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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 
 
 
 

King’s Baton Relay 
 
The Bailiff: Good morning, Members of the States. One of the things that I forgot to ask you 

about yesterday when telling you that the King’s Baton Relay would start here, is whether or not 
you are minded to permit photographs to be taken in the Chamber. Therefore I am going to put 5 

the motion to you that photographs are permitted. Those in favour; and those against?  
 
Members voted pour. 
 
The Bailiff: I will declare that carried.  10 

We will now ask that the baton can be brought in, please. We have got the Chair and the two 
Vice-Chairs of the Guernsey Commonwealth Games Association here with us today. Mr Jory is going 
to be the Chef de Mission at the Commonwealth Games in Glasgow. As I explained yesterday, the 
baton is like a Toblerone with its three sides, each of which is decorated by different art students in 
the sixth form. One design is from Brooke Carre at the Sixth Form Centre, then there is a design 15 

from Summer Turberville at Blanchelande College, and then there is a design from Amelia Bell and 
Hannah Ozanne at the Ladies’ College.  

We will be passing our baton, because each territory has five days of baton hosting effectively, 
to the final nation, which is the host nation, Scotland. So Scotland’s baton relay will start next week. 
This is therefore the penultimate visit to a territory and, in those circumstances, I think we are 20 

delighted to have the baton. What I will do now is I will simply pass it around so that everyone can 
inspect it, including those in the public gallery, so, Deputy de Sausmarez. 

 
A Member: Excuse me, sir. If I may say, the gentleman standing there in the green jacket is a 

five-times Commonwealth Games shooter, the most decorated shooter in the history of Guernsey, 25 

Mr Peter Jory. (Applause) Wonderful. And Mrs Stewart and her husband, Mr Stewart, are behind the 
delegate for organising the Commonwealth Games, especially a lifetime of badminton 
achievements and your husband’s badminton and achievements, so it is wonderful to see here 
today Mrs Angela Stewart. (Applause)  

We really are very lucky, but especially to Mr Jory, for your achievements over the years. You are 30 

truly an exceptional athlete, and I just am delighted to see you still contributing, even though you 
have finished with what you have done, and all you do for the CCF Elizabeth College as well. You 
really are an inspiration; so well done to you, Peter. (Applause) 
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The Bailiff: I think I am right in saying that that design is Brooke Carre from the Sixth Form 35 

Centre. You could probably guess that that is Summer Turberville from Blanchelande College. Then 
finally, that one, ‘Proud to be a donkey’, is from the Ladies’ College; so that is Amelia Bell and 
Hannah Ozanne.  

Sustainability matters to the King and every baton relay section has to have a beach clean, and 
so the baton will be down at Pembroke, starting at 11 o’clock on Saturday morning, and that is 40 

going to be our beach clean, with the Clean Earth Trust participating as well. If any of you have a 
spare moment and want to come and pick up a plastic bottle or two, then that is where the beach 
clean will be taking place in relation to it.  

The King, particularly as the Prince of Wales, has spent more than 50 years talking about the 
importance of sustainability and the importance, in particular, of avoiding plastics in the oceans, 45 

and that is one of the reasons why there is a beach clean taking place everywhere for all the 74 
nations and territories that are competing at the Commonwealth Games. As I say, ours will be down 
at Pembroke at 11 o’clock on Saturday morning.  

Thank you very much indeed for bringing the baton in to see us, and good luck with the rest of 
the five days of the relay. (Applause) 50 

 
 
 

Billet d’État X 
 

POLICY & RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
 

14. 2026 Report on Extant States’ Resolutions – 
Proposition carried 

 
Article 14. 
The States are asked to decide: 
Whether, after consideration of the policy letter entitled ‘2026 Report on Extant States’ Resolutions’ 
dated 19th May 2026, they are of the opinion: 
To agree to retain and direct their Committees to progress the extant States’ Resolutions as set out 
in Appendices 1A – 1L of the 2026 Report on Extant States’ Resolutions; 
To rescind the extant Resolutions set out in Appendix 2A of the 2026 Report on Extant States’ 
Resolutions; and 
To rescind and replace the extant Resolution as set out in Appendix 2B of the 2026 Report on Extant 
States’ Resolutions. 
 
The Bailiff: The next item of business, please.  
 
The States’ Greffier: Billet d’État X, Article 14. The Policy & Resources Committee, 2026 Report 

on Extant States’ Resolutions.  55 

Deputy de Sausmarez. 
 
Deputy de Sausmarez: Am I opening debate now or do I need to move Rule 25?  
 
The Bailiff: I think you need to move the Rule 25 Proposition.  60 

 
Deputy de Sausmarez: May I please move the Rule 25 proposition, in that case?  
 
The Bailiff: What do you want to say about why the States should sit in Committee?  
 65 
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Deputy de Sausmarez: For any aficionados of our Rule Book, they will know that Rule 25 is the 
mechanism by which we can sit in Committee. I have to say it is a very little used Rule. To the best 
of anyone’s knowledge, that I have spoken to at least, it has never been used before, so this is its 
first outing.  

The reason we thought to use it was because of the nature of this particular policy letter. There 70 

are a number of extant resolutions and I did not really want to be in a position where I was having 
to answer on other Committees’ behalf to debate in the way that debate would normally be 
structured, because obviously, for resolutions that are in the mandate of other Committees, I would 
not be best placed to speak to them.  

The reason we are proposing to use Rule 25 is so that where people have questions or comments 75 

relating to particular resolutions that sit within the mandate of certain Committees, those 
Committee Presidents, or the most relevant person on that Committee, is able to respond more 
accurately and more appropriately than I might be able to do. That is the reason that we are 
proposing to use Rule 25.  

 80 

The Bailiff: Members of the States, I should have said, if you now want to remove your jackets, 
etc., then you can.  

I am going to permit debate on the motion pursuant to Rule 25 as to whether or not the States 
should sit in Committee. Does anyone want to speak in that debate?  

Deputy Inder.  85 

 
Deputy Inder: I will not be supporting this. I understand the reasons that are laid out by 

Deputy de Sausmarez, but I have seen no amendments to this. This should be, in my view, a 
relatively pedestrian process. Any one of the Committee members, Committee Presidents, can get 
up and talk to their portion of the appendices, and I see no reason to extend the debate, if indeed 90 

there should even be one.  
 
The Bailiff: Well nobody else is leaping to their feet to debate the motion under Rule 25. Do 

you want to reply to Deputy Inder’s comments, Deputy de Sausmarez?  
 95 

Deputy de Sausmarez: Only very briefly, just to cover off the circumstance where a Committee 
President has already spoken and then someone else raises a point, that was really the scenario that 
we are thinking through. But it is up to the Assembly whether they want to use it or not.  

 
The Bailiff: So the motion is that the States should sit in Committee pursuant to Rule 25. Those 100 

in favour; those against?  
 
Some Members voted Pour, others voted Contre. 
 
The Bailiff: We will have a division on that then, please.  105 

 
Deputy Hansmann Rouxel: Sir, may I be relevée, please? 
 
The Bailiff: You can be relevéed, yes, Deputy Hansmann Rouxel.  
People will need to get themselves admitted as quickly as possible.  110 

 
A Member: Sir, may I suggest a little bit more clarity over the Rule for some of the newer 

Deputies, please? We are reading through it now.  
 
The Bailiff: If the States were to decide to sit in Committee then, for the duration of sitting in 115 

Committee, the standard rules do not apply. Under Rule 25(3), a Member may be called to speak 
more than once in the same debate, and that would be something that if, as Deputy de Sausmarez 
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has said, somebody has already spoken then they can speak again. There will not be any time limits 
as such, but I would impose shortish time limits. It also permits a person who is not a Member to 
be able to speak, but there is nobody here at the moment.  120 

Rule 25(5) says that the Presiding Officer determines the rules of debate but no vote can be 
taken whilst the States are sitting in Committee. So in relation to the three Propositions, they would 
have to be coming out of Committee before votes could be taken on any of those three 
Propositions.  

 125 

Deputy Niles: Sir, could I ask for further clarification? So everybody can speak more than once 
on matters, and you – sorry, Deputy Inder is shaking his head, have I got this wrong? (Interjection) 
My clarification is you said that you would allow a shortish speech, but can you give us an indication 
of what that shortish speech is? I am just trying to estimate how long it is going to go for.  

 130 

The Bailiff: If, for example, the States were to decide not to sit in Committee under the motion, 
then Rule 17A applies. So any Member can speak for up to 15 minutes, but only speak once. If there 
were to be the States sitting in Committee, then the expectation is that anyone who might want to 
speak more than once would speak for maybe three minutes in relation to the matter because they 
could then be called to speak again in the debate in Committee. If, however, a Member indicated 135 

that they did not want to speak more than once at the outset, then I would probably permit them 
up to 10 minutes.  

