

There was a recorded vote. 2195 

 

Amendment 3 

Carried – Pour 25, Contre 11, Ne vote pas 3, Did not vote 0, Absent 1 

 
POUR 

Aldwell, Sue 

Brouard, Al 

Cameron, Andy 

Dudley-Owen, Andrea 

Fairclough, Simon 

Falla, Steve 

Ferbrache, Peter 

Gollop, John 

Helyar, Mark 

Inder, Neil 

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 

Leadbeater, Marc 

Mahoney, David 

Matthews, Aidan 

Moakes, Nick 

Murray, Bob 

Oliver, Victoria 

Parkinson, Charles 

Prow, Robert 

Queripel, Lester 

Roberts, Steve 

Roffey, Peter 

CONTRE 

Blin, Chris 

Burford, Yvonne 

De Lisle, David 

Gabriel, Adrian 

Haskins, Sam 

Le Tissier, Chris 

Le Tocq, Jonathan 

McKenna, Liam 

Meerveld, Carl 

Soulsby, Heidi 

Vermeulen, Simon 

NE VOTE PAS 

De Sausmarez, Lindsay 

Dyke, John 

Taylor, Andrew 

DID NOT VOTE 

None 

ABSENT 

Bury, Tina  
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Snowdon, Alexander 

St Pier, Gavin 

Trott, Lyndon 

 2200 

The Bailiff: The voting on Amendment 3, proposed by Deputy Roffey and seconded by Deputy 

Ferbrache is as follows: there voted in favour, 25 Members; against, 11 Members; 3 Members 

abstained; and at the vote no Members were absent. Therefore I declare Amendment 3 duly carried. 

We will work out whether it stays as Proposition 3 in due course, but we will see where we get to. 

Now the next amendment that I am going to invite Members to turn to is numbered 5, and I 2205 

want to check with Deputy Meerveld whether or not he wishes to move that amendment. 

 

Deputy Meerveld: Yes, please, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: In that case, are you ready to do that now? (Deputy Meerveld: Yes, sir.) Then I invite 2210 

you to do that, Deputy Meerveld. 

 

Amendment 5 

To add after Proposition 2 –  

3. If Proposition 1 and 2 are not approved, to agree that it is pragmatic and proportionate to 

develop Alderney Airport as set out in Option B to include thicker pavement construction and minor 

amendments to taxiway alignments and apron extents to safeguard for future Code C aircraft; and 

direct the Policy & Resources Committee to update the capital portfolio accordingly and the States’ 

Trading Supervisory Board to progress the proposals.  

4. If proposition 3 is not approved, to affirm that Option A is the baseline approach as resolved in 

2019 to refurbish and maintain proportionate infrastructure at Alderney Airport with the minimum 

works required to support ongoing Code B aircraft operations with some safeguarding for a future 

extension where there is little or no impact on cost; and direct the States’ Trading Supervisory Board 

to progress the proposals. 

 

Deputy Meerveld: Thank you, sir.  

I am going to speak just to the amendment. It is very simple. The policy letter laid out various 2215 

different options, A, B, C and C+, but unusually, did not give, in the final Propositions, an opportunity 

for the States’ Members who did not want to vote for C+ the opportunity to vote for any other 

options. So this amendment very simply, inserts, ‘If C+ is rejected, then Members have the 

opportunity to vote on B, and if B is rejected then Members have the option to vote on A, A being 

the default position of the States from an extant resolution saying to repair the existing runway.’ 2220 

I can tell Members that I will be supporting Option A, but this amendment simply gives the 

Assembly, if Option C fails it makes sure there is a firm decision here today. Either reaffirming A, 

putting slightly larger investment into the ancillary areas of the runway in B, or C+, because I think 

the one thing that has come out consistently on every single amendment that has been discussed 

today, is that we need to make a decision and get on with this. It is time sensitive, the runway is in 2225 

a poor state now, a decision needs to be made and we need to move forward.  

This amendment simply ensures that if C+ fails there are other options so this Assembly can give 

a clear direction to the relevant committees on how to proceed. 

Thank you, sir. 

 2230 

The Bailiff: Deputy Blin, do you formally second the amendment? 

 

Deputy Blin: Yes, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Thank you very much.  2235 

Deputy Roffey. 
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Deputy Roffey: Thank you, sir.  

If it is helpful, I can say that this amendment is mostly harmless, but it is absolutely unnecessary 

in my view unless you really want to vote for Option B; because Deputy Meerveld says we have not 2240 

given options, well of course we have, but we have only given two options: if you vote for 

Proposition 1, you get C+; if you vote against Proposition 1 you get A. That is quite clear.  

What Proposition 1 says is that ‘… to replace the previously agreed proposal with this Option 

C+ …’ If you negative that you get the previously approved proposal which is A, and we are ready 

to crack on with that straight away if that is the decision of this Assembly. So all that is added to 2245 

this amendment is the opportunity to vote for B. Well B is away with the fairies really because, as 

Deputy Ferbrache has explained, it is just an enormously expensive way of building a longer runway 

in two bites, by mobilising once to strengthen their current length and then bringing all that 

equipment back another time to add a bit on.  

So I do not mind it being added on as one of the smorgasbord of options, but I am not sure the 2250 

amendment is necessary. But given that we really do want a decision by tomorrow afternoon I am 

tempted, I am looking at Deputy Ferbrache to say let us just proceed and say put it in, although it 

does not really achieve very much. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Inder. 2255 

 

Deputy Inder: What Deputy Roffey has spoken about is what I thought was going to happen, 

but just to help Deputy Meerveld, I do not think it is unreasonable for him to insert a Section B; I 

can only assume by that, that there must be a reason for it, that he probably supports it in some 

way. That would be my understanding and I suppose the fact that Option A, as extant, it does 2260 

provide the Assembly with an opportunity that if they are in favour of … those who did not vote last 

time for Option A, to reaffirm that decision. So in that regard I do not see it as particularly offensive 

but I think when Deputy Meerveld does sum up, I do not think it is just … it is more about B than it 

is really about A, I suspect, and I would like him to speak to that.  

Thank you. 2265 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Ferbrache. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: So just to say I agree with Deputy Roffey. Let’s get this one dealt with and 

get on to some more substantive business. 2270 

 

The Bailiff: Alderney Representative Snowdon. 

 

Alderney Representative Snowdon: I am just with the other speakers, sir. I think really, I am 

really not sure what this is going to achieve unless we are all going to support B now, which, as you 2275 

say, is going to be one of the most expensive options if you take everything into consideration. But 

I will support this and I do not really think there is any other debate really to have on this. I am just 

a bit puzzled why this amendment has come up if the person proposing it is not supporting Option 

B. Very odd. 

 2280 

The Bailiff: I do not see anyone else … Oh, Alderney Representative Roberts, sorry. 

 

Alderney Representative Roberts: It is really just to echo my colleague and friend, Alderney 

Representative Snowdon. This is all about Option A, okay, and doing no more, because Option B is 

the most expensive in the way that it does the expanse but does not give the rewards of what it will 2285 

bring with the reduced PSO. So I cannot … this is Option A, this is just on Option A, I really cannot 

understand what was ... 

Thank you, sir. 
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The Bailiff: Deputy Blin. 2290 

 

Deputy Blin: Thank you, sir.  

Actually I was not going to speak because it was fairly clear that we could bring this to a short 

termination. However, the reason why originally this was all brought out was because when Deputy 

Meerveld and myself were talking about it, we did not feel there would be that much support or 2295 

there is a great risk that C+ may not succeed, the idea was rather than Options D, E, F, G coming up 

or another delay, the idea was always to make sure that we can revert to that extant Resolution 

which did not materialise and to ensure it did straight away. So that was the principle and the 

reasoning, and it was just really to add that to clarify some of these subjective question marks about 

why it has been laid.  2300 

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: As no one else is rising, I will turn back to the proposer of this amendment, Deputy 

Meerveld, to reply. 

 2305 

Deputy Meerveld: Thank you, sir.  

Option B was simply there because it was in the policy letter and it seems strange to insert A 

without B. I favour Option A, but Deputy Blin has just summed up the logic behind this completely. 

What we do not want to go away from this Assembly … when we only had C+ on the table, if we 

rejected C+, yes, there is an extant Resolution, but the extant Resolution has not been acted on for 2310 

a couple of years. It could always be delayed while we consider Options, D, E and F, and come back 

with another policy in another year or two. If Option C fails after general debate, I want to make 

sure there is a clear instruction to go ahead and repair the runway as was originally approved by 

this Assembly. Therefore, I hope that everybody will support inserting these options into the policy 

letter and I will be supporting Option A after general debate. 2315 

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Members of the States, we come to the vote on Amendment 5, proposed by Deputy 

Meerveld, seconded by Deputy Blin.  

Will you please open the voting Greffier. 2320 

 

There was a recorded vote. 

 

Amendment 5 

Carried – Pour 20, Contre 13, Ne vote pas 6, Did not vote 0, Absent 1 2325 

 
POUR 

Blin, Chris 

Burford, Yvonne 

De Lisle, David 

De Sausmarez, Lindsay 

Dudley-Owen, Andrea 

Dyke, John 

Fairclough, Simon 

Ferbrache, Peter 

Helyar, Mark 

Inder, Neil 

Le Tissier, Chris 

Le Tocq, Jonathan 

Matthews, Aidan 

McKenna, Liam 

Meerveld, Carl 

Queripel, Lester 

Roffey, Peter 

Soulsby, Heidi 

CONTRE 

Aldwell, Sue 

Cameron, Andy 

Falla, Steve 

Gabriel, Adrian 

Haskins, Sam 

Leadbeater, Marc 

Mahoney, David 

Moakes, Nick 

Murray, Bob 

Parkinson, Charles 

Roberts, Steve 

Snowdon, Alexander 

Vermeulen, Simon 

NE VOTE PAS 

Brouard, Al 

Gollop, John 

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 

Oliver, Victoria 

Prow, Robert 

Taylor, Andrew 

DID NOT VOTE 

None 

ABSENT 

Bury, Tina  
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St Pier, Gavin 

Trott, Lyndon 

 

The Bailiff: Voting on Amendment 5, proposed by Deputy Meerveld, seconded by Deputy Blin, 

was that there voted in favour, 20 Members; against, 13 Members; there were 6 abstentions; nobody 

who is present was absent at the vote, and therefore I declare Amendment 5 duly carried. 

Just to complete the amendments that have been submitted before the last meeting, Deputy 2330 

Meerveld, is it your wish now to move Amendment 2?  

 

Deputy Meerveld: No, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: So Amendment 2 will not be laid, which means that we come to Amendment 7. 2335 

Deputy de Sausmarez, would you like to move Amendment 7 now? (Deputy de Sausmarez: Yes 

please, sir.) Thank you. 

 

Amendment 7 

To insert the following proposition as the first proposition (and renumber the subsequent 

propositions accordingly):  

“1. To rescind Resolutions 1 and 2 of the States, made on the 28th November 2019 following 

consideration of a Requete P.2019/105 in Billet d’Etat XXIII, directing the Committee for Economic 

Development to present a business case and cost benefit analysis for the extension of the runway 

at Guernsey Airport to achieve a length of at least 1,700m by May 2020, and to resolve not to 

progress an extension of Guernsey’s runway.” 

 

Deputy de Sausmarez: I am sure Members will be pleased to know this is not going to be a 2340 

long speech even though it is of course, a very big topic. Because this amendment does not ask the 

States to debate the detailed pros and cons of a Guernsey runway extension. This amendment is 

really much more straightforward than that, as it is about basic logic and high-level principles. As 

the explanatory note sets out: 
 

The policy letter’s primary recommendation to extend the Alderney airport runway is based partly on the financial savings 

that could be achieved by Aurigny in doing so. A subsequent decision by the States to extend the Guernsey runway … 

would have a very significant impact on Aurigny’s operational model and would severely curtail its revenue potential … 

 

– as Deputy Le Tocq did a great job of explaining earlier today.  2345 

So in that scenario, the case for the Alderney runway, which let’s not forget is closely interwoven 

with Aurigny, would be retrospectively undermined. However, because of the sequence of decision 

making, the Alderney runway first and the Guernsey runway some indeterminate time after that, we 

are being asked to make a significant investment decision in Alderney’s runway, with the Damocles’ 

sword of a Guernsey runway decision dangling over our heads.  2350 

This amendment therefore seeks to rescind the relevant Propositions directing the Committee 

for Economic Development to bring a policy letter to the States, in order to address this otherwise 

problematic sequence of decision making. By resolving not to progress an extension to Guernsey’s 

runway, it would provide assurance during this debate on the Alderney runway, that the financial 

logic that underpins the case made by the sponsoring two committees, will not later be undermined 2355 

by a decision brought about by these extant Resolutions. 

As Members know, I am a big fan of informed, evidence-based decision making. So some might 

think it strange that I am standing here suggesting that we resolve not to progress an extension to 

Guernsey’s runway before we have had a chance to consider a policy letter on it. But here is why I 

think it is appropriate to make this decision at this time in this way. So leaving aside the fact that 2360 

none of the reports and presentations and work in the last 15 years have found a way to overcome 

the fact that we are simply too small a market to benefit from the most obvious potential upsides 
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of a longer runway. This is something that we have debated quite a few times over the last decade 

or so. I think there was a debate in 2009, there was one in 2018. I think there were three in 2019!  

So the idea that yet another debate on this issue is going to reach the kind of closure that I think 2365 

Deputy Burford and maybe some others are looking for, I think is misguided, and I think this is 

particularly relevant because, as the indications coming from Economic Development suggest, I 

think it is unlikely that we are actually even going to be presented with a binary, ‘Yes, let’s crack on 

and do it,’ or ‘No, let’s not.’ So I think actually, even the policy letter and the debate on that policy 

letter, will not achieve that end either. 2370 

So I think also more realistically, we all know because of the … Oh sorry, I will just quickly also 

say I think Deputy Burford’s Rule 14 questions or her Rule 14 question to STSB, which explained the 

consequential impacts in costs that such a decision would have on the configuration and operation 

of the Airport itself, are also quite telling. But I think more fundamentally than that, this is not the 

right time, and we are not even close to the right time, to be making that decision. The global 2375 

aviation industry is facing considerable uncertainty as to its future direction. The pandemic has had 

a huge impact on air travel and we are just not going to know for some time what the new normal 

will look like. 

Also, technological innovation, particularly that being drive by international net zero – or jet zero 

as it is known in certain parts of the trade – net zero targets, mean that aircraft design is evolving 2380 

rapidly. We heard some interesting insights earlier on in this debate, and there is a credible school 

of thought within the industry that that could lead to smaller aircraft, especially given the potential 

for electric-powered aircraft. 

