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INTRODUCTION 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

1. Standing Order 89(1) of the House of Representatives establishes the Committee of 

Privileges, among others, as a permanent Sessional Select Committee of the House of 

Representatives.  

 

2. Standing Order 89(2) provides for the appointment of Members to Sessional Select 

Committees and states that – 

“Members of the House appointed to Sessional Select Committees shall be 
chosen by the Speaker as soon as possible after the beginning of each session.” 

 

3. By virtue of Standing Order 92(2), the Speaker of the House is a Member and the Chairman 

of the Committee of Privileges.   

 

MEMBERSHIP 

 

4. On Friday November 02, 20181 the following persons were chosen by the Speaker and 

appointed to serve on the Committee of Privileges (your Committee), Fourth Session (2018/2019) 

of the Eleventh Parliament, in accordance with Standing Order 89(2) of the House of 

Representatives:  

 

Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis   Member 

Mr. Stuart Young    Member 

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds    Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh   Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath    Member 

 

5. Three of the members chosen by the Speaker served on your Committee during the 3rd 

Session of the 11th Session2. 

                                                           
1 HOR Debate, Friday 02nd  November, 2018 at page 2 

http://www.ttparliament.org/hansards/hh20181102.pdf  
2 Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds and Mr. Stuart Young were returned to the Committee.  

http://www.ttparliament.org/hansards/hh20181102.pdf
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

6. Standing Order 92(1) provides that “the Committee of Privileges shall have the duty of 

considering and reporting on any matter referred to it by the Speaker or the House, in accordance 

with Standing Order 32 (Privilege Matters) and Standing Order 55 (Order in the House and in 

Committee).  It shall be the duty of the Committee to consider any matter so referred and to report 

thereon to the House”. 

MATTER RAISED AND REFERRED 

7. It was Wednesday October 10, 2018. It was the fifth and final day of the Budget debate and 

the Minister of Finance, in reply, had the floor. There was the usual desk thumping and cross talk 

at intervals. Among those engaged in crosstalk were the Members for Oropouche East and 

Laventille West who sit in the lower rows closer to the Hansard Reporters’ desk. The Member for 

Oropouche East uttered words in cross talk directed at the member for Laventille West who jumped 

to his feet in response, interrupting the House. The Speaker of the House rose to her feet. However, 

an uproar ascended from the lower half of the Chamber with several Members speaking all at the 

same time and none being able to be heard by the Speaker above the din.  The Speaker invited the 

Members for Oropouche East and Laventille West to leave the Chamber for 10 minutes and 

returned the House to order.  The Minister of Finance continued. 

 

8.  On Tuesday October 16, 2018, the Leader of the House moved a privilege motion 

(Attached at Appendix I) alleging that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt of 

the House on the following grounds: 

 i.   He uttered threatening words to a Member of the House (“Da is why snake have 

some lead for you”); and  

ii.   He brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium.”  

 

9. On Friday November 02, 2018, in accordance with Standing Order 32(4), the Speaker of 

the House ruled that a prima facie case had been made out and referred the matter to the Committee 

of Privileges for consideration and report (The Ruling is attached at Appendix II). 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED TO SERVE TEMPORARILY 

10. At a sitting of the House of Representatives held on Friday November 30, 2018, the 

Speaker appointed Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly, and Mr. Anthony Garcia to serve temporarily on your 

Committee during consideration of the matter referred consequent upon recusals by Mrs. Camille 

Robinson-Regis, and Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds, respectively.  

 

SECRETARIAT SUPPORT  

11. The following persons provided secretarial support: 

 Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel - Secretary to the Committee 

 Ms. Keiba Jacob - Assistant Secretary 

 Mr. Brian Lucio - Assistant Secretary 

 Ms. Simone Yallery - Legal Officer I 

 Ms. Sheranne Samuel – Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 Ms. Kimberly Mitchell – Procedural Clerk Assistant  

 

MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

12. Your Committee held (4) meetings on the following dates to consider and deliberate on the 

matter referred: 

i. First Meeting – Friday November 30, 2018 

ii. Second Meeting – Monday January 07, 2019 

iii. Third Meeting – Tuesday February 05, 2019 

iv. Fourth Meeting – Monday June 17, 2019 

The Minutes of the Meetings are attached at Appendix III. 

 

First Meeting 

13. At its First meeting (Friday November 30, 2018), your Committee discussed its mandate, 

procedure, composition and work plan. In accordance with the practice of Committees of 

Privileges of the House of Representatives, your Committee agreed that as an essential first step, 

the Member for Oropouche East should be given an opportunity to be heard in response to the 

allegation made against him.  
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14. Your Committee agreed to the following procedures and practices - 

i. Your Committee’s business would be conducted in a professional and non-partisan 

manner; 

ii. Your Committee would adhere to procedures that can withstand public scrutiny; 

iii. Verbatim Notes of evidence would form part of your Committee’s record and be 
subject to the examination and scrutiny of the public and others, upon presentation 

of our Report;  

iv. That all disagreements, if any, would be resolved in camera and not in the presence 

of witnesses; 

v. Natural justice would be maintained and as such, the Member whose actions are 

being considered would be invited to be heard; 

vi. The Member would be permitted to be accompanied by two advisors for the matter; 

vii. During hearings (when evidence is being taken), the Member would be invited to 

be in attendance in accordance with established practice, but would not be able to 

participate; and 

viii. The Member would not be permitted to attend the deliberations of your Committee. 