Do we have a Proposition yet? So because there was a bit of a half-hearted vote, if I can describe 
it like that, in relation to it, and maybe you were taken a little bit by surprise because I did it aux 
voix, but it is a procedural motion and therefore that is why it was done aux voix, we are now going 140 

to have a recorded vote.  
Has everyone who wants to be admitted to be able to vote already gone through the lobby? 

Can we just get as many people in because I do not want to have to do this more than once? Will 
you now open the motion under Rule 25, please, Greffier? 

 145 

There was a recorded vote. 
 

Not Carried – Pour 15, Contre 19, Ne vote pas 0, Did not vote 0, Absent 6 
 

Pour Contre Ne vote pas Did not vote Absent 
Cameron, Andy Blin, Chris   Burford, Yvonne 
de Sausmarez, Lindsay Bury, Tina   Leadbeater, Marc 
Falla, Steve Camp, Haley   Ozanne, Jayne 
Gollop, John Collins, Garry   Rochester, Sally 
Goy, David Curgenven, Rob   Sloan, Andy 
Hansmann Rouxel, Sarah Dorrity, David   St Pier, Gavin 
Hill, Edward Gabriel, Adrian    
Humphreys, Rhona Helyar, Mark    
Laine, Marc Inder, Neil    
Matthews, Aidan Kay-Mouat, Bruno    
Oswald, George Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha    
Parkinson, Charles Le Brun, Ross    
Rylatt, Tom Malik, Munazza    
Snowdon, Alexander McKenna, Liam    
Strachan, Jennifer Montague, Paul    
 Niles, Andrew    
 Van Katwyk, Lee    
 Vermeulen, Simon    
 Williams, Steve    

 150 

The Bailiff: So on the motion to sit in Committee pursuant to Rule 25, there voted in favour 15 
Members, there voted against 19 Members, no Member abstained, 6 Members are absent, and 
therefore I will declare that lost, which means the standard rules apply.  
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I will invite the President, Deputy de Sausmarez, to open the debate on the report on Extant 
States’ Resolutions.  155 

 
Deputy de Sausmarez: Thank you, sir.  
This, a bit like the debate yesterday on the legislative drafting prioritisation, is something that 

P&R is mandated to do. It is an opportunity for the Assembly to have an overview of the extant 
resolutions, in other words the resolutions that are currently in play. Not all resolutions are made 160 

equal; some are instantly discharged. For example, yesterday we had some votes electing various 
people to various positions and they are discharged as soon as the vote is carried, and others 
obviously take some years to fully discharge. Others are superseded by events, and that is why we 
are bringing this policy letter rather than the fact that we are mandated to do so.  

It is a straightforward form of reporting really. We have decided to organise the resolutions by 165 

Committee. There are some resolutions which engage more than one Committee, and we have tried 
to make those connections clear in the way that we have set out the resolutions.  

If I can just get the policy letter up, there are three Propositions. The first is to agree to retain 
and direct the Committees to progress the extant resolution set out in the appendices 1A to 1L of 
the report. The second is to rescind some of the extant resolutions as set out in appendix 2A. The 170 

third is to rescind and replace the extant resolution as set out in appendix 2B. That is really what 
this policy letter is asking. It is an opportunity for the Assembly to get a feel for the extant resolutions 
that are in place – some are older than others – and it gives a snapshot of where we are at with 
those.  

I think one of the advantages of this kind of reporting is it does give Members, and indeed the 175 

public, an idea of the volume of resolutions that are being worked through. I have got a few stats, 
actually, somewhere. Since 2016, the Assembly has agreed more than 4,500 resolutions, excluding 
those that are procedural; over 1,200 directed action; almost 400 were appointments and elections; 
and over 1,000 were the approval of funding or legislation.  

Taking a slightly more granular look, the 2016 to 2020 terms saw just over 2,000 resolutions 180 

made; so 2,050 resolutions made. The 2020 term to 2025 term, so the previous term, 1,980 
resolutions, and already so far in this term we have made 219. That is a little snapshot and really, as 
I mentioned when I was speaking to the motion around Rule 25, because many of the resolutions 
relate to Committees other than P&R, I will not be the most authoritative person to reply. But 
hopefully other Committee Presidents and relevant people on those Committees will be able to 185 

respond if anyone has any specific questions or comments pertaining to any resolutions that we 
have set out.  

Thank you.  
 
The Bailiff: Deputy Gollop. 190 

 
Deputy Gollop: There seems a bit of a culture of hostility to debate at the moment, and it is 

quite paradoxical really because in past States I think these kind of issues would have attracted a 
lot more attention and comment.  

I have got really two parts to my speech. I am disappointed, in a way, we did not go for the 195 

Committee approach because it would have been another innovation on a day of innovation and 
an unusual day, but we will park that for now, and maybe that would be more appropriate with tax 
debates or something like that; but we will come to that. 

In the absence of Deputy Leadbeater, I will briefly mention the Home Affairs outstanding 
resolutions and we have, including the Government Work Plan, 51 of them. We have got a lot to go 200 

through. Some of them are work that has already been extensively done, but further legal reform 
in respect to domestic abuses and sexual offences takes up a lot.  

I alluded to yesterday legislative priority in terms of parole legislation and some other legislation 
that had not been done; amendment and customs legislation. We have amendments to Road Traffic 
as well. I personally would like to see Road Traffic further up the prioritisation queue, as I think some 205 
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safety campaigners would like to see as well. Keeping people safe is very important. Of course, we 
have the review of population management. I suppose we will have a further review of that and 
consider them in more detail I think in the Committees and how we can get through that list.  

Of course, we are more likely to need additional resources rather than less, but I think the 
headline of this kind of debate is always the bits that we are getting rid of. There are not too many 210 

of them this time; maybe we had a bit of a bonfire of them last time. We certainly have eight, and 
I think they are quite perplexing in a way. We have from 2016 legislative changes relating to the 
future oversight of Guernsey Electricity and Guernsey Post. That went back and forth and it has now 
been regarded as otiose because, due to an administrative error, it is proposed for rescission this 
time because the electricity strategy superseded them.  215 

I am not really on the ball as to how it has been superseded and how we have a longer-term 
role for regulation. Because some of us, nine of us, went to a very interesting presentation only 
earlier this week when it became obvious that three of our leading organisations are wanting to 
form more of an alliance for consumer protection and compliance. I think we do need to be clearer 
in our mind as to where we are going with the reform and review of Guernsey Competition and 220 

Regulatory Authority (GCRA) that Deputy Kazantseva-Miller has inherited and what the legislation 
will be moving forward on that. 

I was disappointed, having been on two of the Social Security Committees that wanted more 
support for those in receipt of Income Support to qualify for medical support and to request the 
Committee, ESS, to report back on such a reform. The explanation is a bit complicated because it 225 

says we are improving the parameters there, because it said access to financial assistance for 
medical and paramedical expenses have increased.  

In a way, that does not make it any clearer because the whole point of this was not for those 
currently in receipt of Income Support but those who were not. Then the rather lame argument is 
made in commentary that policy changes that increase costs may be difficult to justify in the current 230 

financial climate where budget savings need to be identified. In the first case, those budget savings 
should be protected and formula led. Secondly, I am not clear as to where they fit within the 1%. 
Thirdly, they surely are dependent on what new social security rates and tax rates and tax package 
we come up with. Fourthly, I thought we were prioritising the families as part of our Government 
Work Plan. 235 

Taxation and monitoring is another one that is to be abandoned, and taxation and monitoring 
just at a time when we are looking at new resolutions. I remember all the work Deputy St Pier and 
others did on this, but to agree in principle that a distance-charging mechanism should be 
introduced, that has finally wound up after seven years of going nowhere with successive Policy & 
Resources Committees. So I am puzzled about that.  240 

Also, we are winding up, at a time when I thought we were maybe reassessing this, the decision 
for additional key worker housing at the Duchess of Kent and Princess Elizabeth Hospital fund. We 
are told the planning application was withdrawn two years ago, but Deputy Falla achieved a lot 
there, to a degree. Deputy Inder’s additional part of that about looking for another site, that 
presumably is going as well. We also have review of the Children Law and outcomes. Again, 245 

I thought we were considering maybe not reviving a children and young people’s plan. 
I will be reluctant, I think, to vote for many of these rescissions because many of them are actually 

work in progress. I do not believe this States and the new Members have had a chance fully to 
decide what resolutions they want, so it is premature to jettison the work of previous Committees 
and Members. I do think this is one of the most depressing elements of our work. Maybe it is why 250 

we do not want to engage with it to a degree. Because we have all of this work, over 100 pages of 
carefully redacted – Deputy Camp made a strong speech yesterday that it is just almost doing 
strategies for the sake of it. This is work that we put on our officers, that we put on the taxpayer.  