So domestically everyone in this Assembly will be acutely aware of the cruel trifecta of factors, 

Brexit, COVID and the invasion of Ukraine, that continues to load unremitting pressure on our 2385 

resources, further fuelling the slow-burning fire that is our ageing population and growing 

dependency ratio. We are all aware of the fact that there is more than we can realistically achieve 

in the GWP. I am sure we are all prepared to shoulder our own responsibility in exercising discipline 

over spending before asking the community to shoulder an additional tax burden. 

I think Deputy Kazantseva-Miller, although I am sure she will disagree with the point I am making, 2390 

I thought she actually made a very good point that I am going to use to reason why this is a good 

time to draw a line under the issue. Deputy Kazantseva-Miller, before lunch, outlined or scoped out 

the timeline of what an agreement, however unlikely that might seem, to progress an extension to 

the Guernsey runway, might look like. And I thought her timeline was actually really interesting, I 

think it had lots of useful insights. Of course she is a Member of Economic Development, and she 2395 

did make it clear that we are looking well into the next decade really, realistically, before anything 

is likely to progress. 

And so I ask Members whether the work being carried out now, given these other factors, given 

the uncertainty facing the aviation industry in terms of passenger habits, given the technological 

innovation that is being driven by the net-zero targets internationally, and given the timeline, given 2400 

our own domestic constraints over what we are able to progress and the priorities that we know we 

really have to address more urgently than that, whether the work that is taking place now is really 

relevant to something that we know we are not going to realistically be able to progress this political 

term, and probably for some time after that as well? 

So rather than continue to put resources into this particular work, and I am sure there is a lot of 2405 

value from the work that is already being done and that can be published and shared and can help 

inform other things, the Airport Master Plan and whatever, but I think that Damocles’ sword of a 

decision dangling over this debate is certainly my main concern in endorsing the recommended 

proposal put forward, by STSB and P&R, with respect to the Alderney runway.  

But I just think anyway, in its own right, now is not the right time to be making any decisions on 2410 

the Guernsey runway. Now is not the right time to be putting resources, the time and the money 

involved, in progressing something that we know realistically is not going to be progressed this 

term. And for those reasons, I think that this is actually a sensible opportunity just to draw a line 

under it for the time being so that we can focus our time, our resources and our efforts elsewhere.  
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So I am sure this is going to – I can see Deputy Vermeulen poised to leap to his feet! So I might 2415 

just draw this bit out a bit because this is quite fun! He is like a sprinter on the start line. How long 

can he hold this position? (Laughter) No, he is still there. Right, okay! (Laughter) I am sure Deputy 

Vermeulen and maybe a few others have got some things to say. 

I do think this is the sequence of decision making. Having the potential for an extension to 

Guernsey’s runway to completely undermine the decision that we are trying to make today is really 2420 

unhelpful, and so I would ask Members to draw that kind of line under, so we can actually focus on 

Alderney and consider it on its own merits. 

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Le Tocq – (Laughter) do you formally second the amendment? 2425 

 

Deputy Le Tocq: I so do, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Thank you very much.  

Deputy Vermeulen. (Laughter) 2430 

 

Deputy Vermeulen: Thank you, sir. 

I am going to suggest to Members that they vote against this amendment. Surprise, surprise! 

And it is for the following reasons, really. I like Deputy de Sausmarez, I do. She has got a completely 

different take on it and I spend a lot of time trying to understand where other Deputies are coming 2435 

from, but she says it is the wrong time to look at a Guernsey runway extension. Well, sir, we have 

been looking and considering runway extensions for – and this Assembly has been making the 

wrong decisions, always putting it off – (Laughter) it has been considering it for 23 years! That is 

longer than my golf course took. Twenty-three years we have been toying with it and I sometimes 

wonder, sir, if the States of Guernsey are up to actually running an airport with a runway, and if it 2440 

was in private hands it probably would have been extended a long, long time ago, sir. But there you 

go, the States operate it, we own and operate the Airport and that is where we are.  

Now, Economic Development – and you have heard all this before, unfortunately – I want to talk 

about Alderney but we are being forced into the corner that we have got to discount this thing 

before we can consider Alderney. That is total rubbish. You are being asked to ignore the evidence 2445 

that Economic Development has been legally obliged by extant Resolution to get together. That is 

what we have been doing. We have produced the compelling and conclusive case (Laughter) which 

I am sure when you get the chance to see it, will make you think very differently about extending 

the runway. And that is because, sir, you cannot disagree with this, but the findings in that 80-90 

page report, show quite clearly that it creates growth, and for Deputy de Sausmarez to say now is 2450 

not the time, this Island needs growth more than it has ever needed it before. 

Now if you are just going to shut your eyes or put your heads in the sand and say ‘La, la, la, it is 

not happening,’ we are going to really have to jack up those taxes that you are charging taxpayers, 

(A Member: Hear, hear.) and they do not want it, they cannot afford to pay more taxes. So if we 

found a report which says it basically creates growth and pays for itself over a period of time, this 2455 

Assembly should consider that very seriously. No matter whether Deputy Ferbrache has waved the 

flag or Deputy Vermeulen has waved the flag for it, or the whole tourist industry on the Island is 

completely behind it, and business want affordable … it does not matter, it does not matter. You at 

least need to see that report from Economic Development and consider it.  

What surprises me, sir – and I have got to laugh at this, I should not really but – is the narrative 2460 

has changed. For many years recently, it has been ‘Extend the runway? Those other airlines will 

never come so it is a waste of time even considering extending Guernsey’s runway because they 

will not come.’ The report is pretty much done, and it does not say that. It has now changed the 

narrative to, ‘Well, heck, if you extend the runway Aurigny is going to go out of business.’ That is 

not the case either, sir, it does not say that in the report. 2465 
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The Gatwick lifeline routes are licensed by us. We own an airline and we have several aircraft that 

can fly to and from it without any problem. So I think we have got to look at the full case, and I 

really want this Assembly to consider this and other options that will create growth, because as the 

OECD pointed out to Guernsey, we have not invested in past years in the infrastructure. You have 

got a housing shortage, and this is infrastructure expenditure which needs to be invested in. 2470 

Guernsey’s Airport, Guernsey’s Harbour, Alderney’s Airport, they need to be as good as they can be, 

and that is what we have failed to do. A 50-year old runway, losing five tonnes of siftings from the 

surface in Alderney, I am embarrassed by that. So yes, I want that addressed, throw this amendment 

out, let’s have a look in the New Year for an extension plan for Guernsey, and let’s get on to deciding 

what we are going to do with Alderney, because that is important. 2475 

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Oliver. 

 

Deputy Oliver: Thank you, sir. 2480 

I am coming at this from a different angle, I think. At first I read it and I thought Deputy de 

Sausmarez has always wanted evidence, evidence, evidence. And here she is saying, ‘Nah!’  

But anyway, one thing that I did want to address is that the States are so good at doing these 

reports and then they never see the light of day. And one thing that I did want to know, and perhaps 

Economic Development could actually say, is how much has this report actually cost? Is there any 2485 

more expenditure needed for this report? And then to be actually debated, because … Yes, that is 

what I want to know.  

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Gabriel. 2490 

 

Deputy Gabriel: Thank you, sir. 

Unusually, I find myself agreeing with Deputy Oliver, in that we have commissioned numerous 

reports and I think if you ask the man in the street what his biggest gripe is about the States, it is 

wasting money. We have spent the money on the reports, no doubt; I am not entirely sure if 2495 

Economic Development have got anything left to spend on any reports or if it has been delivered 

to them.  

I will give way to Deputy Inder. 

 

Deputy Inder: Thank you, Deputy Gabriel, for giving way. It is only just in case I forget … I will 2500 

speak at some point.  

I think the total budget was something like £350,000-£360,000, around that. We have spent, to 

date, I think it is £280,000, give or take £10 … and as I explained in here yesterday, without wanting 

to repeat, the EMAS report is with the Committee this week. As far as I understand, there is no more 

spend to be having. The decisions have to be made. The Committee has not seen it and, for fear of 2505 

repeating yesterday’s speech, we are at the end of the road where we have spent Government 

money; we need to go through the processes of Committee, come up with Propositions, give 

consideration and put something in front of the Assembly. 

 

Deputy Gabriel: Thank you, Deputy Inder, for clarifying the spend of £280,000 on the reports. 2510 

To me, this amendment takes that £280,000 and throws it away. We are making the decision now 

in the Assembly to do away with that and dispel with the recommendations of the report. I am not 

going to commit to either wanting to back an extension or not; to me, that is not the debate today 

for Guernsey Airport. (A Member: Hear, hear!) For me, it is about the right use of public money: 

£280,000 is a significant amount of money to anyone. In January we will be spending a lot of time 2515 

debating what we do with our revenue budget and how we prop that up, and every little counts.  
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I cannot support the amendment I am afraid, because to me it is politicians making snap 

decisions in the Chamber not backed by evidence. So I will not be supporting it.  

Thank you. 

 2520 

The Bailiff: Deputy Kazantseva-Miller. 

 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Thank you, sir.  

I love Deputy de Sausmarez’s logic in using my logic to support her arguments – very ‘ingenuine’.  

I wanted to read the email we all received from the Chamber of Commerce today, which I think 2525 

really nails the argument on its head. So: 

 
We are writing this morning to urge Deputies not support this amendment. The Chamber of Commerce considers it is 

imperative that an orderly and object process is carried out to completion and support the Committee for Economic 

Development in finalising their analysis on the extension, with the resulting policy letter to be presented. The Chamber 

is not, at this time, taking a position on whether to extend the runway or not; we are simply stating the importance, 

irrespective of the final decision made by the States, that given the considerable work and analysis already undertaken 

and associated costs, the Committee should be permitted to present their findings in full with all available information 

shared publically for further debate.  

 

So I fully support that and have been promoting that message in the Committee as well. I think 

it is important that we, hopefully, put to bed that decision and the problem is if we do not I can 2530 

guarantee Deputy de Sausmarez that Deputy Vermeulen will be coming back to the States with a 

requête (Laughter) to open up the conversation yet again, because I know how passionate he is and 

just for the reasons of the health and well being of my fellow dear colleague, Deputy Vermeulen, 

because he really brings the runway pretty much into any conversation we have at the Committee –  

(Laughter) whether we talk about fish or not fish or anything else, he finds a way to prove that the 2535 

runway is still needed. So just for that reason alone of the mental health of Deputy Vermeulen, I 

think it is absolutely imperative that the policy letter comes to the States! (Laughter) So with this in 

mind I urge my fellow Deputies to reject this amendment. 

 

The Bailiff: Before I call the next Member to speak is there anyone who wants to speak in favour 2540 

of Amendment 7? (Laughter) 

I think we need a bit of balance so, Deputy Le Tocq, I am minded to call you next. 

 

Deputy Le Tocq: Yes, I mean I can see where this is going but I suppose, a bit like Deputy de 

Sausmarez, similarly, I do feel we have gone around and around in circles on this. I have had more 2545 

debates on this and paid parking that I care to have in the future. 

I cannot think by any stretch of the imagination, for the reasons I have mentioned before, sir, 

that we are going to embark upon … even if it was the right thing to do, we are not going to embark 

upon it in the near future because we just have not got those resources to do it. It is certainly not 

going to bring the sort of growth that Deputy Vermeulen is dreaming of and if it does do that –  2550 

 

Deputy Vermeulen: Point of correction, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Point of correction. I do not think there can be a point of correct there but I will hear 

you, Deputy Vermeulen. 2555 

 

Deputy Vermeulen: So these figures for growth are contained in the expert’s analysis, not mine. 

This is not a dream that Deputy Vermeulen has, this is cold, hearted evidence and we all know we 

should be using evidence based decisions. So let’s see. 

Thank you, sir. 2560 

 

Deputy Le Tocq: Well I –   
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The Bailiff: Just a minute, Deputy Le Tocq.  

I am not going to accept that as a valid point of correction. (Interjection) Deputy Vermeulen, this 

is not a debate between you and me. A point of correction under Rule 17(11)(b) is in respect of an 2565 

inaccurate or misleading statement made by another member.  

Now what Deputy Le Tocq was referring to was his perception as to what Deputy Vermeulen 

was dreaming of and it is not for Deputy Vermeulen to leap to his feet and say, no, that is an 

inaccurate or misleading statement because that is an accurate statement as far as I am concerned 

as to what Deputy Le Tocq was saying. 2570 

So, Deputy Le Tocq to continue please. 

 

Deputy Le Tocq: Thank you, sir. It is my opinion, of course, and everything I say is my opinion 

as it is for each one of us here. 

I hope I am not cold hearted, with respect. I certainly want growth in the areas that are worth 2575 

investing in because with growth, whatever that might mean and it might mean different things to 

different people, comes certainly investment and cost that sometimes is either at the wrong time 

to do it or it is not worth doing it. 

Therefore, that is why I was happy to support this amendment because I do not think this is the 

right time, I think it was poorly imagined that we could afford to do these sorts of projects at the 2580 

moment. We certainly need to invest in our priorities and in my view this is not a priority, hence, my 

support.  

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Burford. 

 2585 

Deputy Burford: Thank you, sir.  

Deputy Gabriel has just given us an absolute text book example of the sunk-cost fallacy! 

(Laughter) You can take that out of your speech, Deputy de Sausmarez! 

He said that the reason that this report needs to come to the Assembly is because otherwise 

£280,000 would have been wasted. I contend that the £280,000 has already been wasted.  2590 

However, that aside, I do support the report coming to the Assembly. I think sunlight is the best 

disinfectant. I think we owe to the community to debate it, having got this far, and give it a thorough 

hearing on the floor of the Assembly and hopefully send it packing for some considerable time.  

Thank you. 

 2595 

The Bailiff: Deputy Matthews. 

 

Deputy Matthews: Thank you, sir.  

In the debate on a previous amendment from Deputy Burford, I argued that it would be a good 

idea to debate or bring to together all three aspects of the Alderney Airport, Guernsey Airport and 2600 

Aurigny fleet into one debate so we could consider them all as one unit; and I think that is a good 

idea. That amendment was not successful so we are just debating the Alderney runway extension 

in the main debate, and therefore it would be inconsistent for me to say that I think we should 

consider not extending Guernsey’s runway in this debate. 

I think it is very unlikely that I would vote to extend Guernsey’s runway but I would like to give 2605 

Deputy Vermeulen the opportunity to bring that to the Assembly. He did mention previously, 

although he did not want to discuss Guernsey’s Airport, he did mention previously there might be 

the possibility of charter planes and cargo planes making use of it, in addition to low cost airlines. 