 

Second Meeting 
 

15. Your Committee held its Second meeting on Monday January 7, 2019. The purpose of this 

meeting was primarily to allow the Member for Oropouche East an early opportunity to be heard. 

 

Member for Oropouche East invited to be heard 

16. At the end of the in-camera deliberations on that day, the Member for Oropouche East 

joined the meeting accompanied by advisers. He declined the opportunity to be then heard 

indicating that he had concerns regarding the legality of the appointments to and the constitution 

of your Committee.  He undertook to provide written submissions outlining his concerns. 

 

Third Meeting  

17. Your Committee held its Third meeting on Tuesday February 05, 2019. Again, the purpose 

was primarily to allow the Member for Oropouche East an opportunity to be heard. However for 

reasons explained below the agenda of the meeting was aborted. 

 

Court Matter filed 

18. On Monday February 04, 2019, the day before the Member for Oropouche East was due to 

be heard by the Committee, he filed a Constitutional motion against the Attorney General under 
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section 14 of the Constitution at the High Court, San Fernando, supported by his Affidavit, a Notice 

of Application for Interim Relief and a Certificate of Urgency -  

a) claiming that the Committee of Privileges as constituted infringed his constitutional 

rights to a fair hearing; 

b) challenging the authority of the House to appoint temporary or substitute members 

to a Committee; and  

c) seeking an injunction against the Committee continuing hearings into the matter 

referred to it by the House of Representatives until the determination of this matter 

before the Court.  

 

19. The matter was heard on February 05, 2019. Counsel for the Speaker appeared amicus and 

an undertaking was given to the Court that hearings into the matter referred to the Committee of 

Privileges in relation to the Member for Oropuche East would be adjourned until the hearing of 

the application or further order.  

 

20. This undertaking was given on the basis that the application would be dealt with 

expeditiously. 

 

21. It was made clear to the Court that the Committee would meet on February 5, 2019 as 

planned but would not embark on hearings into the allegations of whether the Claimant committed 

a contempt until the hearing of the application before the Court or further order.  

 

22. The court did not grant an injunction to prohibit the Committee from meeting. 

 

23. The Speaker of the House was joined as an Interested Party in the matter. 

 

24. Therefore at its meeting on Tuesday February 05, 2019, the agenda was altered to defer the 

inquiry given the undertaking referred to above. At this meeting, the Committee endorsed the 

undertaking given by the Speaker and agreed to submit an Interim report to the House on the matter 

referred and related issues. 
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25. An Interim Report was presented to the House on Friday February 22, 2019.   (See 

Appendix IV) 

 

The Court Matter 

26. By a Notice of Re-Assignment dated April 3, 2019 the parties were informed that the matter 

was re-assigned to Madam Justice Wilson from Madam Justice Quinlan-Williams who had recused 

herself from the matter. 

 

27. During April, 2019, Counsel for the Speaker of the House communicated with Attorneys 

for the Claimant, proposing early dates for the hearing of the application and bearing in mind that 

an undertaking had been given on the basis that the application would proceed expeditiously. 

 

28. By way of correspondence from the Court, the parties were advised of the fixing of a 

directions hearing on May 3, 2019, as well as the availability of May 7, 8 and 9 as possible dates 

for trial. 

 

29. The Claimant advised that none of the dates identified for trial was convenient and 

suggested no alternative dates. 

 

30. On May 3, 2019, Counsel for the Claimant did not appear. Counsel holding in the matter 

sought an adjournment and requested that the Court keep the undertaking given on February 5, 

2019 in place for one week. Madam Justice Wilson directed that the undertaking remain in place 

for one week to allow the parties time to discuss and agree on a way forward.  

 

31. Counsel appearing on behalf of the Speaker of the House submitted to the Court that, in 

the circumstances, unless the application could be dealt with expeditiously, the undertaking given 

on February 5, 2019 would be withdrawn. 

 

32. The parties having failed to come to an agreement, the matter was fixed for hearing on May 

10, 2019 to deal with the application for the interim injunction and any other applications. 

However, the injunction application was not heard as the entire day was spent on other applications 

made by Counsel for the Claimant. 
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33. Madam Justice Wilson then proposed June 17 and July 8, 2019 as possible dates for hearing 

the matter. Counsel for the Claimant chose the latter date. 

 

34. It was noteworthy that almost four months had by then elapsed since the Claimant first 

filed the matter together with an application for an injunction with a Certificate of Urgency, yet 

there appeared to be no urgency on the part of the Claimant in pursuing the application for 

injunctive relief or having the Court determine the substantive claim. 

 

35. As a result of the foregoing, the undertaking given on February 5, 2019 was withdrawn 

before the Court on May 10, 2019, in the presence of Counsel for all parties in the matter. Counsel 

for the Speaker reiterated that the undertaking of the Speaker had been withdrawn and that it was 

open to the Committee of Privileges to deal with the matter before it. 

 

36. Given that the undertaking given on February 5, 2019 was withdrawn before the Court on 

May 10, 2019, a meeting of the Committee was scheduled to continue the examination into the 

matter alleging threatening words. This meeting was scheduled for Monday June 17, 2019 at 1:30 

pm. The Member for Oropouche East was again invited to be heard in response to the allegations 

made against him. The letter of invitation was sent to and received by the Member for Oropouche 

East on June 12, 2019.  