Sometimes it has been Committees that have eventually lost their mandate, sometimes 
Members in the run-up to an election, sometimes an overwhelming desire of the States which gets 255 

blocked by a Committee that does not want it for one reason or another. We have to do better than 
this and really work. As Deputy Collins again in a heartfelt speech said yesterday, we need to engage 
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more with the team at St James, the very senior His Majesty’s Procureur and Comptroller, and find 
out what the blocks are. If they are bad political phrasing or lack of resource from Departments or 
lack of guidance, which is sometimes the case, we need to do that. 260 

This is a wake-up call, really. Before imposing tax changes, we should understand what we have 
to do and ensure that we do it. Maybe every Committee between now and the autumn should have 
a workshop just on these issues, not only their own resolutions but how they relate to other 
Committees. 

Thank you. 265 

 
The Bailiff: Deputy Humphreys. 
 
Deputy Humphreys: Sir, I understand we cannot do everything due to time and resources and 

Committees need to set their priorities, and I apologise to anyone on a Committee with me because 270 

they hear this speech regularly. Many of these resolutions have specific due or target dates which 
have been missed. It does not seem right to me that that can go unchallenged for a number of 
years and, in some cases, a specific post due date missed. Might it be appropriate to have a 
mechanism for updates to be provided to the States when dates are missed for significant periods 
of time? 275 

 
The Bailiff: Deputy Camp. 
 
Deputy Camp: Given my criticism of yesterday’s catalogue of legislation that may or may not 

get prioritised at some point, I can hardly disappoint today and stay seated. No, I rise to my feet 280 

because yet again we are asked to consider the bonkers workings of the States and to try and do 
what exactly with a list of 360 extant resolutions as at March 2026 and, if approved, the list will only 
be reduced by eight. Of 360 resolutions, 108 rest with P&R; around 80% of those under its sole 
responsibility. The striking thing is this number far exceeds any other Committee. HSC puts up a 
brave battle to come in second with a paltry 74, while E&I and Home languish in joint third place 285 

with only 51 apiece. That is before we know how many new resolutions we have added to this in 
the last three months. 

Following my criticism of yesterday’s process, I was reassured that it was at least less bad than 
what had preceded it. Reassuring to know that that is the measure against which we consider the 
point or purpose of something. Some of these resolutions are older than my son, and he is about 290 

to go into his third year of university. Surely we should take a sensible approach and eliminate 
resolutions when they have not been delivered, in two examples, within 20 years of them being 
approved.  

What does it show? A very large backlog, meaning that the system is better at making decisions 
than completing them. Work accumulates across political terms, which dilutes focus and 295 

accountability. Government prioritises decision-making and policy generation over execution and 
closure. Two, there are too many parallel priorities. Everything becomes important and execution 
suffers as a result. Three, central co-ordination is too concentrated within P&R. Resolutions deemed 
to be cross-cutting rely in reality on P&R, which belies the assertion. This creates a delivery 
bottleneck at the centre of Government and an inherent structural weakness. Cross-Committee 300 

work designed to promote collaboration risks slowing down any process. Resourcing trumps 
priority and can often be the cause of deprioritisation, where shared ownership means in reality that 
there is no single accountable owner. 

Between 2023 and 2026 there does appear to have been a shift towards meta priorities, those 
that seek to improve how Government actually works, not just what it does. These include 305 

zero-based budgeting, public service efficiency targets, major project reporting, and AI strategy. 
These should signal a recognition that delivery systems need reform, and yet this policy letter serves 
as weak evidence of any real shift. 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 25th JUNE 2026 
 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
12 

So what should we, as Government, learn from this list? One, stop adding new commitments 
without retiring old ones. Two, radically prioritise. We need to do fewer, bigger, faster. Assign single 310 

point accountability for each resolution. Strengthen delivery capacity, not just policy design. Finally, 
actively kill or update outdated decisions. 

Thank you. 
 
The Bailiff: Deputy Curgenven. 315 

 
Deputy Curgenven: Thank you, sir. 
Hopefully I am speaking on the right proposition today. If I am not, Deputy Bury, you are 

welcome to correct me again. Thank you. 
I think you know what it is about. It is just about zero-based budgeting. I think it was – please 320 

forgive me, I have forgotten now – quite low down on the list, I think 93 or something out of 108. 
So when talking about zero-based budgeting I got the distinct impression it has been, for want of 
a better word, rejected. Supporters tell me that it has been rejected on the basis, or at least one of 
the bases, that priority-based budgeting and zero-based budgeting are the same. No doubt they 
are similar but, as an accountant with my accountant’s hat on speaking, they are definitely not the 325 

same. 
Could the President please confirm whether this resolution will be enacted and, if so, when, and 

if not, if the Committee’s intention is to formally rescind the resolution? 
Thank you, sir. 
 330 

The Bailiff: Deputy Collins. 
 
Deputy Collins: Thank you, sir. 
I will be very brief. I just wanted to rise to my feet on the back of Deputy Camp’s very interesting 

speech. She did not mention ESS, which came in fifth. It reminds me of when one competed at the 335 

2010 Commonwealth Games in Delhi where one also finished fifth (Laughter), just outside the 
medals.  

It was a valid point and I think from ESS we certainly – and interestingly on Housing we only 
have 12 or 14, so we are new to the game with being a new Committee. She makes some valid 
points but really, just to get up to sync, that she was absolutely right that we need to look at doing 340 

things much smarter and really just to echo Deputy Gollop’s comments about that, about getting 
much closer to the problem. I do think that we need to get the Policy Officers and the Law Officers 
and us Members into the same room, so I welcome the commitment from the President of P&R 
yesterday to perhaps arrange a joint meeting to get into a workshop, as has been mentioned, to 
talk about all this and find a pathway through some of this and get us into a much better place. 345 

Anyway, sir, I just thought I would get to my feet and say these words. 
 
The Bailiff: Well, as no one else is rising, I will invite the President to reply to the debate. 
Deputy de Sausmarez, please. 
 350 

Deputy de Sausmarez: Thank you, sir. 
Interestingly we had two quite diametrically opposing views expressed during that debate. We 

have Deputy Gollop who does not want to rescind much, if anything, and Deputy Camp, who wants 
to rescind an awful lot more. I give way to Deputy Goy. 

 355 

Deputy Goy: Thank you very much for giving way, much appreciated. 
I just wanted to ask a question, actually. So can you just confirm that we are going to retain all 

the 360 resolutions and then tidy up eight and then update one? Is that what it is? 
Thank you. 
 360 
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Deputy de Sausmarez: Well, that is not a decision for me. That is a decision for the Assembly. 
That is what the Propositions propose and, if the Assembly supports those Propositions, then that 
is indeed what will happen. That brings me to my point, really. I was very intrigued that 
Deputy Camp got away with using the word ‘bonkers’. I distinctly remember being reprimanded for 
using exactly the same word, the ‘bonkers’ workings of the States, but anyway. 365 

So Deputy Camp basically, I think if I can summarise her view, we have too many resolutions, 
too many area priorities, too many areas of focus, and we need to stop adding new ones, radically 
prioritise, strengthen delivery, and actively kill outdated Propositions or resolutions. I would say that 
three of those four this Assembly had the chance to do through this policy letter. Certainly, stopping 
adding new resolutions, all of the resolutions that we have listed here have come about because 370 

this Assembly has supported them by a majority. That is why they have gone on to our books, if 
you like. So all of the resolutions are not here because Committees have decided that that is what 
they are doing; they have all been supported by a majority of the Assembly for various reasons. So 
it is in this Assembly’s gift (Interruption) to stop adding new Propositions – bless His Majesty’s 
Comptroller (Laughter) – and that is something absolutely within our control. 375 

To radically prioritise: Deputy Camp and indeed any other Member would have been perfectly 
within their rights to bring amendments to radically reduce the number of resolutions. Again, I was 
quite surprised that no one did bring any amendments to reduce the number of resolutions. Again, 
P&R has compiled this using feedback from the Committees themselves. It was for Committees to 
put forward any proposals to rescind and that is what is covered in the second Proposition and in 380 

appendix 2A. So where Committees themselves feel as though resolutions should be rescinded for 
whatever reason, because they have been superseded or for whatever other reason, then that is 
what we have encompassed in that Appendix. Again, that is for the Assembly to decide whether or 
not to support. It looks like Deputy Gollop will not be supporting that one, but others may choose 
to. 385 

Actively kill outdated Propositions: well, if Deputy Camp thought that any of the resolutions 
covered in the appendices to this policy letter were outdated, then she or anyone else would have 
been at leisure to bring amendments to kill them off. This is an annual process so there will be 
further opportunities. Personally, I would encourage engagement with the relevant Committees 
because they are the best place to be able to advise on why they believe resolutions are still relevant 390 

and should still be kept on the books, so to speak. (A Member: Hear, hear.) 
I think Deputy Humphreys’ observation was quite incisive. She noted the number of target dates 

that have been missed, and I would say that in my experience this is usually a factor of unrealistic 
target dates being baked in in the first place. It has long been a problem. It is something that we 
have tried to improve tangentially through the Rule 4 process, but I think maybe that is something 395 

for SACC to consider, whether there can be more checks and balances around making sure that 
realistic dates are going into Propositions. I think it is an astute observation and one that has been 
made before. Certainly, it just does not really help anyone if we have unrealistic dates.  