Low cost airlines is, I think, the part that I would not want to compete with Aurigny, having invested 

in the Alderney runway, but I would like to hear Deputy Vermeulen give those … I assume it would 2610 

be Deputy Vermeulen as opposed to Deputy Inder.  

I do see that there is potentially some resource saving in not continuing at the point so that then 

Deputy Inder would have more resource to be able to develop a tourism policy. But I think it seems 
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to me it is at the end stage now, we should have the presentation of the report and the debate on 

the Guernsey Airport runway extension.  2615 

For that reason, I will not be supporting this amendment. 

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Dudley-Owen. 

 2620 

Deputy Dudley-Owen: Thank you, sir.  

I do not think that I will ever be able to support a runway extension and the reason for that is 

environmental. Deputy Vermeulen, through you, sir, I do apologise to those who are passionately 

in favour of a runway extension. I have seen the figures but I am not sure that any figures for growth 

will convince me that it is worth the environmental collateral that will take place in the extension of 2625 

the runway west as is always spoken about through the Forest. (Interjection) 

Another runway somewhere else, possibly; Deputy Meerveld has looked at alternatives –  

 

Deputy Inder: Point of correction, sir.  

 2630 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Inder. You might have got your compass points wrong. 

 

Deputy Inder: Yes, I am glad you saw that as well. 

 

Deputy Dudley-Owen: West, sorry, apologies. 2635 

 

Deputy Inder: No, no, it is still wrong. (Laughter) 

 

Deputy Dudley-Owen: It was east, sorry. 

 2640 

Deputy Inder: If I can make my point of correction, the direction of the scheme would be east. 

That is towards the rising sun. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Dudley-Owen to continue. 

 2645 

Deputy Dudley-Owen: I thank you for Deputy Inder correcting me. I was getting rather mixed 

up there. So, yes, any extension east would be one that I could not support and possibly not even 

to the west either with any EMAS arrangement. 

However, that said, we have not seen the plans. There could be a silver bullet, there could be 

something we have not seen, have not thought off, and I would really like to see all the information 2650 

gathered up over many decades now and presented to this Assembly because there is nearly 50% 

or maybe just over 50% of new Members here and I think it is owed them, and also owed to the 

taxpayer, to deliver the work that taxpayer money, monies that we have collected from people in 

the community, to run our Government is presented in an open and transparent and accountable 

way.  2655 

I am afraid that this amendment just literally sweeps up that work and sticks it on a shelf never 

to be seen, the light of day will never shine upon it. I do not think that is right and I am surprised 

actually that an amendment like this has been brought in consideration of those sunk costs. I think 

that that, whilst at one stage I sat where Deputy Murray and Deputy Dyke are sitting and I was 

fervently against any further work being done to investigate a study on the Airport runway extension 2660 

because I just do not believe that there is any more information coming. 

But I was in the minority, I was voted against and more people thought that there were more 

things to find out and so the work has been started, the money has been allocated. You cannot just 

chuck that away and it is really disappointing that we might even think that that could be the case. 
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That three-quarters of the work has been done, yet we now close that file and put it away and there 2665 

is no reason ever to shine the light of day on it again and I do not think that that is right. 

Another point that I would like to make about this particular amendment is the Rule 4(1) 

information which really never ever gets properly teased out or properly challenged or properly 

demonstrated actually by many people who bring motions, and I will read it out because: 
 

(b) In preparing the proposition, informal consultation has been undertaken with the Presidents of the Committee for 

Economic Development, the States Trading Supervisory Board and Policy & Resources, other members of P&R and other 

committee presidents. 

 

Well I would like to think that in laying an amendment like this where we are asking to rescind 2670 

Resolutions that a proper consultation has been done by the movers of the motion, that they sit 

down around a table and understand fully the extent of the work that has been carried out to date. 

So that is with officers so that they can go through, and their Committee President or other 

Members who are interested, they can go through and itemise the work that has been done so that 

they can fully ascertain the current value of that work and extent of that work. 2675 

I am just not convinced that that has been done in this instance and when Deputy Inder speaks 

I would like to hear about the consultation that is undertaken with his Committee and indeed, I do 

not think Deputy Roffey has spoken and Deputy Ferbrache, I would really like to hear what 

consultation has taken place and what the full understanding from Deputy de Sausmarez when she 

closes ...  really, is there a proper understanding of the extent of the work done? Because too often 2680 

I hear comments from Members of this Assembly – I am going to talk about my Committee here – 

speaking with an eye closed around what work has actually been done and without full 

understanding and full cognisance of situations, and then coming and just commenting. And it is 

even worse when motions are laid in the Chamber where we could be rescinding Resolutions and, 

just as Deputy Gabriel has said, pouring money down the drain.  2685 

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Falla. 

 

Deputy Falla: Thank you, sir.  2690 

It feels like we have been propelled six months into the future in the last few minutes because, 

with the greatest of respect to the proposer and seconder of this amendment, it is not about 

Alderney and I thought that is what we were here for. 

It mentions Alderney in the title but that is really just because that is the main Proposition, but 

other than that we are now starting to have the Guernsey runway debate, which is just not what we 2695 

are here for today. It is actually unfair on the people of Alderney to be using this as a distraction 

(A Member: Hear, hear!) 

So, I strongly feel, whatever my own views may or may not be when we do come to debate the 

Guernsey runway, that we owe that debate to all of the stakeholders in the Guernsey piece when 

the time comes, but that time is not today.  2700 

Thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Haskins. 

 

Deputy Haskins: Thank you, sir.  2705 

Somewhat of a bit of an irony here, especially seeing the proposer of this amendment I do not 

think has ever voted for a Rule 26(1). However, this is quite clearly a Rule 26(1) but without having 

even seen the policy letter.  

So I would be very interested to see how Members are going to vote on this.  

Thanks. 2710 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Moakes.  
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Deputy Moakes: Thank you, sir.  

That is an interesting one about it being a Rule 26(1); it almost is guillotining any debate that 

would come up about Guernsey’s runway.  2715 

So the question is what shall we do with Guernsey’s runway which is not actually the question 

we should be talking about today anyway. But the honest answer to that question is the jury is still 

out. We are still waiting for additional information and that will help us, not just Economic 

Development, but all of us to make an informed decision.  

So, where I do agree with Deputy de Sausmarez is that now is not the right time to be having 2720 

this debate. I would rather wait until we have all the additional information so that we can come 

back to the Assembly with all the information lined up properly so that this Chamber can make a 

proper, fully informed decision. However, what that does not mean is doing what this amendment 

seeks to do and that is kill the debate off entirely. Bury it, hide it, it has never been there. That is 

what this amendment does. 2725 

So, please let Economic Development finish the work it has been doing so it can bring a policy 

letter to this Assembly so we can have a proper debate on this very matter. You deserve to have 

that debate, you deserve to see all the facts. The public also deserves to see where this money has 

been spent and what the findings of all the research that has been done are. As we have already 

heard the Chamber of Commerce have come out today and say they have not made their mind up, 2730 

they want to see the output from all this work that has gone on so that they can make up their mind 

too.  

Please do not bury it, please allow us to finish it off. It is not that far away. Allow us to come back 

to this Chamber and make a fully informed decision at that point.  

Thank you. 2735 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Soulsby. 

 

Deputy Soulsby: Thank you, sir.  

What Deputy Vermeulen is saying is that we have been looking at the Guernsey runway for 2740 

decades and we have all been making the wrong decision, all that time. Well, I think it was Einstein 

who said, ‘The true definition of madness is repeating the same thing over and over and hoping for 

a different result.’ Now, I have been through at least three debates on the Guernsey runway and I 

really do not want to go through another one. 

Deputy Dudley-Owen was saying, yes, but we need to because of the costs and the costs of all 2745 

this work undertaken so we should have the debate, or words to that effect. That is irrelevant: the 

costs are sunk anyway. It could be that we vote it all out and then we will waste time if they say one 

thing or another, I do not know. But I do not actually think it is right to cancel the debate now and 

I think we should actually have it as soon as hopefully possible when the reports are ready and 

Economic Development are ready to bring it to this Assembly. 2750 

But I do think when it does I will be seeking some sort of amendment to make sure it is not 

revisited for another decade.  

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Gollop. 

 2755 

Deputy Gollop: I can never have too many runway debates! (Laughter) Runways are sometimes 

used for fashion, isn’t it, as well? 

Now here is a little anecdote. I remember being with another Deputy, Deputy Matthews will 

know who I mean, but Deputy Trott was around in a different part of the Island, we all dressed up 

as women for the day. It was not a statement, (Laughter) it was a trans charity thing, for some 2760 

reason – BBC Pudsey Bear, Children in Need. And I went to a presentation that evening at the 

Chamber of Commerce dressed in a strange outfit with balloons and things, and we had a talk about 

the runway extension. The Chamber of Commerce then – and this is 22 years ago – (A Member: In 

a dress?) Well, no, it was perhaps less …So really in a way maybe Deputy Vermeulen is right that we 
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have had the debate again and again because we did not come up with the right answer. 2765 

(A Member: Hear, hear.)  

I am going to go further than Deputy Moakes did. I actually went to a Chamber event today but 

just before hand I got this letter very much at the last minute. You might think they would have 

views across the piste on the Airport, but they specifically were concerned about the 

de Sausmarez/Le Tocq amendment.  2770 

 

We are writing this morning to urge Deputies to vote against it. The amendment would halt the work of the Committee 

for Economic Development and the Chamber of Commerce consider it imperative that an orderly and objective process 

is carried out to completion. 

 

– and they support – perhaps they do all the time, I do not know – the Committee for Economic 

Development in finalising their analysis on the Guernsey extension.  

And I should say that the Chamber is not, Deputy Moakes hinted this, at this time taking a 

position on whether to extend the runway or not. They are simply stating the importance 2775 

irrespective of the final decision that given the considerable work and analysis already undertaken 

and associated costs, the Committee should be permitted to present their findings in full with all 

available information shared publically for debate. 

Now, I have not read the latest York report in full. I think we would all do with more presentation 

of that and Economic Development’s take on it, some public presentations and workshops, that is 2780 

important too. Somebody said in an earlier debate today we have not got it right on transport. It 

was Deputy Matthews, he said we need to look holistically at the whole transport situation. 

I have been saying that for some time and I am President of the Transport Licensing Authority 

which is so impressive and it is a Committee that does no good for anyone! (Laughter) We do not 

do anything because we have nothing to do, because the system of government is so curious 2785 

(A Member: Hear, hear.) that it has given five politicians a job politicians should not be anywhere 

near, (Two Members: Hear, hear.) which is impartial regulation. So I do not know what to say 

anymore on that.  

But what I will say is, as far as I can go in being neutral, I would say that a debate on the runway 

which potentially widens the greatest possible scope of possible airlines for the future has to be a 2790 

better way forward than closing that door for the moment. Even if we collectively decide for 

environmental or other reasons not to have a longer runway, it might inform a debate, for example, 

on licensing or subsidies; or actually having a coherent Machinery of Government reform, when 

Deputy Soulsby had left P&R, so that we can actually bring the transport functions together more. 

 2795 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Mahoney. 

 

Deputy Mahoney: Thank you, sir.  2800 

I am going to try and put that vision of Deputies Gollop and Trott in women’s clothes (Laughter) 

and pray there are no photographs of that anywhere in existence! 

I too wish we had been propelled six months into the future because obviously we would have 

passed all the tax review stuff by then and it would be warm outside. I find myself in rather an odd 

position here because I am minded to support this amendment and Deputy Vermeulen obviously 2805 

speaks extremely passionately about this, as he always does on this matter, the runway matter. But 

the whole ‘build it and they will come’ argument, which seems to be the basis for this – where; from 

where? Businesses, leisure, freight – where is the ‘they will come’ from?  

So I wonder, I am very happy to give way if perhaps having had the benefit of reading the report, 

which most of the Members here have not, is there something he can just tease us with that explains 2810 

where the ‘build it and they will come’ will come from? So if he is happy to or someone from ED 

that has read this report is happy to do so then I am happy to give way to convince me why I should 

not support this amendment.  
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He is rising so I will give way to Deputy Vermeulen. 

 2815 

Deputy Vermeulen: I thank Deputy Mahoney for giving way. 

This proviso ‘build it and they will come,’ that is nowhere in the report. The report is 80-odd 

pages and to read all that out, sir, we would still be here by Christmas Day, I think, or certainly 

Christmas Eve and I do have to hop on a plane tomorrow!  

So it is a very kind invitation, but I have alluded to several areas which can be improved by 2820 

looking at that and the other additional thing which I have not even seen the finalised of, but it is 

the EMAS. Deputy Dudley-Owen said she is against it on environmental grounds. Deputy de 

Sausmarez might be against it for those same reasons, I do not know.  

But what I do know is this: that the provision for EMAS is a very new thing, okay? So this has only 

been allowed into the UK just recently, London City Airport are considering it, Jersey is considering 2825 

it, so it is new. The CAA will approve runways with EMAS, so that is new for starters. 

Why it is a game changer is that we could use some of our existing runway, which is previously 

designated for run-off and safety areas, we could incorporate that within the extension. So it means 

we use less land (A Member: Hear, hear.) so there is no going into any valleys or anything like that. 

But in the fullness of time you will see that.  2830 

One of my Deputy friends made a point about, I think it was, the Saab that Aurigny used to 

operate and they could not fill it. Well, there is the problem. There is the problem! I love Aurigny, 

love it to bits. I know Aurigny. I have flown on one of the first flights to Alderney on the lovely 

Islander when I was an eight-year-old boy. The yellow aircraft, we used to get people coming over 

here, they loved it. It was a quick day trip; you could hop on anytime. But ask anybody outside of 2835 

Guernsey what Aurigny is and they will not be able to tell you what it is, they do not know it. So the 

larger low-cost carriers now have huge databases of their customers and they can promote different 

destinations and that is what they do so effectively. 

And at the same time that Guernsey Ports are saying if we extend Guernsey’s runway we have 

got a report saying it finishes Aurigny, Jersey Ports are saying, ‘We have just landed this deal with 2840 

easyJet and we are going to fly to Holland and Frankfurt is also on the list.’ So there is an example.  

Now, again, I love Aurigny. I think we have a great change around which was long overdue and 

I fully support them standardising their fleet. I am sure people prefer to travel on a nice jet, especially 

if we are looking at long distances, but it might well be in the future that Aurigny consider chartering 

or wet leasing larger jets on a longer runway in Guernsey so that Islanders can enjoy going further 2845 

afield.  

So you will get some more visitors, you will get transport coming to Guernsey, you will get 

transport going from Guernsey. You will also find that workforces can enjoy affordable travel and 

local people that pay taxes can enjoy flying for a lower cost than they currently have to pay and that 

is very important. Not every flight is a low cost one but every now and again they do deals, they 2850 

have sales, they know how to fill those airplanes. And let us face it nowadays people expect that. 