 

Fourth Meeting  

37. Your Committee held its Fourth meeting on Monday June 17, 2019. As indicated above, 

the Member for Oropouche East had been invited once again, to appear before your Committee to 

avail himself of the opportunity to be heard.  

 

38. At the meeting the Chairman provided your Committee with an update on the 

Constitutional Matter filed and the application made by the Member for Oropouche East for an 

injunction against the Committee.  

 

39. Your Committee noted that by email dated Monday June 17, 2019 (received at 12:34PM), 

the Member for Oropouche East informed the Secretary to your Committee that he was unable to 
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attend the meeting due to the fact that his advisors were otherwise engaged and requested that your 

Committee adjourn its meeting and extend to him a timely notice for another date.  

 

40. Your Committer also noted that the Member for Oropouche East was afforded repeated 

opportunities to appear before it to be heard and that your Committee responded to all procedural 

queries made by the Member together with all relevant documents in relation to the allegations 

made.  

 

41. It is the considered view of your Committee that: 

 

a) This allegation referred to your Committee occurred on October 10, 2018 (that is, 

8 months ago) and it had a duty to dispatch with matters involving the privileges of 

the House expeditiously; 

 

b) In addition to the express privileges enjoyed by the House of Representatives under 

the Constitution, as a legislative body, in common with all legislatures,  the House 

is invested with such privileges as are necessarily incidental to its existence and the 

functions it is called upon to perform; 

 

c) It is the House of Representatives only that has the duty to investigate complaints 

of breaches of privileges of the House; a duty critical to its existence; 

 

d) In this regard, as the guardian of the rights and privileges of the House of 

Representatives, the Speaker’s undertaking to the Court given in pursuance of the 

comity of relations between the Legislature and the Judiciary ought not to have 

been subject to dilatory tactics on the part of the Member for Oropouche East; 

 

e) Your Committee’s duty remained as mandated, to consider matters on your behalf 

and report on such matters before the end of each session.  
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42. Your Committee is of the opinion that it had exercised tremendous patience and 

forbearance with the Member for Oropouche East even facilitating his unprecedented efforts to 

challenge the legitimacy and jurisdiction of this Committee, outside of the House of 

Representatives.  

 

43. However two Members felt that the Member for Oropouche East should be afforded yet 

another opportunity to appear before the Committee since there were important issues to be 

deliberated upon. In the main, your Committee disagreed with this view. 

 

44. Although regretful that the Member for Oropouche East did not avail himself of the 

opportunities given to him to appear before the Committee, your Committee noted that there was 

precedent for the guidance of the Committee in circumstances in which a Member refused repeated 

invitations to appear before the Committee (See First report CoP First Session Tenth Parliament).  

 

First Issue to be Determined 

45. Your Committee proceeded with its work and agreed that the first issue to be determined 

was whether the Member for Oropouche East uttered the words “Da is why snake have some lead 

for you” to another Member of the House.  

 

46. Your Committee therefore reviewed the Official Report of the House of Representatives 

for October 10, 2018 (the Hansard) (See Appendix V) which had been circulated previously. On 

the basis of a request by a Member, the Committee also listened to the relevant extract of the audio 

recording of the sitting. Your Committee was assisted in this regard by the Editor of the Official 

Report – Mrs Lila Rodriguez Roberts and the Computer Aided (CAT) Reporter II – Mrs. Evelyn 

Lewis in whose possession such recordings are maintained. Mrs. Evelyn Lewis explained that 

notes are taken down by a CAT Reporter as Members are speaking and that everything said is 

simultaneously recorded. The CAT Reporter then uses the recording to check that what is captured 

in the Chamber is accurate. Mrs. Lila Rodriguez-Roberts also performs a secondary check to 

ensure that what is captured is in fact accurate. Mrs. Rodriguez-Roberts confirmed that in the 

instant matter, what was captured in the official report was accurate. 
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47. Your Committee was therefore satisfied that the Member for Oropouche East did utter the 

words “Da is why snake have some lead for you” and that the words were directed to the Member 

for Laventille West.  

 

Second Issue to be Determined 

48. Your Committee next considered whether the words uttered could be deemed threatening.  

 

49. Although a Member felt that your Committee should conduct research on what constitutes 

threatening words in other jurisdictions in order to determine whether the words uttered by the 

Member for Oropouche East could be deemed threatening, your Committee was generally of the 

view that – 

 

a) applying a plain and ordinary interpretation to the words uttered and accepting that the 

Member for Oropouche East was not at the material time of unsound mind, the words 

uttered were sufficiently threatening in nature; 

 

b) it is a matter of public record that an individual with the alias ‘Snake’ was (at or around) 

the material time charged for assaulting the Member for Laventille West at an incident 

in the Beetham gardens.  

 

50.  Your Committee was generally satisfied that the words uttered, directed at the member 

for Laventille West, were threatening in nature. 

 

Third Issue to be Determined 

51. Your Committee next considered whether the words uttered had the effect of bringing the 

House into public ridicule and odium.  