So many times we have supported resolutions where the sponsoring Committee has said, ‘Look, 
we are quite happy with this’, or not as the case may be, ‘but either way just so the Assembly is 400 

aware, this date that in this Proposition is just not realistic’, but we do not do anything about 
amending that necessarily. It is something that just gets skimmed over and, therefore, that date 
carries over. We have so many examples; Deputy Humphreys is quite right about this. 

She asked whether there is a mechanism, whether when dates are being missed Committees can 
flag them. I would say that actually having all of the resolutions compiled in this way does give 405 

Members the ability to hold Committees to account, first of all through this debate but also there 
are regular opportunities. So all of the Principal Committees, of course, provide a General Update 
Statement every six months and all of the other authorities at least annually. So there are 
mechanisms by which the Assembly can hold Committees to account.  

I would urge people to keep an eye on this list. It is something that moves. Committees are 410 

accountable for whether or not they are fulfilling those resolutions, and if deadlines are being 
missed, then why? Obviously, we have done our best to encapsulate the reasons in the spreadsheet, 
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so I hope the information that we have already provided or Committees have kindly provided has 
been helpful in understanding that. I would say I think it would be preferable to address this 
problem at source, and if we can just try to get more realistic dates baked into Propositions when 415 

they are still Propositions and before they become resolutions, that would probably stop this 
problem from recurring with quite such regularity. 

Deputy Curgenven had a question about zero-based budgeting. This was another thing P&R 
were more than happy to support that, but we did explain at the time that we would be doing this 
through priority-based budgeting, the core difference being, as we explained and as I think 420 

I touched upon more recently as well, that unlike in a commercial organisation when you can start 
at zero, in the public sector where you have a statutory obligation in many areas to provide a 
minimum level of service, we cannot start at zero. So true zero-based budgeting in the sense that 
Deputy Curgenven might be referring to is not possible. That is the main difference, is that we 
cannot start with – I will give way. 425 

 
Deputy Curgenven: Point of correction, sir. 
 
The Bailiff: Point of correction, Deputy Curgenven. 
 430 

Deputy Curgenven: It was just about zero-based budgeting. I think there might be a 
misunderstanding of what zero-based budgeting actually is. It does not mean that we go back – we 
do go back to everyone at the coalface but we do not say, ‘You are starting with zero’. What it is 
saying is that if theoretically we do start from zero, can you please account for every penny? Well, 
not penny, but every pound that comes back. So it is not that we are saying, ‘No, we are giving you 435 

zero’ and then you are going to have to account for everything. It is theoretically we are going 
back – I do understand that there is a set limit for certain Committees, certain services, etc., but 
zero-based budgeting still can take place even though we are not a commercial or private 
organisation. 

Thank you. 440 

 
The Bailiff: Deputy de Sausmarez. 
 
Deputy de Sausmarez: I think what Deputy Curgenven has described is what we are doing, and 

I would invite him to come and have a chat with the people who are actually going through the 445 

priority-based budgeting process, because I think he will be reassured that accounting for every 
penny above that de minimis is actually what we are doing. I will give way. 

 
Deputy Curgenven: I am talking to the people that do the priority-based budgeting. I am the 

finance lead for ESC so we have regular meetings. I am not very happy that what I am seeing is a 450 

reflection of zero-based budgeting. Also, I believe, and please correct me if I am wrong, that the 
amendment that came from Deputy Camp that I seconded was across all Committees. But what we 
are doing at the moment is three service areas. It is not even Committees. We, as in elected 
Members, do not choose those service areas, it is the Civil Service – 

 455 

Deputy de Sausmarez: It is not, it is P&R. 
 
Deputy Curgenven: – and the priority-based budgeting panel is made up of civil servants. 
Thank you, sir. 
 460 

Deputy de Sausmarez: Okay. This is exactly why Deputy Curgenven needs to come in and have 
a conversation to understand this. The finance leads are not the people running this. As he said, 
there are three areas going through this process at the moment and it is really important, I think. 
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He would very much benefit from understanding what that is actually bringing up and how that 
process is working. 465 

We explained very clearly at the time that it would not be logistically possible – and I think 
Deputy Camp accepts this – for an organisation of our size and complexity, and it would not be 
sensible, to roll this process out across the whole organisation in one go. We have said that we are 
piloting at the moment in three specific service areas and that process is being very useful. It has 
thrown up some very interesting things. It does come back to Committees. It is not the Civil Service 470 

who chooses. It was P&R who chose those areas, in fact. It all comes back to Committees in order 
to make the decisions. So that is a really important aspect to understand. 

The idea is that we are doing three quite different service areas at the moment, quite specifically 
to pilot it so that we can learn what works, what needs to improve, and this was something that 
I mentioned yesterday – I think it was after the Update Statement – so that we can make sure that 475 

the process can be rolled out across the entire organisation. I do not think it will ever be possible 
to do an organisation our size all at once, all in one go, but the idea is that the whole organisation 
will be covered on a rolling basis over a three-year period, which is what we set out and what we 
have committed to and what we are still on track to deliver. 

So it does take additional resource to do priority-based budgeting or zero-based budgeting, 480 

either way. I think actually the process that we are undergoing does meet exactly the requirements 
that Deputy Curgenven has set out, so I would be more than happy to arrange for him to have a 
chat with the people who are running that process to give him the reassurance that that is 
happening. I think when Members understand a little bit more about what is involved in that 
process, they would understand why we cannot just do this as a big bang and roll it out across the 485 

entire organisation all in one go. It would not be practical and it would not be sensible and it would 
not deliver the results that we want it to deliver. 

So we are phasing it in. We are learning about how to make it work even better as we go. The 
idea is that it will be rolled out across the whole organisation, and it will continue on a three-year 
rolling basis so that effectively we will do basically a third of the organisation each year once we 490 

have got into the swing of things. I will give way to Deputy Camp. 
 
Deputy Camp: Sorry, I do not understand why a Government cannot get to a point where 

actually – I can understand the iterative way to get there. I cannot understand why it then stays 
iterative every process, because once you have done it once you should then be able to continue 495 

to do it. It should not be a mountainous project every time. So why can we not work on a third, a 
third, a third, and then have a whole? 

 
Deputy de Sausmarez: If that is possible I think we would absolutely do that, but my 

understanding is that I think the danger is you just slip back into what we have been doing before. 500 

If we just go, ‘Yes, we have it sorted, we will just carry on doing it the way we have been doing it’ 
we would not be doing that process justice. I think to really get under the bonnet we do need to 
give it that extra focus. We do need to put more resources around it. If Deputy Camp’s suggestion 
is workable, absolutely, let us just do the most that we possibly can, but my personal feeling from 
what I understand of the process and how it is working at the moment is we would not be doing 505 

that process justice if we were to just basically fall back into the habit of saying, ‘Yes, what we did 
last year is kind of fine’. Anyway, I am not going to give way again. Please do come and have a 
conversation because having a conversation like this on the floor of the Assembly is not necessarily 
the most productive way to do it. 

We are very keen for people to understand this process. We do think it brings value. We are 510 

open to suggestions to make it more effective and add yet more value still. We are keen that it 
encompasses as much of the organisation as realistically it can accommodate, and it is an iterative 
process and we do want to carry on improving it. I do very much welcome the interest and input 
from Members, but I think that was the only substantive thing from P&R. I am not really in a position 
to answer any questions that were directed at other Committee Presidents. 515 
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So, with that, I would just ask the Assembly to support all three Propositions and thank them 
very much. 

 
The Bailiff: Well, Members of the States, I am going to take each of the three Propositions 

separately, so we will have a vote on Proposition 1 only first. Please open the voting, Greffier. 520 

 
There was a recorded vote. 
 