They expect to see those airlines which they can travel on, if they live anywhere, whether it is Jersey, 

the UK, anywhere in Europe, they get accessible travel on low cost airlines.  

We have touched on the safety of the runway. Freight carriers would be a game changer for 

Guernsey. Many of the low cost carriers like Ryan Air, that kept them going through the COVID 2855 

lockdown and it was that their passenger aircrafts have huge carriers for cargo underneath and that 

kept their business going. That is how they can afford to be low-cost carriers. It subsidises the cost 

of the seat. But in Guernsey we have got an old Dart Herald or something that brings in all our air 

cargo.  

So there are a number of different ways and I would urge Deputy Mahoney to finish his speech 2860 

so we can get on and discuss (Laughter), so we can get on and discuss Alderney’s runway but those 

are just a few of the examples which I have given and it really is very well worth looking at the report 

in its fullness when it is presented to you. 

 

Deputy Mahoney: Well, that taught me, didn’t it! (Laughter). Be careful what you ask for, I guess. 2865 
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So I think I was taught a lesson there, but one of those lessons was that Deputy Vermeulen has 

grown into the politician role very well because I asked a fairly simple question but did not really 

get that much of an answer! (Laughter) I will not invite him to stand again to have a second bite at 

it! 

He talked about low cost airlines. We heard a great way about how you build airports now and 2870 

runways. That was great but no use at all. And also about low cost airlines, but of course low cost 

airlines operate on a basis of someone is paying a big fee or a big rebate or whatever to actually 

bring passengers to your Island and we certainly cannot do that. It did not work in the Isle of Man 

and it will not work here. 

The cost of the report was mentioned there, that is about £1,500 a page, I think, which is that 2875 

good by States standards or not? That seems like quite a lot of money. But anyway that is not the 

debate we are having. 

Really I wanted to give Deputy Vermeulen an opportunity to say what it was, to tease us with it. 

I am not sure I got that, but anyway I thank him for giving it a go.  

Thank you, sir. 2880 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy de Lisle. 

 

Deputy de Lisle: Thank you, sir.  

We have known about the work ongoing for some time with respect to the study which is being 2885 

guided by Economic Development, and I have been interested in the use of EMAS for providing 

extension within the current airfield area.  

Three-quarters of the budget has already been spent, let’s say, and we need to know the 

conclusions of the study, in fairness, sir, to the spend of taxpayers’ money on it. (Two Members: 

Hear, hear.)  2890 

As I said earlier, sir, we spent around £80 million recently, in recent times, that is, a few years 

ago, on revitalisation of the runway in Guernsey and one of the lessons, I think, of the impact on 

the environment is quite evident to all and I mentioned it earlier that we added 120 metres west, 

that is a new tarmac, new runway and at the same time, of course we extended the RESA into 

St Pierre du Bois by 240 metres which took out a road and, as I was saying, at least seven agricultural 2895 

fields together with nearly a mile of earth banks, which as I said earlier is sacrosanct actually in 

planning terms. 

So we have got to realise that that is the type of impact, if you like, on the rural environment 

that could take place east of the Airport with an extension. But, with EMAS, and of course during 

the time of the extension of our runway in Guernsey, I was very keen on the States adopting EMAS 2900 

at that time because we could have put EMAS on each end of the runway for about £6 million; and 

that to me was quite a good investment at that time because it would have extended our runway 

and I had reports from developers who, in the United States, were actually working on EMAS 

extensions that showed that in fact we could actually use that technology to our advantage and 

probably avoid some of the extensive land loss to the Airport that we were subjected to in the west.  2905 

So what I am saying here is that we should vote Contre to this amendment. (A Member: Hear, 

hear.) We need to have the results and the taxpayer deserves to see the results of the commitment 

that the States made to this particular work some time back; and it is not good enough to moth 

ball the report and hide it away from the public when the public have spent, as we were told a few 

moments ago, £280,000 already on that particular report. We all need to see the results.  2910 

Thank you, sir. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Leadbeater: 

 

Deputy Leadbeater: Thank you, sir.  2915 

I signed the former Deputy Jan Kuttelwascher’s requête that brought about this report and I 

have just been going back to November 2019 and going through Hansard to look at some of the 
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speeches. And there were two entrenched camps: those who really thought and were convinced 

that this was going to bring the growth that Deputy Vermeulen speaks of; and those that were 

completely convinced that it was going to do completely the opposite. (A Member: Hear, hear.) 2920 

And there were some, like Deputy Richard Graham, who were sat on the fence at that point.  

I would just like to go through Hansard and pick out a few bits, a couple of penultimate 

paragraphs from his speech. After noting about this two entrenched camps, he could see reading 

the speeches, he said: 

 2925 

Before I decide on a vote, and I hope you get the opportunity before this political term ends, before I decide to vote one 

way or the other, I have to say again with the greatest respect to both of those two opposing groups, I do not trust your 

judgement on this one and I need an independent judgement really. That independent judgement may in itself not be 

totally decisive but I would say to those who have not a scintilla of doubt that there is no case for extending the runway, 

what do they fear? An objective cost benefit analysis will show there is no case for extending the runway. The worst 

outcome would have been that we would have spent £350,000 on getting that answer. But I think so key is the decision 

that is potentially money well spent and if it is not spent in this Assembly it will be spent in the next one, believe you 

me.  

 

Actually it was, but that was kind of COVID related so he did not realise that he was actually spot 

on at that point. 

I was in the Deputy Vermeulen camp at that point and I was convinced that it would deliver the 

growth. I mean obviously I wanted to see the cost benefit analysis so we could prove that we were 2930 

right. I am not so convinced now. I remember Deputy Shane Langlois during that debate saying 

‘Guernsey is an ATR island’ and I completely disagreed with him. But I am not so convinced now. I 

think there was some sense in what he was saying. 

So if this came to the States now, and forget about the Alderney runway, if this came back to 

the States now I have no idea which way I would vote. But we need to have this evidence, we need 2935 

to have this cost benefit analysis. (A Member: Hear, hear!) Read through the Hansard if you want 

because it has been played over and over why we need this report.  

Deputy De Lisle, I think, voted against the requête at the time, I think from memory; he certainly 

spoke against it. But he can see the money has been spent. We are spending this money; what is 

the point in just chucking it away? We need to continue with this regardless if we are ever going to 2940 

extend the Guernsey runway or not, we need to continue this report and not just waste the money.  

Thank you, sir.  

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Inder. 

 2945 

Deputy Inder: Sorry, I was expecting the Chief Minister to come in at the end because I 

understood that Policy & Resources were expecting to support this amendment which comes as a 

bit of a surprise, for all the reasons mentioned.  

So I am grateful for Deputies Burford and Gabriel and of course my Committee to understand 

where we are now. There is no point replaying the speech of yesterday. We are just asking you, and 2950 

Deputy de Lisle, to allow us to carry on to completion; it is as simple as that and I made mention of 

it in the intervention where Deputy Gabriel allowed a give way. 

One of the questions that needs to be answered I think was directed from Deputy Dudley-Owen 

around the Rule 4(1) information. It is again probably something for SACC to think on but I would 

not get SACC to get into a place where effectively you cannot do anything in a parliamentary system 2955 

until you have gone through absolutely every skip and jump to allow an amendment to be laid. So 

I will not be too critical of the amendment being laid so late in the day, but I do need to answer the 

questions to Deputy Dudley-Owen. I will go through them very quickly. 

On the Rule 4(1) information: 
 

(a) The Proposition contributes to the States’ objectives and policy plans in facilitating joined up policy making.  
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Well, not really. It is coach and horses through policy making. We are under direction by a 2960 

previous Assembly. So you can take that as you see fit and we are all capable of it. We read what 

we want to into certain Rules and we interpret them in a certain way. I cannot say I am un-guilty of 

it, but this looks like a reinterpretation because it does not suit me and I genuinely do not think this 

contributes to policy making because actually it is in one of the Government Work Plan 

workstreams; actually it takes it away. So I do not understand how this becomes joined up thinking. 2965 

And of course in preparing the Proposition, Deputy de Sausmarez did put in, in front ‘a formal 

consultation has been undertaken with the Presidents of the Committees.’ Well, yes, well, no. I am 

not entirely sure. I am not entirely sure a very brief phone call in the evening – which is allowed; I 

am the first one to phone anyone up at the end of the night when something comes into my head – 

and I am not entirely sure an email that originally said ‘Just to rescind,’ that was the first part, the 2970 

only thing that has been added to this is ‘and to resolve not to progress an extension’ because it 

was rescinded and I explained to Deputy de Sausmarez that rescinding something does not stop 

our Committee carrying on through the process. All it does is rescind, it is in our mandate.  

So all I went back … I just thought I would give her, it was a bit of riddle-me-ree really and I went 

back and said, ‘That does not get you to where you, and Deputy Roffey actually, want to be.’ I let 2975 

them and I think they found out that ‘… and to resolve not to progress an extension of Guernsey 

runway’. So that is the only thing that was added on the end of it.  

Now you may consider that … well it is certainly informal, there are no two ways about it, but I 

do not think it is consultation. But again as we are going to see, as we scream towards the next 

election, I do not have a massive criticism of it but I think at some point SACC are –  2980 

I will give way. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: I do not want to make Deputy Inder angry, (Laughter) but in relation to this 

will he be, in his address, telling us when he would be bringing back the policy letter to the States? 

 2985 

Deputy Inder: I think it has been about the third time I have done this over the past couple of 

days, so I will try again. 

We have explained, as I explained yesterday, as I explained in intervention, as I explained in 

writing via email, we will get the EMAS … in fact I have explained this before, we have had effectively 

this week the EMAS … I say ‘we’, officers have received the end EMAS report. That is where it is. 2990 

So we have now come to the end, as far as I understand it, of the spend bit of the requête which 

I think Deputy Ferbrache, as I said yesterday, signed. So we are at about around £280,000; the rest 

of it is officer work. We are sitting as a Committee on 20th December. We do not have a full 

Committee. We have already got our agenda in place so I will go through it line by line.  

From memory, we are sitting sometime in the middle of January. We will see the first part of the 2995 

policy letter and probably the EMAS report, of which there will be some sort of officer direction to 

allow us to give some considerations to Propositions we have not seen yet. I think I explained in 

rebuttal for the amendment which failed recently, that for us to have laid something for March 2023 

we would have to have laid it on 30th January of next year. I think I said that. 

So to answer the question directly, to get back to the point, we will certainly have something in 3000 

the States absolutely guaranteed – I know I have said it before but honestly we are going to get 

strung up if we do not – by May of next year. It is there, it is ready, it is to the line, we have got all 

the information, we just have not made the determinations. 

Finally, on the bit about, ‘there are no financial implications to the States of carrying the proposal 

into effect’, apart from wasting taxpayers’ money, to date, as I think it was Deputy Gabriel who 3005 

pointed it out, so if we take a … possibly some others along that neck of the woods, wasting 

taxpayers’ money to date. 

And of course I need to touch on, moving on, what Deputy de Sausmarez thinks is it closes 

something of. There is no way this closes something of. The only thing that closes this debate off is 

allowing us to come to the States in May. That finishes the job. If you honestly think, or anyone 3010 

thinks, that by amendment today, by directing this Committee to stop, you think that is going to 
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finish, you have got no idea what that will erupt into. If you think it is an open sore now, support 

this amendment.  

We have had Chamber … and I thank Chamber for understanding that we have got to fill a post 

and I will remind people, those of us who sat through the IOD debate early on, they spoke about 3015 

connectivity, they wanted us to go through this process and, surprisingly, even our good friends at 

the Guernsey Hospitality Association would like us to carry on through to conclusion. 

So, I think without snatching defeat from the jaws of victory, I think I might want to stop now. 

But I think in the main –  

Hold on a minute. I might have just done it. I will give way. 3020 

 

Deputy Matthews: I thank Deputy Inder for giving way. I think it was actually Deputy Dudley-

Owen who may have raised the point about the cost of reports that do not get acted on or that do 

not get used and should be in the Rule 4(1) information, which actually I do somewhat agree with 

or there should be some information on. But actually ESC, I think, probably has one of the most 3025 

expensive store rooms anywhere in the States, because it must be full of reports into the rebuilding 

of La Mare de Carteret and extensions of St Sampson’s and Beaucamps and I think it was rumoured 

that there are some uniforms that were never used knocking around somewhere and about half 

way through, a like-for-like report that did not get bought.  

But it would be very useful, I think, sometimes to know how much had been spent on these sorts 3030 

of reports that do not get delivered.  

 

Deputy Inder: If that is the end of the give way, I am entirely open with it and my honest belief … 

and in fact Jersey does it, Jersey publishes reports on something and whatever the consultation 

report costs they immediately publish it and they put the cost next to it. I am not in favour of hiding 3035 

anything. If we are spending public money the public should know about it; that is my view.  

There are elements in some of the information we cannot always produce because under a fair 

processing notice, if we are doing work internally where those who have responded would not 

necessarily have known that the work could have actually been produced publically, we have got to 

be a bit careful.  3040 

But my view is quite simple, if this Government or any future Government or any past 

Government spends money, my view is publish price and be damned. That is my view on anything 

so I will not shy away from that. 

But anyway, Members, this is what it is and I am very grateful for those – Oh, is that …? Oh, no, 

Deputy Roffey has come back, sorry. I thought he was standing up. Anyway, this is what it is and I 3045 

am grateful to those of you who have supported effectively what is fair and due process. This looks 

like a requête wedged into an amendment and we have gone from Alderney Airport, as Deputy 

Falla mentioned, to something about Guernsey runway and in the last give-way we ended up talking 

about uniforms for a two-school model, but there you go, pre-Christmas … Alice through the 

Looking Glass. 3050 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy St Pier. 

 

Deputy St Pier: I am glad Deputy Ferbrache was about to rise because I will ask him a quick 

question and hopefully he will explain his position more fully. He touched on it, I think, in a previous 3055 

debate.  

I am pretty sure and I am sure Deputy Leadbeater can correct the record if I am wrong. I was in 

the camp when this was debated in 2019 not to proceed with the investigation. My position really 

has not changed in that I take the view that ultimately this was a project which was, is, will be 

politically undeliverable. So my position has not really changed on that over the years.  3060 

So superficially this is yet another opportunity to support that position. The last time I wearily 

gave up on a debate and went along the flow was in relation to the interminable debate on Island-

wide voting, from which we then ended up with a Referendum and the rest, as they say, is history.  
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So I am sort of in a quandary here because I am, as we often find ourselves in slightly different 

positions, in a different camp from Deputy Ferbrache where he is in favour of extending the runway 3065 

and is going to vote for this amendment whilst I am not in favour of really extending the runway 

because I think it is politically undeliverable and query whether I should vote against the 

amendment.  