 

52. In the main, your Committee agreed that while crosstalk and picong will take place in the 

House, the House of Representatives must be careful to protect its dignity if it is to be respected 

by the people it serves, especially the young and impressionable. Your Committee believes that 

one way the House can do this is by being steadfast in rejecting unparliamentary words and 
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conduct. It is of the view that words that amount to threats against members and others should      

be condemned by the House of Representatives. A majority Members were therefore satisfied that 

the Member for Oropouche East by the words he uttered to the member for Laventille West on 

October 10, 2018, brought the House and its proceedings into public odium.  

 

53. Attached at Appendix VI is a written statement by two Members explaining the reasons 

for their dissent from the Report.  

 

Report 

 

54. In relation to the matter alleging that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt 

of the House of Representatives on the following grounds: 

i. He uttered threatening words to a Member of the House (Da is why snake have 

some lead for you); and  

ii.   He brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium, 

 

your Committee wishes to report that it has concluded that: 

i. the words ”Da is why snake have some lead for you” were in fact uttered; 

ii. the words, directed at the Member for Laventille West, were threatening; and  

iii. the words brought the House and its proceedings into public odium.  

 

Recommendation  

 

 

  

55.       Your Committee recommends that the Member for Oropouche East should apologise to

House and the Member for Laventille West, in the House, by way of Personal Explanation, at the

first opportunity subsequent to the presentation of this Report.
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Respectfully submitted, 

Sgd. 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George 

Chairman 

 

 

Sgd.        

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly      Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh 

Member                         Member   

       

 

 

Sgd.         Sgd.  

Mr. Anthony Garcia                   Mr. Stuart Young 

Member        Member   

          

 

 

 

        

Mr. Barry Padarath       

Member 

  



 

 

Appendix I 
      2018.10.16 

Motion 
COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

(MEMBER FOR OROPOUCHE EAST) 

The Minister of Planning and Development (Hon. Camille Robinson-Regis):  [Desk thumping] 

Madam Speaker, I beg to move a Motion of Privilege.  Madam Speaker, in accordance with 

Standing Order 32, I seek your leave to raise a question of privilege in the House today, the first 

opportunity available for me to do so. 

Madam Speaker, on October 10, 2018, earlier in this sitting of the House before the 

commencement of the Standing Finance Committee and during the reply of the Minister of 

Finance, the Member for Oropouche East made the following statement directed to the Member 

for Laventille West, and I quote:  

“Da is why Snake have some lead for you.”  

Madam Speaker, this phrase “have some lead for you”, Madam Speaker, is considered a 

grievous threat to life and limb as it is a phrase familiar to persons involved in law enforcement 

and frequently used by those engaged in nefarious criminal activities.  Madam Speaker, 

unfortunately, the vulnerable youth in our society also know the meaning of this phrase, because 

it is common jargon in some popular music.  Madam Speaker, even more troubling, is the fact that 

an individual known as “Snake” has been convicted of assault against the Member for Laventille 

West in the conduct of his parliamentary duties in his constituency. 

It is for this reason, Madam Speaker, that immediately after the utterances by the Member for 

Oropouche East, there was an uproar in this House.  All of this was carried live on the Parliament 

Channel, radio station and live video feeds.  Madam Speaker, you will recall that the Member for 

Laventille West immediately rose in protest, and sought to direct your attention to the offence.  By 

his reaction, it was clear that he apprehended a threat to his life [Laughter] from the words of the 

Member for Oropouche East— 

Madam Speaker:  I would expect every Member of this House to display a certain decorum at all 
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times.  If any Member finds matters conducted here are matters of some joke they are free to go 

outside, have their fun and come back in.   

4.10 p.m. 

Hon. C. Robinson-Regis:  Thank you, Madam Speaker.  By his reaction, it was clear that he 

apprehended a threat to his life from the words of the Member for Oropouche East and drew this 

to the immediate attention of the Chair and the House.  However, the menacing words of the 

Member for Oropouche East were not heard by the Chair, but they were in fact heard by several 

Members in this House and recorded in the Hansard.  They have also been covered and repeated 

in newspapers and on social media.   

Madam Speaker, as Leader of the House, I will be the first to admit that crosstalk is 

common in all parliamentary assemblies and has been a feature of our House, but such crosstalk 

has boundaries.  With respect to volume, you, Madam Speaker, call the House to order and 

regularly remind us not to disrupt the tenor of the debate.  However, with respect to content, such 

crosstalk never falls below the standard expected of all hon. Members in this House until now. 

Madam Speaker, for a Member of this House to tell another Member during proceedings 

of this House, in the very face of this House and in the hearing of Members and others that, and I 

again quote:  

“Da is why Snake have some lead for you.”  

—amounts to a serious indignity to this House and an apparent threat to a Member. 

Madam Speaker, Erskine May states that:  

“It is…impossible to list every act which might be considered…a contempt”—of this 

House.   

However, any act which has the tendency to directly or indirectly obstruct or impede the House or 

any of its Members or officers in the performance of their functions, or can produce this result by 

bringing the House into ridicule, may constitute a contempt.  

Further, Madam Speaker, Any act of disorderly or indecent conduct within the precincts of this 

House can be treated as a contempt, particularly if it is beneath the dignity of this House and brings 

the House into public odium.  

 

Madam Speaker, the conduct of the Member for Oropouche East in this regard, one, 

 amounts to a threat to the life of another Member of this House, whether direct or indirect.  
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Madam Speaker, it is a serious indignity to this House and brings it into public odium.   

Madam Speaker, this House has a duty to protect itself, and it is against this background 

that I raise this matter as one concerning a matter of privileges and ask for it to be sent to the 

Committee of Privileges for consideration and report.   