Carried – Pour 32, Contre 1, Ne vote pas 1, Did not vote 0, Absent 6 
 525 

Pour Contre Ne vote pas Did not vote Absent 
Blin, Chris Camp, Haley Curgenven, Rob None Burford, Yvonne 
Bury, Tina 

   
Leadbeater, Marc 

Cameron, Andy 
   

Ozanne, Jayne 
Collins, Garry 

   
Rochester, Sally 

de Sausmarez, Lindsay 
   

Sloan, Andy 
Dorrity, David 

   
St Pier, Gavin 

Falla, Steve 
    

Gabriel, Adrian 
    

Gollop, John 
    

Goy, David 
    

Hansmann Rouxel, Sarah 
    

Helyar, Mark 
    

Hill, Edward 
    

Humphreys, Rhona 
    

Inder, Neil 
    

Kay-Mouat, Bruno 
    

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 
    

Laine, Marc 
    

Le Brun, Ross 
    

Malik, Munazza 
    

Matthews, Aidan 
    

McKenna, Liam 
    

Montague, Paul 
    

Niles, Andrew 
    

Oswald, George 
    

Parkinson, Charles 
    

Rylatt, Tom 
    

Snowdon, Alexander 
    

Strachan, Jennifer 
    

Van Katwyk, Lee 
    

Vermeulen, Simon 
    

Williams, Steve 
    

 
The Bailiff: So in respect of Proposition 1, there voted in favour 32 Members; 1 Member voted 

against; 1 Member abstained; 6 Members were absent. Therefore, I will declare Proposition 1 
carried. 

Proposition 2 on its own next, please. Will you now open the voting on Proposition 2, please, 530 

Greffier? 
 
There was a recorded vote. 
 
 535 

 
 

Carried – Pour 32, Contre 1, Ne vote pas 1, Did not vote 0, Absent 6 
 

Pour Contre Ne vote pas Did not vote Absent 
Blin, Chris Gollop, John Curgenven, Rob None Burford, Yvonne 
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Bury, Tina 
   

Leadbeater, Marc 
Cameron, Andy 

   
Ozanne, Jayne 

Camp, Haley 
   

Rochester, Sally 
Collins, Garry 

   
Sloan, Andy 

de Sausmarez, Lindsay 
   

St Pier, Gavin 
Dorrity, David 

    

Falla, Steve 
    

Gabriel, Adrian 
    

Goy, David 
    

Hansmann Rouxel, Sarah 
    

Helyar, Mark 
    

Hill, Edward 
    

Humphreys, Rhona 
    

Inder, Neil 
    

Kay-Mouat, Bruno 
    

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 
    

Laine, Marc 
    

Le Brun, Ross 
    

Malik, Munazza 
    

Matthews, Aidan 
    

McKenna, Liam 
    

Montague, Paul 
    

Niles, Andrew 
    

Oswald, George 
    

Parkinson, Charles 
    

Rylatt, Tom 
    

Snowdon, Alexander 
    

Strachan, Jennifer 
    

Van Katwyk, Lee 
    

Vermeulen, Simon 
    

Williams, Steve 
    

 540 

The Bailiff: So in respect of Proposition 2, there voted in favour 32 Members; 1 Member voted 
against; 1 Member abstained; 6 Members were absent. Therefore, I will declare Proposition 2 also 
carried. 

Now, finally, a vote on Proposition 3, please. Will you now please open the voting, Greffier? 
 545 

There was a recorded vote. 
 

Carried – Pour 32, Contre 1, Ne vote pas 1, Did not vote 0, Absent 6 
 

Pour Contre Ne vote pas Did not vote Absent 
Blin, Chris Camp, Haley Curgenven, Rob None Burford, Yvonne 
Bury, Tina 

   
Leadbeater, Marc 

Cameron, Andy 
   

Ozanne, Jayne 
Collins, Garry 

   
Rochester, Sally 

de Sausmarez, Lindsay 
   

Sloan, Andy 
Dorrity, David 

   
St Pier, Gavin 

Falla, Steve 
    

Gabriel, Adrian 
    

Gollop, John 
    

Goy, David 
    

Hansmann Rouxel, Sarah 
    

Helyar, Mark 
    

Hill, Edward 
    

Humphreys, Rhona 
    

Inder, Neil 
    

Kay-Mouat, Bruno 
    

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 
    

Laine, Marc 
    

Le Brun, Ross 
    

Malik, Munazza 
    

Matthews, Aidan 
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McKenna, Liam 
    

Montague, Paul 
    

Niles, Andrew 
    

Oswald, George 
    

Parkinson, Charles 
    

Rylatt, Tom 
    

Snowdon, Alexander 
    

Strachan, Jennifer 
    

Van Katwyk, Lee 
    

Vermeulen, Simon 
    

Williams, Steve 
    

 550 

The Bailiff: So in respect of Proposition 3, there voted in favour 32 Members; 1 Member voted 
against; 1 Member abstained; 6 Members were absent. Therefore, I will declare Proposition 3 also 
carried. In the end, all Propositions were carried. 
 
 
 

COMMITTEE FOR EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL SECURITY 
 

APPENDIX REPORT 
 

Employment and Equal Opportunities Service Annual Report 2025 – 
Debate commenced 

 
The Bailiff: We are now going to go back to the debate on the Equal Opportunities Service 555 

Report. I simply remind Members that under Rule 20, paragraph 5, the President of the Committee 
opens the debate and replies to it. The proposer and the seconder of the motion can only speak 
once in debate, and the Proposition is to take note of the Report. So I will invite Deputy Bury to 
open the debate, please. 

 560 

Deputy Bury: Thank you, sir. 
I will lay out a bit of context about the Employment and Equal Opportunities Service (EEOS) and 

then hand the debate over to Members as it is they that have requested and supported debate. 
Hopefully, I can answer any questions in my summing up. 

The EEOS exists to give advice to parties and access to justice when required. It is necessarily an 565 

arm’s length, impartial and independent body that replaced the former Employment Relations 
Service, which provided free and confidential advice to employers, businesses and anyone 
employed in Guernsey to help them manage and resolve any query, issue or concern relating to 
employment and workplace disputes. There are equivalent services in both the UK and Jersey. 
However, the organisation’s services are limited to that field of work. They do not have any statutory 570 

enforcement functions like our EEOS Director does. 
All of the EEOS’s services are provided free of charge by a team of trained and experienced 

advice, conciliation and enforcement officers. Most importantly, the services are delivered 
confidentially and in an impartial way. The highest volumes of work that are dealt with come from 
advisory cases. Typically, these will involve employment or discrimination inquiries. When advice 575 

provided does not bring about a desired outcome or for whatever reason and the people or 
collective work groups concerned wish to bring a complaint, they offer and facilitate conciliation to 
the parties should they choose to participate. 

The service runs under the direction and active leadership of the Director. The Director of the 
EEOS is an office holder. The role is independent and is required and appointed under the EEOS 580 

Law. As stated in the Law, the Director is not subject to directions of any kind from any Committee 
or Member of the States as to the manner in which the Director is to exercise the Director’s function. 
That said, there is provision in the Law for the Committee to direct the Director to submit reports 
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of various kinds, and so when the office was first established the then President of the Committee 
wrote to the then Director requesting that he prepare annual reports on the exercise of his functions. 585 

In addition to that, the Director is very open to feedback. So he is listening in to this debate, if 
the audio feed is working today, to get an understanding of what may be useful to include. He also 
advised me that next year’s report and those that follow until after the election will be simpler and 
easier to read and will take any key themes from this debate into account. The particular reason for 
using the prior year’s format this time was due to having new elected officials and so wanting to 590 

provide the detail of how everything works. 
In terms of the Employment and Equal Opportunities Service structure, when fully resourced the 

service contains four full-time equivalents. That is the Director, responsible for overall strategy and 
tactics; the manager, and two advice, conciliation and enforcement officers, who are civil servants 
and run the day-to-day operations. All service members, including the Director, have an active 595 

caseload. There are no support staff. In 2025 the budget for the EEOS was £437,700. In 2026 it was 
£472,700. The Director also provides oversight to the Tribunal’s administrative support functions. 
The Tribunal is separate to the EEOS. 

So, who are the Tribunal? The Employment and Discrimination Tribunal is another arm’s length, 
impartial and independent body that is appointed under the Employment and Discrimination 600 

Tribunal Ordinance. The Tribunal also exists to give parties access to justice. It is led by a convener 
and a deputy convener, who are also both chairpersons. Chairpersons may sit alone or, in the case 
of a full merits hearing, with two side members. Chairpersons are legally qualified. Side members 
may or may not be legally qualified. All members of the Tribunal are appointed by the Committee 
for Employment & Social Security but are impartial and independent. The Director of the EEOS is 605 

not a member of the Tribunal but is the budget holder and provides administrative oversight to the 
Tribunal, which includes data subject access requests, staffing, recruitment of panel members, and 
ensuring panel members are paid, etc. 