So it is, as ever, another one of those Alice in Wonderland moments. So I think, as I have said, I 

would really be very interested to hear Deputy Ferbrache’s position more fully explained as to why 3070 

he feels it is appropriate to dispense with this matter. 

I think the whole question of resources and constraints and some of the things which he may 

touch on given the role of Policy & Resources in managing the States of Guernsey’s priorities as a 

whole may well be a factor.  

There is this very real question of sunk costs. How much have we already put into this thing? 3075 

Surely we just need to go the final mile, final few hundred metres, whatever the appropriate phrase 

is in the context, to find out what the report says and then make a decision. So I am still undecided 

as to what I should do on this and perhaps Deputy Ferbrache is the one person who can help me.  

Thank you, sir. 

 3080 

The Bailiff: In that light I will call Deputy Ferbrache to ride to assistance. Deputy Ferbrache on 

the amendment. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: Well I am going to be supportive of this amendment. I told Deputy de 

Sausmarez that and I believe that she has fully consulted me in the context of this. So when she 3085 

puts it that she has consulted the President of P&R she has done absolutely that.  

Let me tell you my position. My position is really taking up from Deputy St Pier and I choose 

these words deliberately there is not a chance in a million that any debate, if it is in May, we have 

been promised dates before and they have not been met, but if it is in May that is five months away 

has any chance of flying, any chance of being successful. It is just not going to be. I would like it to 3090 

be, I would like it to be but I have to appreciate the reality of it.  

I fully appreciate that £280,000 has been spent, I voted Pour in November. Deputy St Pier and 

Deputy Soulsby were very much in the minority; it was a considerable vote in favour – 30 odd to 6 

or something, I cannot remember the exact vote but it was a pretty clear vote in favour of going 

ahead with it. 3095 

What I do not understand –  

 

Deputy Leadbeater: Point of Correction.  

 

Deputy Ferbrache: Sorry, I will sit down. 3100 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Leadbeater, point of correction. 

 

Deputy Leadbeater: The vote on the requête was 20-19. 

 3105 

Deputy Ferbrache: Alright, okay, it was closer than I thought.  

But in any event, the fact is that I do not see why ... Deputy Gabriel raised a good point, lots of 

reports are made and they do not see the light of day. What is to stop whatever the result of this 

vote is, what is to stop the public seeing the report? If it has been paid for why can’t they see it? It 

is not a secret; (A Member: No.) make it available. People can read it, they can make their own 3110 

judgement in connection with the £¼ million.  

Do you want me to give way? Yes. 

 

Deputy Inder: Through you, sir, and to Deputy Ferbrache, I understand his position but I do 

wish people would stop pretending this is just a binary choice. It is not a binary choice. There are a 3115 
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number of things in terms of Propositions that we could do but we have to have that decision within 

the Committee.  

What is being played out here is that the Committee is definitely going to bring a set of 

Propositions which says ‘build it’. It may, once it has seen the business case, and I am trying to help 

Deputy St Pier here, which clearly Deputy Ferbrache is not, that there may be a number of 3120 

Propositions that say cease and desist or it may be that we come up with some kind of Proposition 

that reflects where we are with the Machinery of Government – something Deputy Murray 

mentioned more about and I agree with him; there probably needs to be something like a Transport 

Board or a Tourist Board to give it some kind of consideration. 

But it is not … and I wish, with the greatest of respect, people would listen to what we have been 3125 

trying to say. It is not a binary choice. It will not be ‘definitely go ahead’ or ‘definitely build’, there 

may be some other Proposition and, as I have said before, we have got five sensible Committee 

members who are not waving the flag running down the hill to this debate. Allow it to come through 

to its position. 

Deputy Ferbrache did say, ‘Why can’t you just publish?’ Publish what? Publish two consultations 3130 

which one we did not know about, the second we have not considered properly, a third EMAS report 

and connect no dots and allow the media just to go off and feed off it. Good luck with that. 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: Good luck with my understanding. My understanding was there was a report 

prepared at a cost of £280,000. This is my understanding from what I understood Deputy Inder to 3135 

say: a report for around £280,000, they got something in from EMAS very recently; trust the public 

to read it. If it is not a finalised report then there is obviously some more work to do between now 

and March time or whenever the policy letter would have to come through to be heard in the May 

debate. 

I am not going to get involved in the rights and wrongs of the Guernsey runway debate beyond 3140 

what I am going to say in a minute. But it is a pretty binary choice. Either you build an extended 

runway or you do not. It is as simple as that. I do not know. In fact it fills me with consternation 

whether there should be something else, because again we are going to be delaying things.  

We have got limited resources, we know this is going to die a death, we know it is not going to 

get anywhere, so even though I am very much in the Deputy Vermeulen camp – not for low cost 3145 

carriers; that would be the death knell of our Airport and Aurigny. It would be the death knell of 

them. I am not in favour of that at all. I am supporting it on other grounds which I have made clear 

in the various debates that we have taken part in.  

We have got other things. We have got no chance. As Deputy Le Tocq says, with all the 

requirements in relation to capital and all the other things, we have got no chance of saying in May 3150 

or June or whenever it might be but let us say it is May, we have got no chance of saying we are 

going to spend £x million on building a runway in the foreseeable future. And we have got no 

resources to do it. We just have not.  

As much as I want it, I want lots of things in life that I realise I cannot have. This is something 

that is gone. It should have been done at the time when they had the diggers here all those years 3155 

ago when it would have been a lot cheaper, it should have been done then. That moment has 

passed. 

I give was to Deputy St Pier. 

 

Deputy St Pier: I am grateful and actually Deputy Ferbrache has assisted me in this debate so I 3160 

am grateful for that, but I cannot resist asking the question, so thank you for giving way: does he 

regret his vote in 2019 (Laughter) and does he agree that Deputy Soulsby and I were right, and that 

actually there has been nothing gained as a result? 

 

Deputy Ferbrache: That is very difficult for me to accept. (Laughter) We are where we are. We 3165 

are where we are! We have got to decide matters today and not what may have happened and 

sometimes you think you are right … I have no doubt that Deputy St Pier, I have never heard him 
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say it, thinks he is right then says he is wrong later on. I have never heard him say it but we are 

going to be around for another two and a half years in this Assembly and things may change. 

But there is just no point in wasting the States’ time, wasting the States’ money. I appreciate that 3170 

this amendment is likely to fail but I very much commend Deputy de Sausmarez for bringing it, I 

encouraged her to bring it, she has bought it and it has bought an airing. And I am surprised by the 

resistance against it.  

What also is a worry for those that might be supporting C+ is that some of those in the general 

debate are going to say, ‘Well, we can’t make a decision now because we are going to have a debate 3175 

on the Guernsey runway in May 2023 and if we have a debate on the Guernsey runway in May 2023 

and we get a result it might cause Aurigny to be struck by,’ figuratively I hasten to add, ‘an exocet 

missile and therefore we cannot make a decision.’  

Let’s make a decision today, let’s do something that we actually can do and say we realise that 

this is a waste of time at the moment, we realise it is a waste of resources, let’s vote for the 3180 

amendment. 

 

A Member: Hear, hear. 

 

The Bailiff: You have risen, Deputy Aldwell, but we have reached the end of this debate on this 3185 

amendment because I turned to Deputy Ferbrache as the penultimate speaker. It is only Deputy de 

Sausmarez who is now able to speak.  

So Deputy de Sausmarez, the proposer of the amendment, to reply to the debate. 

 

Deputy de Sausmarez: Thank you, sir.  3190 

I am looking forward to going down in a flame of glorious defeat here. Deputy Vermeulen did 

not disappoint. I have to commend him for his – (Interjection) Actually I do have to make a point of 

correction: he does sometimes disappoint but on this occasion he definitely did not! I have to 

commend for his wildly enthusiastic and optimistic foresight for the report that Deputy Inder 

assures us that the Committee has not yet seen. So, anyway, I think his enthusiasm for it is genuinely 3195 

commendable and it should make for an interesting debate in May or whenever it does, indeed, 

come back the Assembly.  

Deputy Oliver was one of the first people to touch on this issue of sunk cost and Deputy Gabriel 

did as well. Deputy Burford was quick to her feet after that to steal my response but she did not 

actually elaborate and, because it came up so many times, I am just going to talk a little bit more 3200 

about what Deputy Burford referred to which is something called the sunk-cost fallacy or the sunk-

cost bias.  

I am just going to give Members a little example here. I am just reading from something I 

googled. There are lots of different examples of this and I am sure it will ring many bells. Basically, 

the sunk-cost bias is a thinking trap and here is an example:  3205 

 
Suppose you pre-ordered a non-refundable ticket to a football, however, on the night of the game you simply do not 

feel like going any more. You are tired, there is a blizzard raging outside and the game will be televised. You regret the fact 

that you bought the ticket because, frankly, you would prefer to stay at home, light up your fireplace and comfortably watch 

the game on TV. But the fact is that you did buy the ticket and it was quite expensive and hard to get. What would you do? 3210 

Sunk costs are costs that are irrecoverable. It is something that you already spent and you will not get back, regardless of 

future outcomes. It is like that gym club membership you bought. Whether you get its benefits or not the money is gone 

and there is no way to get it back. In the football game example, the point is that the money is already gone so now you are 

better off doing what pleases you best so, unless you can sell the ticket, just forget about what you paid for it. You are better 

using it to help fuel the fireplace while you comfortably enjoy the game on TV. 3215 

 

That is, of course, easier said than done; there are many psychological blocks in the way of simply 

discarding an expensive ticket and, if that holds true for a mere football game ticket, imagine how 

strong that effect is when, say, it comes to a very expensive States’ report. I am no longer reading 

from the internet but I am sure people will get the connection.  3220 
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This is all about the sunk-cost bias. Some people express it as throwing good money after bad 

but it is not just about money; it is about any type of investment – time, money, effort, anything 

and it can all be subject to the same thinking trap.  

So I hope that helps explain this particular phenomenon and I think it is a very compelling force. 

We do often feel affected by it but I do not think that is adequate justification. (Interjection) Thank 3225 

you. (Interjection) 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller read out an email from the Chamber of Commerce who wanted to see 

this carried out to completion, but this is the problem and this has just been picked up by Deputy 

Ferbrache and Deputy Inder’s exchange. I think it is quite unlikely we will see what the Chamber of 

Commerce want to see which is, and I quote, ‘a final decision’.  3230 

My response to the Chamber of Commerce email, which I did not bore everyone by copying 

them in, was to explain that this was not stopping the work and it was not stopping anything from 

being published; it was simply to resolve not to progress a project that no one thinks can be 

progressed. Apart from the honourable exception of Deputy Vermeulen, nobody, I think, thinks it 

can be progressed, this political term anyway, or probably the next one, and in doing so significantly 3235 

de-risks the proposed spend of the £24.1 million in an Alderney runway extension. I went on to add 

that I would be interested to hear Chamber’s view on whether that is so trifling a sum that it is worth 

jeopardising. 

However, the one argument that Deputy Kazantseva-Miller made that I do have immense 

sympathy for is that Deputy Vermeulen will bring a requête if this amendment is successful and so 3240 

I do think there is some validity – I mean, it will be defeated anyway, but I do think there is an 

argument to do it for Deputy Vermeulen’s colleagues’ mental health on that Committee.  

Deputy Burford mentioned that sunlight is the best disinfectant and, hopefully, we can send it 

packing. Again, I think this speaks to this expectation that we will be able to draw a line under it but 

I think that the most likely result of that debate in May, or whenever it is, is that it will just be drawn 3245 

out for even longer and we will resolve to spend more time and more effort and possibly more 

money on it. We are not at the right time we can make this decision. We are nowhere near that 

time. Let’s just draw a line under it now. 

Deputy Matthews, again, referred to the end-stage. This again compounds this expectation that 

we are going to get this completion, this closure, when we debate it but I sense that we are not. 3250 

Deputy Dudley-Owen and I have long shared similar views on the case of on extension. Deputy 

Ferbrache has already spoken to the fact that we will be able to see the report; it can, of course, still 

be published.  

On the issue of consultation, Deputy Dudley-Owen wanted to understand why I have not sat 

down to fully understand the cost and the extent of the work. As I hope I have explained, that is not 3255 

relevant to the argument that I am making in bringing this amendment. I just do not think it is 

responsible to make a decision to extend the Alderney runway while there is such a considerable 

risk to that £24 million which is a lot more than any money we have spent, incidentally, on the report 

and that also, I think, answers the point that Deputy Falla was making. He said this is not about 

Alderney. Well, it is: £24 million is an awful lot of money to invest in any capital project and I think 3260 

the possibility that we could retrospectively undermine that business case is a very significant risk 

and I am, personally, one of the people that Deputy Ferbrache referred to. I think it is incredibly 

unlikely that I will be able to support Option C+, irrespective of what I see as its other merits with 

that risk hanging over us which is why I brought this amendment to this debate. It is highly relevant 

to this debate.  3265 

Deputy Haskins is right that I have never supported a guillotine motion but I have explained it is 

not about stifling debate; it is about acknowledging the reality that this is not the right time to make 

this decision and, by the way, May will not be either and that speaks to the point that Deputy 

Moakes made as well. 

Deputy Soulsby is already threatening, I think, to bring an amendment that it cannot be re-3270 

debated for a decade! I might well second that one. Deputy Gollop, yes, I too was just far too 

distracted by the image of him dressed as a woman. Actually, I think the point that Deputy Gollop 
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made, and forgive me if I have misinterpreted, I will sit and allow him to correct me if I am wrong, I 

think he argued that possibly the main advantage of the upcoming debate in May on this policy 

letter is that it might allow us to go down some rabbit holes and I would contend that that is exactly 3275 

what I am worried about, actually. I just think this is going to go on and on; I think this is going to 

be the longest can kicked down the longest runway, very annoyingly loudly and painfully. So I am 

worried about the very thing that Deputy Gollop thinks may be an advantage to that debate. 

Well, this is a nice novelty to be able to say this, but I think I am correct in saying I can thank 

Deputy Mahoney, potentially, for his support. He is shuddering! But I do agree with him. I think he 3280 

was right to query the ‘build and they will come’ theory. I knew it would touch on the merits of, and 

disadvantages of, the case for the Guernsey runway extension itself but I do not think that this is 

fundamentally about the pros and cons of the Guernsey runway. It is about the risk that that decision 

presents to the case for the Alderney runway.  