I beg to move.  [Desk thumping]  
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Appendix II 
2018.11.02 

Ruling  

COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

(MEMBER FOR OROPOUCHE EAST) 

Madam Speaker: Hon. Members, I am now ready to rule on the matter of privilege raised by the 

Member for Arouca/Maloney and Leader of the House. It is well accepted that Parliament is a 

place of strong opinions and emotions, and when tempers flare Members can get carried away. 

However, I am consoled that generally our House is more orderly and decorous than many others.  

On October 10, 2018, the Member for Oropouche East and Member for Laventille West engaged 

in a heated exchange. As I advised on that day, I did not hear the exchange. However, I have since 

viewed the video footage and listened to the audio recorded during the sitting. I have also read the 

Hansard of the proceeding. The words attributed to the Member for Oropouche East in the matter 

raised by the Member for Arouca/Maloney were in fact uttered. I am also satisfied that several 

other Members heard the comment.  

Hon. Members, the matter raised by the Member for Arouca/Maloney is a serious one as 

there is absolutely no place for violent or threatening language in this House. The statement made, 

when placed in context as presented by the Member for Arouca/Maloney, clearly falls below the 

esteem and dignity of the Parliament. Therefore, having considered the submission made by the 

Member for Arouca/Maloney and in accordance with my duty under Standing Order 32(4), I rule 

that a prima facie case of breach of privilege has been made out and that the incident requires 

further consideration by the Committee of Privileges. I so rule.  
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Appendix III 

Minutes of Proceedings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PRESENT 

 
 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George  Chairman 

Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis  Member 

Mr. Stuart Young     Member 

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds  Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh  Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath  Member 

 

Secretariat 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel     Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob       Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Angelique Massiah   Legal Officer  

Mr. Brian Lucio      Graduate Research Assistant 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:18 a.m. and welcomed Members present.  
 

 

CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

 

2.1. After brief introductions, the Chairman advised as follows: 

MINUTES OF THE 1ST MEETING 

OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES  

HELD IN THE ARNOLD THOMASOS (EAST) MEETING ROOM, LEVEL 6,  

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENT, TOWER D, 1A WRIGHTSON ROAD, 

PORT OF SPAIN 

ON FRIDAY NOVEMBER 30, 2018  
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a) The Committee’s business would be conducted in a professional and non-partisan 

manner; 

b) As a quasi-judicial body, the Committee must follow procedures that can withstand 

public scrutiny; 

 

c) That the Verbatim Notes of evidence will be part of the Committee’s record and be 
subject to the examination and scrutiny of the public and others, upon presentation of 

the Committee’s Report; and 

d) That all disagreements, if any, would be resolved in camera and not in the presence of 

witnesses. 
 

2.2. The Chairman informed Members that in accordance with Appendix III of the Standing 

Orders of the House of Representatives and consistent with practice:  

a) Natural justice will be maintained and as such, the Member whose actions are being 

considered will be invited to be heard; 

b) The Member would be permitted to be accompanied by two advisors for each matter;  

c) During hearings when evidence is being taken, the Member will be invited to be in 

attendance in accordance with established practice, but will not be able to participate; 

and 

d) The Member shall not be permitted to attend the deliberations of the Committee. 

 

2.3. The Chairman reminded Members that Verbatim Notes will be taken while the Committee 

is receiving evidence and not while the Committee is deliberating in camera. The Chairman 

further reminded Members that Minutes would be available for all meetings of the 

Committee and circulated for Members’ consideration 
 

MATTERS REFERRED 

 

3.1 The Chairman reminded Members that the matters referred to the Committee of Privileges, 

were as follows - 

1. An allegation that on Tuesday October 9, 2018, the Member for Oropouche East 

committed contempt of the House on the following grounds:  

a. He willfully and intentionally misled the House; 

b. He made injurious allegations against the Member for Diego Martin West 

when no substantive motion was before the House; and 

c. He undermined the dignity of the House by abusing the privilege of freedom 

of speech. 

 

2. An allegation that on Wednesday October 10, 2018, the Member for Oropouche 

East committed contempt of the House on the following grounds:  
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a. He uttered threatening words to a Member of the House; and  

b. He brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium. 

 

DISCUSSION ON THE WAY FORWARD 

 

4.1. Preliminary matters involving the work of the Committee were discussed during which -  

 

a) Mr. Hinds recused himself from participating in the second matter referred to the 

Committee insofar as the matter touched and concerned him; 

 

b) Mrs. Robinson-Regis recused herself from participating in both matters referred to the 

Committee having raised the motions of privileges in the House; 

 

c) Mr. Padarath expressed the view that a Member who had already publicly stated a 

position on a matter before the Committee (in this case, during a debate in the House) 

should also recuse himself from the Committee’s consideration of the said matter.  Mr. 
Indarsingh agreed.  After a brief discussion, the Chairman explained that unless a 

member was directly connected or involved in a matter, it was accepted parliamentary 

practice that a member  may recuse himself/herself only at his/her volition once they 

believe themselves incapable of discharging their duties in a fair, logical and rational 

manner;  

 

d) Mr. Padarath sought guidance as to whether the Committee ought to proceed with its 

consideration of a matter while a concurrent investigation was being pursued by a law 

enforcement agency of the State. The Chairman instructed the Secretariat to conduct 

research on the question raised by Mr. Padarath; 

 

e) Mr. Padarath also sought guidance as to whether a matter could be referred to the 

Committee of Privileges before Members were appointed to the Committee. The 

Chairman responded in the affirmative and explained that the Committee of Privileges 

was established pursuant to Standing Order 89 of the House of Representatives at the 

commencement of each Session of Parliament with the Speaker as Chairman. She 

added that the full membership is completed at the earliest opportunity after the 

commencement of the session. 