The Tribunal is supported by one full-time secretary, who is a civil servant. This person did have 
an assistant secretary for years but it was left vacant as the Tribunal was not progressing so many 610 

cases in 2024 and 2025 as it had too few chairpersons to do so. Cutting the position for 2026 created 
a saving of between £49,000 to £53,000. That is the salary range. The same amount was saved in 
2025 by carrying that vacancy for the full year. The total savings there was circa 100,000. However, 
since the decision to try a year without the assistant’s role, more Tribunal chairs, including four from 
the UK, have been appointed and trained. This now means that cases are progressing at pace and 615 

the number and sheer complexity of cases is growing exponentially. If the volume and complexity 
continues, the service will need to budget to reintroduce the assistant role in 2027, subject, of 
course, to Committee and States of Guernsey support. 

The budget for the Tribunal in 2025 was £285,900, in 2026 £257,300. The combined budget of 
both services for 2026 is £730,000 and is listed on page 117 of the States’ Budget document. 620 

Thank you, sir. I will hand over to Members and hopefully be able to answer their questions in 
my summing up. 
 
 
 
 

Welcome to – 
Mr Stretch Kontelj, Mayor of Geelong, Australia 

 
The Bailiff: Before we open up the debate, it is always a pleasure in this Assembly to welcome 

people in the public gallery. Today we have Stretch Kontelj, who is the elected Mayor of Geelong in 625 

Australia. Apparently, that is near Melbourne. Although he might not be an elected parliamentarian 
as such, he has faced the public in the area of Geelong and I would invite you to welcome him in 
the accustomed manner. (Applause) He used to work in Guernsey. 
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Employment and Equal Opportunities Service Annual Report 2025 – 
Debate completed – 

Report noted 
 
The Bailiff: Who wants to speak in debate?  630 

Deputy Curgenven. 
 
Deputy Curgenven: Thank you, sir. 
I rise to speak on this motion concerning the Employment and Equal Opportunities Service 

Annual Report for 2025, but first I would like to go on record and thank the President for her 635 

eagerness to engage and commitment to openness and transparency. 
At the outset, I wish to make clear that my remarks are not directed at the staff of EEOS, nor do 

I seek to diminish the important work that the service undertakes on behalf of our community. The 
report contains a number of positive achievements. It records improvements in – if I can pronounce 
it – conciliation outcomes, reduced response times, increased engagement with the public, and 640 

growing awareness of employment and discrimination rights. Those are very welcome 
developments and should be rightly acknowledged. 

My concern, however, is not primarily about what the report says, it is about what the report 
does not say. The purpose of an annual report is not simply to describe activity. It is to enable 
Members and members of the public to scrutinise performance, assess effectiveness, understand 645 

trends, and evaluate whether public resources are being used efficiently. Having read the report, 
I found myself asking a number of fairly basic questions. How many people are employed by the 
service? What is the annual cost of operating it? How much more public money has been spent 
delivering these outcomes? I think actually a lot of these were answered by Deputy Bury in her 
opening, which goes to my point that I had hoped they would be in the report. 650 

These are not unusual questions. They are the sorts of questions that Members might reasonably 
expect an annual report to answer. Yet I was unable to find those answers within the report itself. 
Instead, the report relies heavily upon narrative explanations, percentages and commentary. Whilst 
those are very useful, they do not always provide the underlying information that allows Members 
to independently assess performance. For example, the report discusses inquiries, advisory cases, 655 

heads of claim, Intent to Complain (ITC) 1 notifications, complaints and conciliations.  
All of these statistics may be useful in their own right, but there is no simple explanation of how 

they fit together or any straightforward statement showing the movement of cases through the 
services over the course of the year. A simple table showing cases open at the beginning of the 
year, new cases received during the year, cases concluded during the year, and cases remaining 660 

open at the end of the year would immediately assist Members and the public in understanding 
workload, throughput and any backlog, if any exists. Similarly, the report rightly highlights 
improvements in conciliation outcomes, but it provides little information that would allow Members 
and, again, the public to understand the resources required to achieve those outcomes or assess 
value for money. 665 

I would also note that the report records customer confidence as having been achieved, whilst 
acknowledging that the formal system for collecting customer feedback has not yet seemingly been 
developed. I do not doubt that positive feedback has been received, but I think Members are 
entitled to ask how such conclusions are measured and evidenced. 

Another difficulty I encountered was in comparing figures from one reporting period to another. 670 

The report frequently compares 2025 performance with the period from 1st October 2022 to 
31st December 2024. That earlier period covers 15 months, whereas the current report covers only 
12. As a result, some of the comparisons are not immediately intuitive and require careful 
interpretation from the reader. None of these observations are intended as a criticism of the service 
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itself. Indeed, if the service is performing as well as the report suggests, then providing clearer 675 

operational and performance information would only strengthen confidence in this work. 
For that reason, I would ask the President whether she agrees that future annual reports would 

benefit from the inclusion of clearer standardised performance tables showing staffing, expenditure, 
caseload movements, resolution rates and other key indicators in a consistent format from year to 
year. Will the President agree that such an approach would assist Members in scrutinising the 680 

service more effectively? If so, will the President consider reformatting future reports to include that 
information in a more accessible and comparable manner?  

Good annual reports do not merely tell readers that a service is succeeding. They provide the 
information necessary for readers to reach that conclusion for themselves. My hope is that future 
reports will place greater emphasis on transparency, comparability and measurable outcomes, 685 

enabling both Members and members of the public to better understand the achievements of the 
EEOS and the resources required to deliver them, rather than have the President orally explain in 
the event that a motion to debate and an appendix report is lodged and then agreed upon. Once 
again, I thank the President for her efforts. 

Thank you, sir. 690 

 
The Bailiff: Deputy Camp. 
 
Deputy Camp: Thank you. 
Like Deputy Curgenven, I found the report did well in terms of what it reports on, but while 695 

I found the report rich in activity, I found it comparatively light on outcomes. We are told how many 
cases were handled, how many contacts were made, how many campaigns were delivered, but we 
are told far less about what all of that activity has actually achieved. 

What I found we do not have answers to: are workplace practices improving as a result of this 
work? Are disputes becoming less frequent over time? Are the same individuals and employers 700 

returning with the same issues? In short, are we reducing conflict or simply managing it? I find this 
distinction critical because a service can be busy without being transformative. It can be efficient 
without being effective. Without understanding outcomes, we cannot properly judge whether EEOS 
is delivering on its wider purpose, improving fairness and strengthening employment relationships 
across our Island. 705 

This is important because in Guernsey we have an additional factor that we cannot ignore. It is 
a small jurisdiction and that brings with it a particular challenge. In a close-knit labour market such 
as ours, individuals may be reluctant to raise complaints, not because issues do not exist but 
because of the perceived risks. There may be future concern that employers could close ranks, 
whether consciously or unconsciously. That reputational risk is far greater here than in larger 710 

jurisdictions and can result in people being essentially blackballed. 
So when we look at relatively steady complaint levels or a lack of surge in discrimination cases, 

I find myself asking: does this reflect low levels of dispute or does it reflect barriers to coming 
forward? Because if people do not feel safe to complain, then the absence of cases is not necessarily 
evidence of fairness. It may instead be evidence of silence. 715 

I noticed that the report draws comparisons to bodies such as Advisory, Conciliation and 
Arbitration Service (ACAS) and equivalent services in Jersey and the Isle of Man, but it does not 
provide any meaningful comparison of outputs or outcomes. How do we compare against those 
jurisdictions? Are we resolving disputes more or less effectively? Are our case volumes 
proportionate to population? Importantly, are we delivering better or worse outcomes for users? 720 

I appreciate the Guernsey system is not identical but that makes benchmarking more important, 
not less. 

Like Deputy Curgenven, I ask the question of value for money. This is a publicly-funded service 
so we must ask: is early intervention reducing demand on the Tribunal? Is preventative work leading 
to fewer disputes overall? Are we seeing a tangible return on investment? These are entirely 725 

reasonable questions and yet I cannot find that they are clearly answered in the report. 
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I want to be clear, I am not criticising the dedication or professionalism of those working within 
the service. On the contrary, the report shows real progress. They are genuine achievements and 
they should be recognised. But as the service matures, so too must our scrutiny of it. We must move 
beyond measuring activity and towards measuring impact, so not just ask how many cases were 730 

handled but what changed as a result. Did behaviour improve? Did disputes reduce? Did fairness 
increase? 

Thank you. 
 
The Bailiff: Deputy Gollop. 735 

 
Deputy Gollop: Thank you. 
I agree in part with a lot of what Deputy Curgenven and Deputy Camp have said and, too, 

struggle with some of this. Again, it is maybe an area where the Members of this Assembly, 
especially the newer Members but all of us really, would benefit from a workshop presentation from 740 

ESS on the role of this service. Up to a point there is statistical information here. On page 24 you 
will see that there were 40 complaints that could not be resolved by informal pre-complaint 
notification stage and the applicants decided to pursue matters formally. There were 40 in 2025 
compared to 33 in 2024, 30 in 2023, 31 the previous year, 38, and a massive 67 before we had the 
new Law in 2020. Now, whether that means practices are improving I do not know. When you look 745 

at the claims, most of them appear to be related to discrimination but also to employment. There 
is an overlap because I recently attended a case where there were elements of both put there by 
the complainant. 