However, it did allow Deputy Vermeulen to speak for about four times as long as Deputy 3285 

Mahoney during Deputy Mahoney’s speech and I was interested to hear about this new concept of 

EMAS which I remember was debated, I think, in 2009 and the use of EMAS within the Airport 

boundary was the subject of one of the late Deputy Kuttelwascher’s requêtes. And I think, if I recall 

correctly, we have already done that particular investigation so it will interesting to see how it 

matches up with the new investigation and Deputy de Lisle, who spoke straight afterwards, was of 3290 

course very involved in some of that work stretching back for decades and also pointed out some 

of the environmental impacts that we have already seen with the previous extension. 

Deputy Leadbeater’s speech was interesting. I am really hoping that the former Deputy Graham 

is going to feature his own words in his write-up on this debate (Interjection) but the fundamental 

question that the then Deputy Graham posed in the quote that Deputy Leadbeater cited for us was, 3295 

‘What do they fear?’ To answer that question, I do not fear the result of that debate, I fear that this 

is going to be drawn out indefinitely and we are going to end up spending more time and more 

scant resources on something that common sense tells us is not going anywhere any time soon.  

Deputy St Pier is undecided. I would urge him to go with his instincts and put this out of its 

misery. And I really have to commend Deputy Ferbrache for going against his instincts actually and 3300 

going with a really logical … and giving us a very honest appraisal as well of the logic behind 

supporting this amendment. He does appreciate the reality and I think in our heart of hearts we can 

probably see that reality as well and he is quite right to say the report can still be published. There 

is nothing un-transparent about this at all. 

So I have mixed up the order there because I did want to finish on a couple points that Deputy 3305 

Inder made. I have dealt with consultation. It was quite informal. I did raise it at a President’s 

meeting; I had a lovely chat with Deputy Inder on the phone; I then had an email exchange with 

him and the Presidents of the two sponsoring Committees. But Deputy Inder also talked about, I 

mean, in the Rule 4 information there was implication that the money – this came from a couple of 

people – that we have already spent on the report was a financial implication of this amendment. It 3310 

is not. The money that we have spent on the report was the financial implication of supporting the 

requête that led to this direction and past form shows, contrary to what Deputy Inder said he hoped, 

that actually bringing that policy letter and debating it will not actually draw a line under it. 

So although it is clear that it will be a struggle to use more than one hand to count the votes, I 

think it has, nonetheless, been a really useful debate because it has drawn out what seems to be a 3315 

significant appetite in the Assembly to see the back of this upcoming debate. So I will use this, the 

reason I switched round the order was because I wanted to make a bit of a plea to Deputy Inder: 

please do not bring us a policy letter in May that includes an option to just kick this down the road 

because now is not the right time to make the decision; please do bring us a policy letter that allows 

us to make a decisive decision and, if that has to be a binary choice, then I think that would be 3320 

good. I sense a real appetite in this Assembly for this not to be drawn out.  

However, there is an easier option and that is just to support this amendment now. We can draw 

that line. We can do action this day, lead by example, make a difficult but responsible decision to 

stop spending our scant resources on a project we know is not going anywhere fast and, in doing 
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so, we can also have a more focused and more effective and more honest debate about the 3325 

Alderney runway on its own merits without having to jeopardise that potentially … well, no, either 

way, it is going to be a very significant investment.  

So despite overwhelming opposition to the amendment, I still would urge Members to support 

it and hope that at least some do. 

Thank you. 3330 

 

The Bailiff: Members of the States, we come now to the vote on Amendment 7 which is 

proposed by Deputy de Sausmarez, seconded by Deputy Le Tocq. Will you please open the voting, 

Greffier. 

 3335 

There was a recorded vote. 

 

Amendment 7 

Not carried – Pour 14, Contre 25, Ne vote pas 0, Did not vote 0, Absent 1 

 
POUR 

Aldwell, Sue 

Brouard, Al 

Cameron, Andy 

De Sausmarez, Lindsay 

Ferbrache, Peter 

Helyar, Mark 

Le Tissier, Chris 

Le Tocq, Jonathan 

Mahoney, David 

Murray, Bob 

Queripel, Lester 

Roffey, Peter 

Snowdon, Alexander 

St Pier, Gavin 

CONTRE 

Blin, Chris 

Burford, Yvonne 

De Lisle, David 

Dudley-Owen, Andrea 

Dyke, John 

Fairclough, Simon 

Falla, Steve 

Gabriel, Adrian 

Gollop, John 

Haskins, Sam 

Inder, Neil 

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 

Leadbeater, Marc 

Matthews, Aidan 

McKenna, Liam 

Meerveld, Carl 

Moakes, Nick 

Oliver, Victoria 

Parkinson, Charles 

Prow, Robert 

Roberts, Steve 

Soulsby, Heidi 

Taylor, Andrew 

Trott, Lyndon 

Vermeulen, Simon 

NE VOTE PAS 

None 

DID NOT VOTE 

None 

ABSENT 

Bury, Tina  

 3340 

The Bailiff: In respect of Amendment 7, proposed by Deputy de Sausmarez, seconded by 

Deputy Le Tocq, there voted in favour 14 Members; there voted against 25 Members; there were 

no abstentions; all those present voted and therefore I declare Amendment 7 lost. 

The next amendment we are going to take, because at least it has something to do with aircraft, 

(Laughter) is going to be Amendment 8 and then we will get to Amendment 4. So Amendment 8, if 3345 

you wish to move that now, Deputy Inder. 

 

Amendment 8 

To insert the following after proposition 2:-  

“In the event that the States approve Propositions 1 and 2: -  

“3. To agree that the amount of money payable by the States out of general revenue to fund the 

service to be provided under the current Alderney Public Service Obligation contract shall, as from 

1st January 2024, be limited to £1 million per annum.  

https://www.gov.gg/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=163295&p=0
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4. To agree that the amount of money payable by the States out of general revenue to fund an 

Alderney service to be provided under any successor replacement contract to the current Alderney 

Public Service Obligation contract shall, as from 1st January 2026 and thereafter, be limited to £1 

million per annum.  

OR in the event that Proposition 4 is not approved  

5. To agree that the amount of money payable by the States out of general revenue to fund an 

Alderney service to be provided under any successor replacement contract to the current Alderney 

Public Service Obligation contract shall, as from 1st January 2026 and thereafter, be limited to 

£500,000 per annum.  

OR in the event that Propositions 4 and 5 are not approved  

6. To agree that no funding shall be provided out of general revenue to fund an Alderney service 

when the current Alderney Public Service Obligation contract comes to an end.”” 

 

Deputy Inder: I do, sir. I will spare the Greffier in asking for it to be read out. 

Overnight, over last night, I think it was, I wrote to Members asking if Policy & Resources would 

give some kind of consideration to hardening up the benefit and this has come through – I think 

Deputy Trott has mentioned it, Deputy St Pier elsewhere and even Deputy Roffey has accepted that 3350 

some of the hardening up of the actual savings are not entirely there and this is simply an attempt 

to do that.  

My view is that Alderney has had a very good deal out of Guernsey for a number of years and 

we are in, we call it a fiscal union but in terms of contribution it is certainly partial. In all of this 

debate which we will go through, the focus we have been asked to look at is the savings to Aurigny 3355 

itself and effectively, over a period of time, the £32 million that we will face will be wiped because, 

of course, the £800,000 savings are going to drop the PSO down to about £1.2 million.  

That is not hard enough for me. It is not hard enough for me because I am going to put some 

challenge into Alderney’s Government because, within part of this conversation, no one can pretend 

it is just about whether Aurigny can make savings on the PSO and can reduce the size of their fleet 3360 

more easily. Because, in all of this, we have had people coming over to Guernsey from Alderney, 

young people, children, babies, and effectively this is great for business, this is great for the 

economy. So no one can come complain it is a straight deal behind just it is about the cost/benefit 

analysis of the actual capital versus savings because, in all of this, we have had letters about the 

economy. We have been told by our two Alderney Reps that it is going to benefit the Island beyond 3365 

just the savings as announced and it is going to change it.  

Now, here is my difficulty; so I am going to put some challenge back to the States of Alderney 

and I will get to this because I had a look round their Island Plan and bear in mind Alderney does 

benefit massively from Guernsey because it does no heavy lift at all. It does nothing. We provide 

education, we provide security, we provide the funding, I believe, as far as I am aware, for the 3370 

maintenance of the harbour, certainly, the long wall. So what that allows Alderney to do is mess 

around the edges of Government. (Deputy Gollop: No!) I am afraid Deputy Gollop can shout, ’No’, 

and I know he is only doing that because he does that often on absolutely everything, but it is what 

it is.  

We have to put some responsibility back to the Government of Alderney. We, as a Committee, 3375 

went over to Alderney, we were invited over and I was grateful to meet the Members of the then 

P&F plus their Economic Department. There are no two ways about it – you have heard me say this 

in the Assembly before – I think Alderney has got a chance. I am not entirely sure we are the right 

people to be doing it because sometimes it does feel like a bad divorce; you get to the point in that 

sort of mediation, ‘Well, you never use to shut the window’, ‘Well, you left the door open’, ‘Well, 3380 

you never use to put the toilet seat down’. I am not entirely sure myself if we are the right people 

to being doing it. I genuinely mean that.  

I wish there was actually some kind of star Chamber above us that could actually look at Alderney 

in some big reveal and say, ‘Look, this is the Island that it is,’ and it does get mentioned in the Island 

Plan, ‘This is the Island that you could do something about.’ Someone with an awful lot more talent 3385 
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than me, which probably is not hard, and a lot more wealth than Deputy Ferbrache, which is 

definitely difficult, and at a level which is beyond this sort of local yokel – and Deputy Trott as well, 

because they are both about the same worth, about the same, apparently, or at least he is getting 

there – someone beyond this sometimes … we act as a national government but sometimes in a 

Douzenier-type way. We end up having these weird arguments with each other, some of which we 3390 

cannot actually control because the truth is, whatever we do as an island for Alderney, as Economic 

Development, their Government can get in the way. It is as simple as that.  

I wish there was some kind of star Chamber. Names were mentioned by Deputy Ferbrache and 

I will not go through them, people who thankfully have benefited the Island, invested massively in 

our Islands and I am very grateful to all those names that he mentioned. But, Deputy Ferbrache, I 3395 

would be getting them in a room because some of your names you mentioned there, and others, if 

they actually looked at Alderney and this would be Economic Development plan beyond daisies  

and energy and accessibility and connectivity, as I saw in the … there is no ambition in your Island 

Plan, none whatsoever. I would be getting them in a room and the big reveal you have got … as it 

does mention in the Island Plan, actually, that the Island sits between four markets. I genuinely do 3400 

not know why it does not work. I have got a suspicion and I think it is down to the type of 

government it has got. I think that is the fundamental problem with Alderney full stop and probably 

that relationship as well. But I am not going to give up on it. 

If I really wanted to do something for the Island, this is where the responsibility beyond just the 

savings comes into it, we have access as an island to some really good names who have invested in 3405 

this Island. Those same people could invest in Alderney. You cannot tell me there is no one from 

the Island who is building marinas up in Norway at the moment who could not have their head 

turned and say, ‘Look, this is the breakwater. This is the pool. What would you do at that kind of 

level?’ I tell you what I would do, and I am just making this up, ‘You give me a hundred-year lease, 

I will put a hundred marina berths in there, I have done some maths and what could happen to 3410 

Alderney, what the type of marina traffic is, etc. but as long as I get three hotels, some apartments 

along the Braye somewhere, that is the deal because that is how marina projects work everywhere 

else. It is not always just about the boats; it is what happens landside’.  

Actually, at the Airport itself, strangely enough, we have come across people that need hangar-

age. It may be possible that if you give people the right deal on the right side of the Airport for the 3415 

right hangar-age and the right private jets, you may actually find that they would do the Airport 

themselves – if you do the right deal. And it is the same for the golf course. How many people have 

we got – well, we certainly have got one or two people, and they will remain nameless – who have 

got a big interest in golf courses? And they are doing a fantastic job in the Island. Who knows who 

they know. We just happen to know who they are but at that kind of level they will be connected to 3420 

people who can do different things. How do we know we could not have Europe’s greatest PGA 

golf course strung across the top of Alderney and what they would mean – it is the clubhouse, it is 

the hotel, it is the development, it is the population growth? And this is the problem with all of this, 

it is the wrong people doing the wrong thing. I genuinely believe that.  

But I cannot do anything about that right now. All I can advise, we went up to Alderney and they 3425 

were very gracious to us and we gave them some advice and we thought the key to it was 

population and I did not see that in the Island Plan. What I saw was, ‘Energy, work together, 

community development, blah, blah, blah’. But I do not want to be too harsh because, given an 

island that has got limited resources and a strange way of voting sometimes, and no one turned up 

to the last election, by the sounds of it, or certainly it was non-contested, they have got limited 3430 

resources.  

But underneath the small ‘m’ madness that we have got up there we have an extremely beautiful 

island. Actually, what Alderney is is what tourism use to do in Guernsey to pretend it was. It used to 

pretend it was Alderney and I honestly believe that island has got hope but it also has a 

responsibility as well; it has to do some of the heavy lifting and it has to take some of the 3435 

responsibility. 
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And I will not vote for C+, as I said in my email, unless we start negotiating and this is where we 

are negotiating. It is worth mentioning not only two or three weeks ago Policy & Resources – 

probably again one of the most difficult jobs they have got – were screaming towards the January 

debate. They were up at Beau Séjour, they presented it and they told us what would happen if the 3440 

tax reform, or a version of it, did not go through that Assembly. It was all death and destruction, 

and probably rightly so, but from our side M&T goes, Digital Greenhouse probably goes, the 

Investing in Finance goes, and every single community around this Assembly can think of things 

that are probably going to go.  

Well, if you think that is going to be awful I am just asking you to test it. All we are simply asking 3445 

here, Deputy Brouard and myself, is for Alderney to take on some more of the responsibility if we 

are indeed to give them C+. Now, what it asks, and I am not asking the –  

I will give way if Deputy Roffey wants to speak. 

 

Deputy Roffey: Yes, I am confused. 3450 

 

Deputy Inder: Well, I will help him. 

 

Deputy Roffey: I thank Deputy Inder for giving way. 

He said this as the sort of contribution he wants to see from Alderney if they are to have C+. 3455 

There is absolutely no linkage in this amendment between the reductions in the PSO he wants to 

see and the passing of C+. If this amendment is passed they will apply just as much if the outcome 

of the debate at the end of the day is Option A.  

 

Deputy Inder: Well, no it does not; he is completely wrong. Thankfully he did not say to me that 3460 

any sensible person would not vote for this because … I would tell both Deputy Chief Minister and 

Deputy Roffey my vote is my vote and this amendment gets my vote for C+. It is entirely up to you 

how you guys want to play it.  