 

4.2 The Chairman referred Members to the documents circulated to them by the Secretariat, 

namely: 

a) Hansard Report of the contribution made by the Member for Oropouche East on 

Tuesday October 9, 2018; 
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b) Hansard Report of the Privilege Motion raised by the Member for Arouca Maloney on 

Wednesday October 10, 2018; 

c) Hansard Report of the Ruling by the Speaker of the House on Monday October 15, 

2018; 

d) Hansard Extract of the contribution made by the Member for Diego Martin North/East 

on Wednesday October 10, 2018; 

e) Hansard Report of the Privilege Motion raised by the Member for Arouca/Maloney on 

Monday October 15, 2018; and  

f) Hansard Report of the Ruling by the Speaker of the House on Friday November 2, 

2018. 

4.3. The Chairman instructed the Secretariat to also circulate to Members the learning from 

May’s Parliamentary Practice with respect to Committees of Privileges. 

 

4.4. Members agreed that the Committee would generally meet on Tuesdays but may meet on 

any other day as determined by the Committee.   

 

4.5.The Committee agreed that the Secretary to the Committee should write to the Member whose 

actions were being considered to: 

 

a) invite him to be heard;  

 

b) offer guidance on his right to be allowed two (2) advisors (per matter) to accompany 

him; and 

 

c) advise on any other procedural matters. 

 

CORESPONDENCE 

 

5.1.Members noted the following items of correspondence which were circulated: 

 

a) a letter to the Secretary of the Committee from the Member for Oropouche East  dated 

November 29, 2018; 

 

b) the response from the Secretary to the Member for Oropouche East  dated November 29, 

2018’; and  
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c) a letter from Attorney-at-law Mr. Aaron Mahabir to the Secretary dated November 30, 

2018. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

6.1. There being no other business, the Chairman thanked Members for attending. 

 

6.2. The meeting was adjourned to Tuesday December 11, 2018 at 2:00 p.m. during which the 

Member whose actions were being considered would be heard. 

 

6.3. The adjournment was taken at 12:02 p.m. 

 

 

I certify that the Minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Chairman 

 

 

Secretary 

December 27, 2018 
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PRESENT 

 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George  Chairman 

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly Member (substitute for Mrs. 

Camille Robinson-Regis) 

Mr. Anthony Garcia  Member (substitute for Mr.

 Fitzgerald Hinds) 

Mr. Stuart Young     Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh  Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath  Member 

 

Secretariat 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel     Secretary 

Mr. Brian Lucio       Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Simone Yallery  Legal Officer I 

Ms. Sheranne Samuel  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

Ms. Kimberly Mitchell  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

1.1       The Chairman called the meeting to order at 2:15 p.m. and welcomed Members present.  

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CHAIRMAN 

 

2.1 The Chairman welcomed substitute Members Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly and Mr. Anthony 

Garcia to the Committee and wished Members and staff a Happy New Year.  

 

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES OF THE FIRST MEETING HELD ON MONDAY 

JANUARY 07, 2019: 

 

MINUTES OF THE 2ND MEETING 

OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES  

HELD IN THE ARNOLD THOMASOS (EAST) MEETING ROOM, LEVEL 

6,  

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENT, TOWER D, 1A WRIGHTSON ROAD, 

PORT OF SPAIN 

ON MONDAY JANUARY 07, 2019  
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3.1 The Chairman invited Members to consider the Minutes page-by-page and enquired 

whether there were any amendments. 

 

3.2 A discussion ensued during the consideration of the Minutes. 

 

3.3 There being no amendments or omissions, a motion for the confirmation of the Minutes 

was moved by Mr. Young and seconded by Dr. Gadsby-Dolly. 

 

MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

 

4.1. Paragraph 4.1 a) and b), page 3: 

i. The Chairman reminded Members of the following: 

a. Dr. Gadsby-Dolly was appointed as a substitute Member to the Committee 

in lieu of Mrs. Robinson-Regis who recused herself from the two matters 

before the Committee; and  

b. Mr. Garcia was appointed as a substitute Member to the Committee in lieu 

of Mr. Hinds who recused himself from the second matter referred to the 

Committee. 

 

4.2. Paragraph 2.1 c), page 2: 

Mr. Indarsingh enquired into the availability of Verbatim Notes of the Committee’s 
deliberations. The Chairman reminded Members that Verbatim Notes will only be taken 

when the Committee is receiving evidence and not when the Committee is deliberating. 

After some discussion, the Secretary referred the Committee to Standing Order 112 (16) of 

the House of Representatives and explained that pursuant to this Standing Order, Verbatim 

Notes are only required to be taken when the Committee is receiving evidence and that 

there is no similar requirement for the taking of verbatim notes when the Committee is 

deliberating. Mr. Padarath and Mr. Indarsingh registered their disagreement with the 

Secretary’s interpretation of Standing Order 112 (16). 