Deputy Camp is, of course, right that there are numerous motivations for this kind of thing from 
those who are very rights-orientated to those who are perhaps a little bit more pragmatic or woke. 750 

I am not sure Deputy Inder is here to hear, but he used to suggest that if this was introduced how 
much real difference would it make, and maybe the reason most Members eventually supported 
the anti-discrimination package was that they were convinced either there was not a huge problem 
or the tools would improve but not necessarily resolve everything. Because I think disability has 
dropped down the political agenda a little bit. Only four or five of us were at the recent Guernsey 755 

Disability Alliance AGM, although it admittedly clashed with a States’ event. 
I mention that because the report, as Deputy Camp says, really needs to convey not just what 

has happened but also what cultural changes are occurring in society and are there trends that 
things are getting better or worse or matters are being resolved. Because she made a very key and 
I think pertinent point about maybe people being put off.  760 

On the face of it, the report does suggest that many, perhaps the majority of issues are resolved 
by the staff team in education and discussion and mediation and conciliation. That can only be 
applauded, and that was one of the reasons why I was keen to see a better legislative framework. I 
did not agree with the argument that we would be inundated with legalistic cases and I do not think 
there is any evidence that we have been. The delays in the process are being resolved. The report 765 

also says that it is useful to have legally qualified chairpersons, which was not always the case with 
the old Employment Tribunal. 

That said, there is a downside, if the lawyers in the room will forgive me, to having very able 
lawyers involved because they almost know too much. There is the danger that we have seen in 
tribunals for the whole process if it goes to tribunal level to be rather legalistic and technical. That 770 

brings on another issue of inequality of arms because one side may have the resources to rely on 
professionals, voluntary advice, advocates, law firms who specialise in that work or whatever, and 
the other side may just be an individual or two who are representing themselves and have an 
emotional stake in the area. I think that is a problem.  

I would like to see legal aid extended, actually, to the relatively small number of cases so that 775 

both sides could have persons representing them who understand what the legal issues are and the 
legal processes so you get more effective decisions, because I can see people being put off. I was 
reading through some of the cases that have been resolved and actually there is not that high a win 
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rate. Maybe that is a good thing for employers who were really worried that it would gum us up 
with bureaucracy and cash disbenefits. 780 

I think we should work harder to ensure that the Tribunal process brings meaningful outcomes 
and actually improves this ability for all, and maybe has more powers. I think that Jersey equivalents 
are getting more powers and I think we need perhaps greater political oversight to ensure that 
discrimination is outlawed and the goals of equality and inclusivity are materially advancing. 

 785 

The Bailiff: Deputy Kazantseva-Miller. 
 
Deputy Kazantseva-Miller: Sir, I wanted to pick up on a couple of things that Deputy Bury 

mentioned in her opening speech. 
The first one is in relation to what she said, that the cases and complexity are exponentially 790 

increasing. So I just wanted to understand better what she means by that and what is potentially 
driving that. Because what we see in other areas is users of complaint services, complaint platforms, 
using AI and using data subject access requests (DSAR) to create 50-page-plus complaints 
procedures. I just wonder whether the service is seeing that come through. If that is the case, how 
is the service responding to the complexity that is potentially generated through AI tools in 795 

submitting and dealing with such complaints? 
The second point was in relation to the budget that Deputy Bury mentioned that the service is 

now costing. I could not actually find any figures in the report itself, but it was very helpful to 
understand the figures provided by Deputy Bury. If I am correct, she mentioned that the combined 
cost of the service in 2025 was £730,000 for the EEOS service and the Tribunal. So I tried to refresh 800 

my memory to the figures that this Assembly authorised back when the debate on the 
discrimination legislation took place, which I believe was in 2021. So the Proposition that approved 
the funding for the service – that was Proposition 7 – said: 

 
To direct the Policy & Resources Committee to include specific additional funding in the recommended cash limit of the 
Committee for Employment & Social Security: (a) to fund the Employment and Equal Opportunities Service and the 
Tribunal, estimated at £200,000 in 2021, £305,000 in 2022 and £325,000 from 2023 onwards. 

 805 

So what the figures are currently showing us is that the employment opportunities and tribunal 
combined service is costing the taxpayer more than twice, more than 200% more than what was 
authorised and presented to the Assembly only a couple of years ago. This to me is quite significant 
in terms of, first of all, this is twice as much money being spent beyond what was authorised by the 
Assembly, but perhaps again an indication when we create these services the cost pressure is only 810 

up. This breeds further and further cost to the taxpayer. 
So the question first of all – this is the first time these more nuanced figures have actually been 

displayed –is really a question back to the Committee for Employment & Social Security, what cost 
controls are being applied and whether actually a resolution is required from the States to authorise 
this additional expenditure. Because it is twice as much to what was approved by this Assembly only 815 

a couple of years ago. I do not want to mention that this combined budget is effectively more than 
what we paid for finance sector development, more than what we paid for Locate Guernsey, Digital 
Greenhouse and other areas, so again just the proportionality of what we spend on areas which are 
potentially not clearly back to the speeches delivered by others delivering and the complete cost 
acceleration that they are showing in terms of taxpayer funding required I think is a real area of 820 

concern that I was not aware about previously. 
 
The Bailiff: Deputy Collins. 
 
Deputy Collins: Thank you, sir. 825 

I will be exceptionally brief. I am a member of ESS. I just want to echo the valid words that came 
from our President about this. I really just got to my feet in reply to something that Deputy Gollop 
said. Personally, I am really interested, as anyone knows who has worked with me on Committees, 
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in everything we do; so on ESS I have actually been and sat in the Tribunal to understand how it all 
works and all the pieces. I of course attended all the briefings and met with the Director on several 830 

occasions. So I do recognise that there is definitely something, if we are looking into this.  
I agree with Deputy Gollop. The session I attended I think we spent several hours about some 

points of order, which I am sure could have been resolved much quicker, but that is for another day. 
That is maybe for us to look at the laws that are in place and maybe to look at some of that. 

I do think there is a piece of work to be done there, but I really feel that the team are doing an 835 

exceptionally good job. I echo that actually I think the message that has been relayed to me is that 
if there are some bad employers out there, they certainly have been engaged with and we are 
moving in a really good direction. 

I am not too sure about the previous funding. Last year budget-wise it was actually really good, 
what was budgeted, and I will leave the President to reply to those figures, but what was actually 840 

budgeted and what was actually spent was quite reasonable. 
That is all I really wanted to say, sir, but just to reply to Deputy Gollop that actually there has 

been some political oversight on this, and I will certainly engage and continue to attend the Tribunal, 
if I am free, to really understand it, and my colleagues on ESS, to understand whether we need to 
do a deeper dive into this or a review. But it certainly is on the watch. 845 

Thank you. 
 
The Bailiff: Now we will turn back to the President to reply to the debate, please.  
Deputy Bury. 
 850 

Deputy Bury: Thank you, sir. 
Thank you for Members’ engagement on the matter. Starting with Deputy Curgenven who kindly 

did submit the more detailed questions ahead of debate, noting my comments that this is an 
independent, arm’s length body so we are not as close to it as we would be our day-to-day 
operational Departments. Staffing was one that he raised in his speech, which was featured in the 855 

report but perhaps not as clearly as perhaps Deputy Curgenven would have liked. So I covered that 
in my opening speech, but it is four full-time equivalents. At the time of this report they were 
carrying a vacancy, so it was three. That is the staffing structure. 

In terms of the costing not being included in this report, having looked back over many of the 
annual reports that we get based on this question, most of the annual reports we get are, in fact, 860 

annual reports and accounts. So I think that is why we often see those bits of information combined 
together. This is not because of the nature of the fact that the budget for the EEOS and the Tribunal 
is included in our own States’ Budget. So that is the reason it has not been included previously. 
However, that is no reason really that information around costs cannot be included going forward. 
As I said, the Director is listening in and has acknowledged that many of the points made are logical, 865 

and he will look at for future reports. 
I detailed the costs. While we are on the budget element, perhaps I will move to 

Deputy Kazantseva-Miller’s question around the budget. I think that Deputy Kazantseva-Miller is 
referring to additional funding that was agreed for the service. That was the increased level of 
funding for the service on top of the existing Tribunal and Employment Service budget that already 870 

existed. In fact, I have been advised that the Tribunal and EEOS expenditure has been much less 
than what was agreed by the States in 2020. While I do not have those exact figures to hand, I am 
happy to send them out afterwards. Yes, I am advised that the amount that 
Deputy Kazantseva-Miller is referring to was additional budget. 