So, what it says in Option 3, at the moment we are running a PSO of around £2 million. It has 

been mentioned through the last couple of days that effectively what it is is a subsidy. It is subsidy 3465 

on tickets. We are told there are effectively 50,000 people running through Alderney every year and 

we are going to get nonsense about price elasticity and all that kind of stuff. But, effectively, by 

removing £1 million by the end of 2024 for the rest of the term that saves us £2 million. Now, what 

Aurigny can do with it, and I do not mind what they do, if it means a reduction of services, so be it 

but it is up to Alderney Policy & Resources to negotiate. An extra £20 on tickets, give or take, each 3470 

way saves the general revenue Guernsey taxpayers, because that is where it is coming from, 

£1 million a year. What is the big deal? That needs reduction.  

The second part of it actually hardens up the policy letter in itself which I think we accept ... I 

think it was Deputy Parkinson who said it, I think he might have used the word ‘woolly’ but I do not 

mean that, it has got edges around it and we do not know that the savings will be the savings that … 3475 

but this does. This is hard cash. What this asks the Members to decide, and it is a decision today, 

we will be told, ‘You cannot do it today, this price elasticity, is it in real terms?’ well, I am telling you 

it is not in real terms; it is hard cash. If, in Section 2, where the States are asked to approve a 

limitation of the PSO to £1 million at the end of the current PSO, if that £1 million means in two 

years’ time it actually looks like £900,000 so be it.  3480 

We have been told by Alderney it is going to be great for the economy so there is the challenge 

to Alderney. If you want the Guernsey taxpayer, make no bones about who is paying for this, to 

invest in your Island then to make it work give me something. Like I say to my children. I have spent 

my life over the last 18 years or so, telling my kids what to do until I realised there is another way 

of doing it, ‘You do something for me; I will do something for you’, and that changed everything. I 3485 

mean, I started … when we all had kids, a child like mine, we all started like this, standing there, ‘No 

child of mine is every going to have a wetsuit’, 14 wetsuits later, ‘No child of mine is ever going to 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 15th DECEMBER 2022 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

2949 

be surrounded by plastic at Christmas; they can go outside’, we have got a pile the size of 

somewhere in the Sargasso Sea.  

So I have lost everything but what I did not lose is negotiating. I negotiated with my kids, I said, 3490 

‘Fine, I will do it. Clean your bedroom’. ‘Yeah but, Dad, I want this’, ‘No, go up, son, and do your 

bedroom’, ‘Yeah but, mate, I am entirely’ – okay, I have got to be careful of the phrasing – ‘bloody-

minded’ – I think that is allowed, isn’t it? I am fairly bloody-minded and the answer is basically ‘No’.  

So this is the amendment to the teenager, ‘I am not giving you any money until you do 

something for yourself’ and it is not acceptable to talk about, in your vision, to maximise all this 3495 

prosperity and resilience. You talk about your vision statement. There is not one mention of 

population. I think it was Deputy – and I am happy to be corrected – Deputy Trott who said to me 

in telephone communication recently that to actually wipe its face Alderney’s GDP would have to 

go up by a factor of three. Well, a factor of three is not going to do it by importing 70 year-olds 

from Salcombe.  3500 

You actually need a population strategy, one that we have told two years ago, Alderney needs 

to start thinking and they turn up with the ‘maximising Alderney’s prosperity and resilience’. And I 

do not want to be too harsh but it is too late, I already have been, I know there are efforts there, I 

know it has been rediscovered but you need to take responsibility and this simply asks to reduce 

the PSO by £1 million from the end of … I was happy to go from 1st January but even Deputy Trott 3505 

was not going to be that harsh on them and he told me 1st January next year. I was going to go for 

gold, they can start paying tomorrow as far as I was concerned, but even Deputy Trott was not 

being that harsh and we came to a conclusion with Deputy Brouard that we would give them one 

extra year but, whatever the difference is, I do not care how they do it, you either reduce the service 

you put on the ticket, today I do not care.  3510 

At the end of the PSO – and I would give people a choice, it is either the PSO is hard cash 

effectively and there are three choices there; you either give them a million pounds, you give them 

£500,000 or you say zero. I think zero is too harsh, to be honest with you, because I think even the 

Chair of Aurigny said that every island nation has to have some form of PSO but that has to be 

limited. And there is no reason for no one to accept this because, based on the policy letter we have 3515 

got in front of us, they are claiming it is £1.2 million. The basic you can do is £1 million. That is only 

another £200,000. Personally, I am more inclined to go for half a million but it will not be zero so 

this is a choice for you, as States’ Members, as individuals with your own vote without being told 

off by Members that you are not being sensible or it would be idiotic to do it or you do not 

understand; it is really quite simple. You are saving general revenue, Guernsey’s general revenue 3520 

£2 million in two years and you are hard-cashing the deal at the end of the day and you are putting 

responsibility to Alderney to do their job to market their Island. I am happy to help them every time 

but I am telling you, ‘Get your Government out of the way’. 

The Bailiff: Deputy Brouard, do you formally second the amendment? 

 3525 

Deputy Brouard: Yes, sir, thank you. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Gollop. 

 

Deputy Gollop: I said, ‘No’, because some of the things Deputy Inder was saying were a bit 3530 

unfair or a bit harsh, to be honest, and there are issues in Alderney. I am curious too, I must admit, 

that they did not have enough candidates for the last election and then they had the plebiscite 

election and we welcomed back, of course, Mr Snowdon and Mr Roberts in that election who hold 

impressively. But what was not impressive was that there were only 400 people or so who turned 

out to vote and there is a tendency in Alderney for votes to be low for those who are sent to 3535 

Guernsey but higher when they do have a contested election.  

Now, I think the dangers of taking too hard a line on Alderney that you, sir, as Bailiff, correctly 

reminded us, that the Bailiwick includes Sark as well, so it is a little bit difficult to talk about Bailiwick 

revenues. Certainly Alderney is part of the Bailiwick but sometimes I think if we push them too far 
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they will be tempted to explore other options. I used to go along, it was like a conspiracy in a way, 3540 

but it was the kind of group where people would meet on a Sunday night, having a drink and a 

cigar in those days possibly, and they were gentleman, mostly from England rather than long-settled 

Islanders. But they would talk, especially in the pre-Brexit era, of the joys of Alderney going 

independent. Now, it is not particularly likely from a financial point of view but we certainly do not 

want any movement in Alderney to grow a [inaudible] because then we would be losing the 3545 

connection with Alderney, because it is difficult for the Island to accept that politicians in Guernsey 

are constantly having a go at them for costing more than the average Guernsey taxpayer or being 

a drain of some kind. When you look at other places almost every jurisdiction has different parts of 

it that are more affluent than others, there is huge variance in the United States, you could argue 

England cost-subsidises Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotland, Scotland in turn subsidises the 3550 

islands off Scotland; and of course we know from what was said earlier that people here who have 

health conditions are effectively cost-subsidised. So I think that message is difficult.  

The other point that I was surprised to see in The Times on Saturday an article which basically 

suggested that some people in Alderney were feeling a bit alienated and if not careful they would 

start saying, ‘Well, maybe we do need a higher level looking into matters than us politicians from 3555 

Guernsey/Alderney’, but, instead of going for the big-hitters in the financial scene, as I think Deputy 

Inder was hinting at, they would go to the Ministry of Justice or through the media and I do not 

think we want to see that.  

That said, I do agree with some of Deputy Inder’s sentiments. I think there is a lot of potential in 

Alderney, especially to recruit younger, more enterprising people as well as the more vulnerable 3560 

older generation. I think he is right about the possibility of entrepreneurs, innovators within the 

Islands taking more of an interest up there; but of course, I do not want to mention names, perhaps 

other people will do that, but there was certainly one very big name or one late big name who I will 

mention, was the late Mr Derek Coates who actually did invest in Alderney substantially 

(Two Members: Hear, hear.) in both hotels and airlines. But another big name … it has actually been 3565 

mentioned in the presentation to the States’ Members, if they went, by the Alderney Chamber of 

Commerce as being supportive of the runway option, for example. So the idea that Alderney is not 

talking to the big names is wrong; in fact, there have been a few important figures who have moved 

to Alderney in recent years who are making a significant difference to the community.  

Although I supported, a bit reluctantly, the last amendment, this one really goes too far. Yes, it 3570 

might actually get people over the line so perhaps I will not oppose it on that basis but I certainly 

will not support the Propositions.  

One million pounds per annum is probably liveable with, half a million pounds per annum 

definitely is not, all that entire subsidy going. And I think we may hear from Deputy Roffey and 

other people in the transport field who will speak subsequently but let’s say the consequence of 3575 

this back-of-a-fag-packet amendment, it has just come out really, is that when the next PSO contract 

is done the subsidy is so capped, and we do not know what the cost of applying it at the time will 

be, it is a guessing game in any sense, that fares rocket because if you are only giving a million or, 

even more, half a million, then Deputy Inder is right: we are subsidising fares; we subsidised bus 

fares. When we use to have lots of arts funding, we still have a bit, we were subsidising ticket prices.  3580 

That is true on so many levels; we subsidise doctors’ bills. And if you take that away, guess what 

happens? The fares are likely to rise. Now, we know that the less affluent part of our community is 

particularly concentrated in Alderney; we know we need to encourage as many visitors as possible 

and people. In fact, one of the benefits, if there were any, from the COVID era, was that more 

Islanders discovered Alderney and saw potential there. If we had a significant increase in fares the 3585 

less fortunate on both Islands would suffer; there would be a decline in connectivity. More 

importantly, Deputy Inder might say this is not an argument that convinces him, but we would see 

a reduction in civil servants and public servants going from Guernsey to Alderney. They are going 

all the time and spending money on the planes. So, all right, maybe it will just go out of this PSO 

budget into somebody else’s budget because health and education have just had a debate…  3590 

I give way to the Deputy.  
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Deputy Inder: It might need confirmation; I will do this overnight but I seem to remember, 

Deputy Gollop, you made quite – it would be unfair to say … you made quite a big point on the 

matter of civil servants who are going up to, and it is healthcare workers … but, if I remember 

correctly and you might be able to help me here, it was not as big as you thought it was. I seem to 3595 

remember it was around the 17% or 16% of the passengers going up to Alderney. They were not as 

big as you might have made out and may have forgotten having it being corrected by the head of 

Aurigny. 

 

Deputy Gollop: Yes, Deputy Inder may be correct there because of course it fluctuates from 3600 

season to season. I mean at one time one Member, I think it was Representative Snowdon, pointed 

out that not so long ago Alderney School had 250 pupils and it had many teachers. Then it went 

through a difficult phase when it went down and there was a phase when, during staff recruitment 

issues, quite a few teachers from Guernsey were going over frequently by plane. There have also 

been periods when there has been a therapist based on the Island; periods when there have not 3605 

been; periods when they have had resident police officers; periods when they have not. So, the 

figure does vary, but the point I am making, it may only be 17%, but the point still remains you jack 

up Alderney fares because the subsidy goes down and then the other parts of the States, whether 

it be health or education, would just end up paying more for staff to go across. So I think there are 

disadvantages to this.  3610 

One aspect of this amendment I do support, although I do not like its tone and delivery perhaps, 

is I do agree in a particular way, Deputy Inder and probably many other Members of the States, are 

kind of giving the States and the people of Alderney a little bit of a wake-up call because there 

definitely needs to be more vigour when the new States of Alderney meets in reaching good 

relationships with all of us, having us over or vice versa but very much talking to all the Committees, 3615 

especially Policy & Resources, maybe Economic Development, about how to really kick-start 

Alderney to the golden era it was in in the 1980s and 1990s and to work out ways, where there are 

disagreements perhaps on population policy, immigration, health insurance, or housing.  

Because the other side of the argument is true as well: people in Alderney pay for services 

indirectly that they rarely use like Beau Séjour or bus services but there is a conversation that needs 3620 

to occur and we definitely need, I think, more effort too from Economic Development to work with 

Alderney on their tourism, their blue economy, their marine, their digital economy. I do not want to 

go too much off the point but I think I have said enough on this amendment. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Roffey. 3625 

 

Deputy Roffey: I did wonder whether to speak this afternoon having just seen this amendment 

for the first time this afternoon or whether to take it home and digest it, but I can always slip some 

notes to Deputy Ferbrache if I think of something overnight.  

I am struggling really to understand the logic of this amendment and how it ties in with Deputy 3630 

Inder’s speech because they seem to be two totally different things. Deputy Inder’s speech was 

mainly about, ‘Get your act together, pull your finger out, Alderney, get more prosperous, grow 

your economy’. Now, if the amendment had then said, ‘We are expecting a contribution from 

Alderney as a result of that growth into the payment of the PSO’, then I could understand that but 

that is not what the amendment says. The amendment is talking about reducing the PSO. A PSO is 3635 

something that allows a service to break even provided by an airline. The fact that Alderney/Sark 

may start booming and could take on that payment entirely themselves or 50% themselves or 

whatever is totally different to cutting a PSO. The reality is that, if not sufficient subsidy is given, not 

to Alderney but to A N Airline, they will not be able to provide a level of service and exactly the 

opposite of what Deputy Inder was just hoping for Alderney would take place … 3640 

 

Deputy Inder: Point of correction, sir.  
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The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Inder. 

 

Deputy Inder: Sir, I genuinely think Deputy Roffey is misleading the Assembly. He is claiming 3645 

that a reduction in the PSO means fewer services. It is simply not true because that reduction, that 

service obligation, could be maintained. You just shift the £1 million to the ticket price. That is 

effectively what you do and if some of those services have to be reduced, so be it. It is an island of 

1,800 people. 

 3650 

The Bailiff: Deputy Roffey. 

 

Deputy Roffey: If Deputy Inder would just let me develop my argument I would have been 

absolutely accepting what he says. The only way with a lower PSO that an airline can manage to 

provide that service is either to cut the service, and actually the PSO normally sets out a baseline 3655 

service they are meant to provide, or to put up the fares very considerably.  

I know there is a body of opinion in this Assembly that says, ‘That is fine. Let us just put up the 

fares a lot higher’. All of the market research on the level of elasticity that is experienced in this area 

would suggest that that would set off a pattern of decline, absolutely the opposite of what Deputy 

Inder wants where those entrepreneurs drive the star Chamber, driving things forward. You would 3660 

be tying that star Chamber in knots because without the connectivity you would not be able to 

achieve that. Now, nothing in the STSB’s policy letter, nothing in their business case, is predicated 

on any economic or passenger growth at all, but of course we still hope to see that happen. Of 

course, that would be the bonus and I very much agree with a lot of the sentiment of what Deputy 

Inder was saying in trying to allow that to happen.  3665 

But, actually, this amendment would do quite the opposite; it would actually stymie that. If the 

amendment had said, ‘Expect to see economic growth in Alderney and them to contribute towards 

the payment of the PSO,’ that would have been a different matter altogether.  