 

4.3. Paragraph  4.1 d), page 3: 

i. The Chairman advised that research was undertaken by the Committee’s Secretariat 
on whether the Committee is required to cease deliberations pending the outcome 

of an external investigation. The Opinion was circulated. 

ii. Mr. Padarath and Mr. Indarsingh disagreed with the contents of the Opinion. Mr. 

Young, Mr. Garcia and Dr. Gadsby-Dolly expressed their concurrence with the 

position of the Opinion. 

4.4. Paragraph  4.3 d), page 4: 
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The Chairman reminded Members that the learning from May’s Parliamentary Practice 
with respect to Committees of Privileges was circulated to Members by email dated 

December 06, 2018. 

 

4.5. Paragraph 4.5, page 4:  

The Chairman advised Members that by letter dated December 06, 2018,  the Secretariat, 

wrote to the Member whose actions were being considered, to invite him to be heard and 

offer guidance on his right to be allowed two (2) advisors (per matter) to accompany him. 

 

PRE-HEARING DISCUSSIONS 

 

5.1.Mr. Padarath expressed the view that Mr. Hinds should not be allowed to hear evidence 

and deliberate on the first matter referred to the Committee when the Member is a principal 

subject in the second matter. 

 

5.2.The Chairman proposed that the Committee proceed with the second matter referred to the 

Committee, in which Mr. Hinds was recused. A discussion ensued on the second matter. It 

was suggested that upon the conclusion of the Committee’s deliberation, Mr. Hinds would 
replace Mr. Garcia to hear evidence and deliberate on the first matter. After some 

discussion, the Committee agreed by a division of 3 to 2 that it had no objection to Mr. 

Hinds being permitted to hear evidence and deliberate on the first matter. 

 

5.3.Mr. Padarath enquired whether the Member for Oropouche East was aware that he was 

required to give evidence on both matters referred to the Committee. The Chairman 

confirmed that the Member for Oropouche East was made aware of the requirement and 

proceeded to read into the record, the contents of letters dated December 6, 2018 and 

December 12, 2018 from the Secretary of the Committee addressed to the Member. The 

Chairman instructed the Secretariat to circulate the aforementioned correspondence to the 

Members of the Committee. 

 

5.4.The Chairman proceeded on a second occasion to invite Members to discuss the approach 

to be taken when receiving evidence from the Member for Oropouche East. 

 

5.5. The Chairman provided guidelines on the hearing of evidence.  

 

 

SUSPENSION OF MEETING 

 

6.1. At 3:53 p.m., the Chairman suspended the meeting to facilitate the entrance of the Member 

for Oropouche East and his advisors. 
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RESUMPTION OF MEETING 

 

7.1 The meeting resumed at 3:56 p.m. 

 

FIRST HEARING 

8.1 The following persons joined the meeting: 

i. Dr. Roodal Moonilal, MP - Member for Oropouche East; 

ii. Mr. Gerald Ramdeen – Advisor; and 

iii. Mr. Wade Mark – Advisor. 

 

8.2 The Chairman welcomed the Member for Oropouche East and his advisors and 

introductions were exchanged. 

 

8.3 The Chairman advised that:  

i. advisors cannot address the Committee, only the Member for Oropouche East 

would be allowed to do so; and 

ii. the hearing was being held in camera and the work of the Committee must not be 

made public before the Committee reports to the House. 

 

8.4 The Chairman read into record, the following matter referred to the Committee: 

“An allegation that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt 
of the House during a debate on October 10, 2018 on the following 

grounds: 

i. You uttered threatening words to a Member of the House; and  

ii. You brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public 

odium.” 

 The Chairman then invited the Member to make an opening statement.  

 

8.5 The Member for Oropouche East informed the Committee that he had been present for 

2:30pm, as was requested of him and had an inescapable engagement for 4:30 p.m. 

 

8.6 The Member for Oropouche East acknowledged receipt of letters dated December 06, 2018 

and December 12, 2018 and sought clarification on which matter the Committee intended to 

consider first. The Chairman advised the Member for Oropouche East that, as stated in the 

aforementioned correspondence, he was invited to give evidence on both matters: 

(i) an allegation that the Member committed a contempt of the House during a debate 

on October 9, 2018 (‘the First Matter Referred’); and  

(ii) an allegation that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt of the 

House during a debate on October 10, 2018 (‘the Second Matter Referred’).  
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8.7 The Chairman further advised that the Committee intended to initially hear evidence on the 

Second Matter Referred and thereafter the First Matter Referred.  

 

8.8 The Member for Oropouche East sought clarification on the following: 

i. whether the matters would be considered sequentially or concurrently; and  

ii. whether the Members present would consider both matters referred to the 

Committee.  

 The Chairman advised the Member that the matters would be considered concurrently and 

the Committee’s composition would differ for each matter, given that there have been recusals.  

 

8.9 The Member for Oropouche East requested that consideration be given to the hearing of 

matters sequentially and not concurrently due to the gravity of the matters before the Committee. 

The Member for Oropouche East further advised the Committee of his intention to make a written 

submission on his request. The Chairman advised the Member that while precedent directs that a 

Committees of Privilege may consider matters concurrently, the Committee will await the 

Member’s written submission. 