Going back to Deputy Curgenven’s suggestions around a more simple table format to present 875 

information, again our Director listening in thinks that is logical and has provided me with it in the 
format which obviously I cannot verbally relay to you, but as I said, he is very open and so listening 
in and willing to work on these things going forwards. 

Deputy Curgenven asked around customer satisfaction. I think it is accepted that right now the 
way of receiving information is not necessarily robust. It is referred to very briefly in the report that 880 
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it is assessed on the fact that the positive comments received far outweigh complaints that have 
been received. However, there is the intention – it is one of the actions in the report – for the coming 
year to create a customer satisfaction survey. Yes, the Director has advised me that the survey has 
been created. Appropriate data protection exercises are currently being undertaken and the EEOS 
does intend to launch the survey for the last six months of 2026. So that will give for the next report 885 

a bit more of a robust way to measure and express the customer satisfaction. 
Comparison of years, previous data, I do not have the exact answer to why that is, and this goes 

to some of Deputy Camp’s points as well. The EEOS as its own standalone organisation is very new. 
It is very much in its infancy. This goes to Deputy Camp’s point actually. As the service matures, we 
should be scrutinising it more and the data we have available as time goes on will allow that to 890 

happen. As I said, the Director is very open to ensuring that it is presented in a way that is easy to 
consume.  

I should say on that note to Deputy Collins’s points, the Committee has had several really useful 
presentations from the Director of what is going on at the service, and while I am sure he would 
actually like to come and see us more often – we do not have the time as many Committees do not 895 

– he is very open; so if anybody, Deputy Curgenven, Deputy Kazantseva-Miller, wish to engage 
directly, he would absolutely welcome that. He is very enthusiastic about talking about the service 
and what it is doing. 

I think Deputy Curgenven asked do I agree and does the Committee agree that it is important 
that the public and States’ Members can assess this information and value for money. Absolutely. 900 

I do not think the answer would be different from any States’ Member but I am happy to put that 
on record and obviously show our willingness to try and make that so. 

I think in terms of Deputy Camp’s points, hopefully what I have said speaks to that, really, that 
there is an openness to present information and scrutinise it, so it is able to be scrutinised in a bit 
more detail going forward. 905 

In terms of the points made by both Deputy Camp and Deputy Gollop, is the service achieving 
its aims in terms of improving things, I think there is the element of having to consider that it 
consumed a service that already existed, and that was to provide services to employees, employers, 
businesses, etc. The Tribunal already existed and the discrimination elements have been consumed 
into that work.  910 

The parts around if the Discrimination Ordinance is doing what it is supposed to do, that will fall 
to the Committee in the various review points that were laid down in the policy letter. We have 
done one interim review, but it was deemed at that time that really it was far too early in proceedings 
to have any meaningful data that would actually provide a report of any use. So those reports will 
come in due time, though. 915 

I think I have covered most of the points made. I am just checking. There were questions asked 
around data. I wonder if it might be easier if I send those afterwards. Me reading out percentages 
and numbers on a table might not be that useful to anybody listening or anybody melting into a 
puddle in here. So I am quite happy to commit to send some of those more data and stats out after 
this debate, but I hope that that has given Members an insight into the work. If it has not, as I have 920 

said, the service is really open to engaging. As I said in my opening, they are not under direction of 
the States or Members but there is an openness to engage. 

So I hope that has been useful for Members. As the Presiding Officer advised, the Proposition 
will be to note, as we did in Committee, and I hope Members are able to do so. 

Thank you. 925 

 
The Bailiff:, Members of the States, there is a single Proposition and I will invite the Greffier to 

open the voting on it, please. 
 
There was a recorded vote. 930 

 
Carried – Pour 34, Contre 0, Ne vote pas 0, Did not vote 0, Absent 6 



STATES OF DELIBERATION, THURSDAY, 25th JUNE 2026 
 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
26 

 
Pour Contre Ne vote pas Did not vote Absent 
Blin, Chris None None None Burford, Yvonne 
Bury, Tina 

   
Leadbeater, Marc 

Cameron, Andy 
   

Ozanne, Jayne 
Camp, Haley 

   
Rochester, Sally 

Collins, Garry 
   

Sloan, Andy 
Curgenven, Rob 

   
St Pier, Gavin 

de Sausmarez, Lindsay 
    

Dorrity, David 
    

Falla, Steve 
    

Gabriel, Adrian 
    

Gollop, John 
    

Goy, David 
    

Hansmann Rouxel, Sarah 
    

Helyar, Mark 
    

Hill, Edward 
    

Humphreys, Rhona 
    

Inder, Neil 
    

Kay-Mouat, Bruno 
    

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 
    

Laine, Marc 
    

Le Brun, Ross 
    

Malik, Munazza 
    

Matthews, Aidan 
    

McKenna, Liam 
    

Montague, Paul 
    

Niles, Andrew 
    

Oswald, George 
    

Parkinson, Charles 
    

Rylatt, Tom 
    

Snowdon, Alexander 
    

Strachan, Jennifer 
    

Van Katwyk, Lee 
    

Vermeulen, Simon 
    

Williams, Steve 
    

 
The Bailiff: So in respect of the single Proposition, there voted in favour 34 Members; no 935 

Member voted against; no Member abstained; 6 Members are absent. Therefore, I will declare the 
Proposition carried. 
 
 
 

POLICY & RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
 

15. Schedule for Future States’ Business – 
Proposition carried 

 
Article 15. 
The States are asked to decide: 
Whether, after consideration of the attached Schedule for Future States' Business, which sets out 
items for consideration at the Ordinary States’ Meeting on 15th July 2026, they are of the opinion 
to approve the Schedule. 
 940 

The States’ Greffier: Article 15. The Policy & Resources Committee, the Schedule for Future 
States’ Business. 

 
The Bailiff: Is there anything you wish to say, Deputy de Sausmarez? 
 945 
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Deputy de Sausmarez: It is going to be a busier meeting than some that we have had recently 
and, of course, much anticipation about the headline Act which is, I imagine, the DPA’s Planning 
Exemptions for Dower and EV Chargers. I am very much looking forward to that (Laughter) and also 
the small matter of tax reform and various other matters as well. Yes, I am hoping we can get 
through the business that is listed in the schedule ahead of the summer recess. 950 

Thank you. 
 
The Bailiff:, Members of the States, there are no amendments and, therefore, I will simply ask 

the Greffier to open the voting on the Schedule, please. 
 955 

There was a recorded vote. 
 

Carried – Pour 34, Contre 0, Ne vote pas 0, Did not vote 0, Absent 6 
 

Pour Contre Ne vote pas Did not vote Absent 
Blin, Chris None None None Burford, Yvonne 
Bury, Tina 

   
Leadbeater, Marc 

Cameron, Andy 
   

Ozanne, Jayne 
Camp, Haley 

   
Rochester, Sally 

Collins, Garry 
   

Sloan, Andy 
Curgenven, Rob 

   
St Pier, Gavin 

de Sausmarez, Lindsay 
    

Dorrity, David 
    

Falla, Steve 
    

Gabriel, Adrian 
    

Gollop, John 
    

Goy, David 
    

Hansmann Rouxel, Sarah 
    

Helyar, Mark 
    

Hill, Edward 
    

Humphreys, Rhona 
    

Inder, Neil 
    

Kay-Mouat, Bruno 
    

Kazantseva-Miller, Sasha 
    

Laine, Marc 
    

Le Brun, Ross 
    

Malik, Munazza 
    

Matthews, Aidan 
    

McKenna, Liam 
    

Montague, Paul 
    

Niles, Andrew 
    

Oswald, George 
    

Parkinson, Charles 
    

Rylatt, Tom 
    

Snowdon, Alexander 
    

Strachan, Jennifer 
    

Van Katwyk, Lee 
    

Vermeulen, Simon 
    

Williams, Steve 
    

 960 

The Bailiff: So in respect of the schedule, there voted in favour 34 Members; no Member voted 
against; no Member abstained; 6 Members were absent. Therefore, I will declare that duly carried. 

Will you now close the Meeting, please, Greffier? 
 
Deputy Gollop: Sir, a little bird told me that, sadly, this meeting may well be the last one, sir, 965 

you preside over us as the Presiding Officer. 
 
The Bailiff: There is a meeting next month, Deputy Gollop. 
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Deputy Gollop: Oh, you are presiding next time. (Laughter) 970 

 
The Bailiff: So we will close the Meeting, please, Greffier. 
 

The Assembly adjourned at 11.28 a.m. 
 
 975 