Of course Deputy Inder said this will secure his vote if this amendment is passed for C+. Well, 

that is odd, because when we were on Proposition 1, even if this amendment is passed, and I really 3670 

hope it is not, and we have inserted Propositions 3, 4 and 5, we would have no idea when voting 

on Proposition 1 whether any of Propositions 3, 4 or 5 are going to be passed. So, I am not sure 

how it helps him because he would not know at all whether there would be any reduction at all in 

the PSO, having approved C+. 

But as I said, when Deputy Inder so kindly gave way to me, this amendment does not tie the 3675 

reduction of the PSO, unlike Amendment 3 that we have talked about earlier, in any way to C+ 

being passed, so this opens up a real possibility that we vote to rebuild the runway on its current 

length and cut down the PSO to a very significant extent. If that happens then you really will be 

spelling the death knell, I think, to Alderney’s economy. 

 3680 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Point of correction. 

 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Kazantseva-Miller. 

 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Sir, I think the amendment says, ‘To insert the following Proposition 3685 

which is, ‘If the Member States approves Propositions 1 and 2 which is to approve C+ only then the 

Proposition would stay.’ So I do not think we can have a circumstance where we approve Option A 

and the Proposition of this amendment would be functioning. So I think that was incorrect for 

Deputy Roffey to state that. 

 3690 

The Bailiff: That is a very fair comment. Deputy Roffey to continue please. 

 

Deputy Roffey: I thank Deputy Kazantseva-Miller.  
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I did say perhaps I should have taken it home and absorbed it. That is the danger of amendments 

that land on your desk the afternoon of the second day of a debate.  3695 

Nevertheless, the impact, even if C+ is approved, I think potentially, as I say, I said in my speech 

on Amendment 3, if this Assembly decides at the end of this PSO – actually this amendment takes 

it much earlier and goes into the current PSO but, at the end of this PSO – that it cannot afford that 

full amount then that is fine but I think that is a decision to take at the time because it is going to 

have a really serious impact on the services to Alderney.  3700 

Proposition 3, if we insert it, will actually … P&R have signed a five-year agreement with Aurigny 

as a PSO, saying that they will provide, in return for a level of service, that £2 million a year subsidy 

on the route. This will renege on that completely. It will say, ‘Yes, we signed up for that, we are not 

going to honour it’. What kind of message is that to send out?  

Not only that but it would do it at a time before, I take the point it is only if C+ has been 3705 

approved, but it would actually kick in before those works have been completed and therefore 

before the savings that are available to Aurigny have become realised. What on earth are they 

supposed to do for that year? We are just imposing, by reneging on a contract, a £1 million or 

£800,000 at least loss by making them do that in advance.  

I think there is a balance to be had here. I am fairly hard-headed over Alderney however much I 3710 

like it. I probably come from a slightly different philosophical position than Deputy Ferbrache. My 

stance in this whole debate over these two or three days is not about cousins, it is not about kinship, 

I do like Alderney, I do like the Alderney people, I do like their Island. But I come from a far more 

hard-headed approach. I think that we should be spending as little as we possibly can while still 

doing the right thing by Aurigny. Amendment 3 was all about that. Proposition 4 in this amendment 3715 

might even be about that. Proposition 3 reneging on the current deal or 5 or 6 cutting right down 

to almost nothing, I think we really are ... it is not about being nasty, it is not about being nice or 

nasty; it is just hard-headed realism. We will be inflicting damage on their economy in such a way 

that is going to bounce back on us.  

The 1948 Agreement, whether we want to review it or not, and we will come on to that who 3720 

knows when, is there. There are responsibilities on us. We pick up an awful lot of cost from Alderney. 

If they have got a crippled economy more of that cost will fall on us; less of it will fall on Alderney. 

So, it is a question of balance.  

I would like to be able to buy Deputy Inder’s votes, of course I would, not personally with money 

out of my own pocket, but by agreeing to what he needs in order to get him across the line but I 3725 

cannot agree with 3 because it absolutely goes back on a contract – I see it as a five-year contract 

that has been signed – without trying to think, ‘Fine, that could be negotiated out,’ if it was at the 

end of the works on C+ when Aurigny are saying, ‘Okay, we can do it for less now,’ but it is going 

to come in.  

Why on earth has he done it a year earlier when that is actually going to be all? Actually, more 3730 

like 16 months earlier, 17 months earlier than when that work is going to be completed and open 

up the options of going, ‘Yes, I hope in five or 10 years’ time we might be able to go down to 

£500,000 a year’. This is any successful replacement contract with no regard for inflation so, going 

forward, we are not talking about half a million in today’s money or the money that existed at the 

time that the PSO was signed, it is just a monetary value that will go forward. I think it is just a crude 3735 

weapon. I actually support a lot of the sentiment that he has said; I do want Alderney to stand more 

on its own two feet, I do want us to help them to do that and I do not want us to bend over 

backwards to make it look as if they do not have to do anything to help themselves, but there is a 

balance. If you go too far and damage their connectivity, as this amendment will do, we will be 

absolutely be making sure that that can never happen and therefore, I am afraid, even if it means 3740 

burning my opportunity of attracting Deputy Inder to C+, that is a price I have to pay. I cannot in 

all conscience, vote for this very damaging amendment.  

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Trott. 

 3745 
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Deputy Trott: Thank you, sir. 

Am I allowed to call Deputy Roffey a rascal? Is that permitted language?  

 

The Bailiff: It is not brilliant, is it, Deputy? 

 3750 

Deputy Trott: No. 

 

The Bailiff: Deputy Trott. 

 

Deputy Trott: Then I shall just think of him as a scallywag, sir, rather than making it more 3755 

robustly.  

Sir, I am going to lay down the gauntlet to Deputy Roffey. What did he call me earlier? I forget 

what it was – ‘scurrilous’, that is right, so I am going to lay down the gauntlet. 

 

Deputy Roffey: Point of correction, sir.  3760 

 

The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Roffey. 

 

Deputy Roffey: I said that what Deputy Trott had said was scurrilous, I did not call him scurrilous. 

 3765 

The Bailiff: I think that is a valid distinction as well, Deputy Trott. 

 

Deputy Trott: It is, it is.  

 

The Bailiff: It makes a difference. 3770 

 

Deputy Trott: I am going to explain why what I said was not in the least bit scurrilous but 

completely factual and we will see how we get on with this.  

So I am going to lay down the gauntlet to Deputy Roffey as President of the STSB and 

shareholder of Aurigny. He accuses me of making scurrilous claims about Aurigny’s accounting and 3775 

the opaque nature of its numbers so I am going to ask, can Deputy Roffey tell me, by looking back 

historically through his STSB papers, how much Aurigny makes on Gatwick and how much Aurigny 

makes or loses on Manchester or Bristol; and how these profits and losses reconcile back to the 

declared losses in the audited financial statements. Now, I know he cannot do that, sir, and that is 

why he cannot be certain that the changes that are proposed will result in Aurigny losing less than 3780 

the £2 million i.e. £800,000.  

Earlier on, Deputy Roffey persuaded us in another masterclass of politics to support his 

amendment regarding crystallising the £800,000 loss. Let me tell you how businesses operate in the 

real world, and I do not think Aurigny will be an exception: they go out of their way to make sure 

that they do not over-promise and under-deliver. So if Aurigny thinks it can save £800,000 as a 3785 

consequence of the gift that is C+, you can be almost certain they really mean they can save 

£1.2 million.  

So the truth is that the points made by him, when he told us that times were hard and the 

Alderney deficit cannot be allowed to go unchecked, difficult decisions need to be made, I would 

ask him to remember – although, through you, sir, I know that he does not need a reminder of this 3790 

because he is an extremely socially aware politician – that times are hard for Guernsey residents as 

well. (Several Members: Hear, hear.) It is not all about Alderney all the time. (Several Members: 

Hear, hear.)  

But what we do know – and this is why I often adopt the policy of repeating the same message 

several times and I am going to do it again in a moment – is that if the Policy & Resources 3795 

Committee’s proposals are agreed regarding the tax changes at the end of January, Alderney will 

be on a generalised basis better off – significantly better off.  
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And there is an obvious correlation between them being better off and being able to afford a 

few extra pounds on an airfare in order to reduce the burden on the Guernsey taxpayer; and I know 

this is the area where most people find my language contentious. But the truth is you cannot have 3800 

it both ways; you cannot hear the President of the Policy & Resources Committee tell us yesterday 

that the deficit is a genuine £7 million – I am not going to give way just yet but I will later – a genuine 

£7 million of recurring deficit plus the £2 million.  

You cannot hear that comment without then being able to say, ‘Well, if that is the absolute deficit 

before and the absolute deficit currently going forward then anything above that which adds to the 3805 

deficit must, by definition, come from the Guernsey resident taxpayer’. That is an absolute truism 

and however harsh it sounds it is a fact.  

While I am on my feet, I want to talk about one of the other smoke and mirrors issues that I have 

been trying to get the States to understand and it is about this so-called £3.5 million contribution 

from Alderney. So, what is going to happen is they are going to borrow £3.5 million from one of 3810 

our accounts. It will probably be the money, the Bond Fund, which has proved to be so incredibly 

successful for the whole of the Bailiwick. And then they are going to pay it back out of money that 

we let them keep that should be used to reduce the deficit; they are going to pay it back from that 

source and everything is wonderful. It is nonsense! It is not a contribution at all. It is an exercise in 

phantom accounting and it needs to be understood; and when I look around and, again, I see the 3815 

accountants in the Assembly, maybe with one exception who has an interest in seeing this go 

through, they nod, sagely and wisely.  

Now, I also address the issue of me dressing up as a woman, if I may, sir.  

 

The Bailiff: Have we got time, Deputy Trott? (Laughter) 3820 

 

Deputy Trott: It was Children in Need 2002. I do not know how I agreed to it but I did and 

Deputy Jones – the much lamented late Deputy Jones – and I dressed up as women for Children in 

Need. We raised a very considerable sum of money but I knew that I would never do it again, sir, 

when 7 or 07.30 that evening whilst rattling our bucket outside of the Mariners Inn and Deputy 3825 

Jones was propositioned by a drunken member of the public and he sort of realised that Deputy 

Jones was a woman and then turned to me. At that moment I headed for the car and I have never, 

sir, dressed in women’s clothes since and never will again.  

Another point I wrote down from an earlier speech but it is probably worth mentioning it now 

is Deputy Gollop said that 60% of passengers travelling to Alderney are originating in Guernsey, 3830 

they are Guernsey residents, is what he was inferring. That is true on the Guernsey-Alderney route. 

It is not true on the Alderney-Southampton route and that is where the majority of the losses accrue 

and we said at the time that that was the mistake, giving that route some sort of lifeline status and 

paying an absolute fortune in subsidies and those subsidies are a staggering £68 per return trip per 

passenger. Now, just imagine the hardworking Guernsey family that wants to take the children to 3835 

England. They are stuck at having to pay £120 to £150 return for Gatwick. Just imagine how those 

people would … what they would say, even Guernsey to Southampton, if the fares were to reduce 

by £68. 

And that is why I keep coming back to this. There is too much emotion in the issues around 

Alderney as if they are some sort of stranded place. The truth is we have this in our Island as well 3840 

which we fight desperately too, and we are about to impose very significant tax increases on the 

community of Guernsey but, as the graphs produced by PRC show, we are going to reduce the 

amount of revenue we get from Alderney very considerably.  

So I have not got a downer on Alderney, I never have, but what I have tried to be is consistent 

in explaining the dynamics of the relationship that we have and how it has become increasingly 3845 

biased. So the point is, if we decide to reduce the PSO under the Inder amendment by another 

£200,000 or £300,000, my view is it will not make any difference, for the reasons I have explained 

with regard to the way in which Aurigny would approach this: being cautious, being prudent and 

not wanting to overpromise. But even if those charges do have to rise on the airfares, they are 
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getting handed potentially a very significant benefit in the new year anyway which will go a long 3850 

way towards mitigating any fare increases. 

So I hope that makes sense. I have done my best to explain it. I will have another go –  

I will give way to Deputy Roffey. 

 

Deputy Roffey: I thank Deputy Trott. He is putting a lot of emphasis on the likelihood of 3855 

Alderney, who have a lower than average income profile, benefiting from the tax package. I take it 

then he is totally signed up to voting for that? 

 

Deputy Trott: What I am doing is I am trying to ensure that we do really what the Burford 

amendment was trying to ensure this morning, that we consider all of the information that we 3860 

currently have in our possession and we have that information in our possession. I do not know 

whether it is going to be successful or not but I do believe, one way or the other, the States will 

raise taxes but what we know right now, the Propositions that we are going to be considering at 

the end of January, we know there are going to be significant benefits for Alderney residents and it 

goes a long way towards mitigating a few pounds on a fare. 3865 

If I need to – I will give way in a moment – I will go through this again tomorrow, sir, if needed 

but hopefully the message is starting to get home now about just how contrived the accounting 

prescription, the accounting message, around this proposal actually is. 

And now I will give way to Deputy Oliver. 

 3870 

Deputy Oliver: Thank you, Deputy Trott. 

I just wanted to know if Deputy Trott could actually say because, within Alderney there is 75% 

of Guernsey people going over there and 25%, I imagine quite a few of those are actually for 

medical; so how much will it cost the Guernsey taxpayer in travel-related medical costs if we increase 

these fares that much? 3875 

 

Deputy Trott: Well, I cannot possibly be expected to answer that question. I could make an 

educated guess. I think the costs of Alderney residents travelling to Guernsey on Aurigny in a normal 

seat are nowhere near as high as she may think. The costs come from the extraordinarily expensive 

medevac operation and that is a topic for discussion in general debate and I shall address it because 3880 

I have a significant amount of information from those who actually undertake these medevacs – not 

people who write letters but actually people who are on the ground, and in the air, undertaking 

these duties.  

But, for now, sir, I think that is enough other than to say that the Inder amendment makes 

complete sense. He is quite right, reducing the PSO to nothing would be extreme but we can 3885 

certainly go further than we have already gone vis-à-vis the £800,000 proposed by Deputy Roffey 

that we agreed with. We can certainly go further than that and there will be enough fat built into 

the Aurigny budget to ensure that we will not notice any difference. 

Thank you, sir. 

 3890 

The Bailiff: Well, Members of the States, we will now adjourn till 9.30 tomorrow. 

 

The Assembly adjourned at 5.37 p.m. 