 

8.10 The Member for Oropouche East submitted that the Committee was improperly and 

possibly illegally constituted.  The Member advised that a written submission will be made 

outlining his concerns. The Chairman advised that the Committee would consider the Member’s 
submission upon receipt. 

 

8.11 The Chairman invited the Member for Oropouche East to make an opening statement 

concerning the Second Matter Referred.  

 

8.12 The Member for Oropouche East declined the Chairman’s offer to make an opening 
statement in relation to the allegation that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt of 

the House during a debate on October 10, 2018.  

 

8.13 The Member for Oropouche East advised that he intended to send his written submissions 

on the aforementioned concerns by January 21, 2019. 

 

8.14 The Member for Oropouche East also informed the Committee that three documents were 

sent to the Committee.  After a short discussion, the Chairman advised the Member that any 

correspondence to the Committee should preferably sent by email and not by WhatsApp. 

 

SUSPENSION  

 

9.1 At 4:23 p.m., the Chairman suspended the meeting to allow for the departure of the Member 

for Oropouche East and his advisors and thereafter resumed proceedings.  
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POST-HEARING DISCUSSION  

 

10.1 Mr. Indarsingh sought clarification on the omission of one of the grounds of the breach of 

privilege, identified by the Leader of the House in the privilege motion submitted on October 10, 

2018. The Chairman advised that the ground of “presenting false documents” is considered in 
practice to be a facet of “misleading the House”.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

11.1There being no other business, the Chairman thanked Members for attending and adjourned 

the meeting to a date to be fixed. 

 

11.2 The adjournment was taken at 4:50 p.m. 

 

 

I certify that the Minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Chairman 

 

 

Secretary 

February 01, 2019 
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PRESENT 

 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George  Chairman 

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly Member (substitute for Mrs. 

Camille Robinson-Regis) 

Mr. Anthony Garcia  Member (substitute for Mr.

 Fitzgerald Hinds) 

Mr. Stuart Young     Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh  Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath  Member 

 

Secretariat 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel     Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob       Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Chantal La Roche  Senior Legal Officer 

Ms. Simone Yallery  Legal Officer I 

Ms. Sheranne Samuel  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

Ms. Kimberly Mitchell  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 

EXCUSED 

  Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds     Member   

       

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 2:32 p.m. and welcomed Members present.  

 

 

MINUTES OF THE 3RD MEETING 

OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES  

HELD IN THE ANR ROBINSON MEETING ROOM (WEST), LEVEL 9,  

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENT, TOWER D, 1A WRIGHTSON ROAD, 

PORT OF SPAIN 
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CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES OF THE SECOND MEETING HELD ON MONDAY 

JANUARY 07, 2019: 

 

2.1 The Chairman invited Members to consider the Minutes and enquired whether there were 

any amendments. 

2.2 The following amendment was made: 

Paragraph 5.1, page 3: The words “Mr. Indarsingh concurred.” were inserted at the 
end of the paragraph.  

2.3 There being no further amendments, the motion for the confirmation of the Minutes was 

moved by Mr. Young and seconded by Dr. Gadsby-Dolly. 

2.4 The Minutes were confirmed. 

 

MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

 

3.1  Paragraphs 8.9 and 8.13, page 5: 

The Chairman advised Members of the following: 

a. By letter to the Secretary of the Committee of Privileges dated January 21, 2019, 

the Member for Oropouche East requested an extension to January 28, 2019 to 

provide written submissions; 

b. By letter to the Speaker of the House dated January 28 2019, the Member for 

Oropouche East made written submissions (copy of letter circulated); 

c. By letter dated January 31st, 2019, the Clerk of the House responded to Dr. Moonilal 

on behalf of the Speaker of the House. The letter was hand-delivered to Dr. 

Moonilal in the House of Representatives during the sitting of the House held on 

February 01, 2019 (Copy of letter circulated). 

 

UPDATE ON MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE 

Matter No. 2 (Threatening Words) 

 

4.1 The Chairman advised that the agenda which was circulated could not be followed due 

to developments which affected the matter before the Committee. The Chairman 

outlined the following developments: 

a. The Member for Oropouche East by letter dated January 28, 2019, raised three (3) points 

of objection to appearing before the Committee. The Chairman outlined the 3 points of 

objection: 

i. that the Committee of Privileges was not appointed or constituted at the time of the 

referrals; 
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ii. that there exists no power to appoint temporary members of the Committee of 

Privileges, and therefore the Committee is improperly constituted; and  

iii. that a member of a Committee against whom an allegation of bias is raised ought not 

to serve on the Committee.  

b. A response to the Member for Oropouche East’s letter was hand delivered to him in the 
Chamber on February 01, 2019. On the same day (February 1, 2019), the Member for 

Oropouche East wrote to the Speaker of the House of Representatives indicating that he 

had not received a response.  

c. At 8:00 a.m. this morning (February 05, 2019), documents were delivered to the Speaker’s 
Office relating to a constitutional matter filed at the High Court, San Fernando on February 

04, 2019 by the Member for Oropouche East. This matter included an application for an 

injunction against the Committee of privileges continuing hearings into the matters referred 

to the Committee by the House of Representatives. The application for an injunction was 

heard today (February 05, 2019) at 9:00 a.m. in the High Court, San Fernando  (The related 

Affidavit was circulated) 

d. In relation to the matter filed in the High Court, San Fernando yesterday, the Chairman 

advised the following:  

‒ No pre-action protocol letter was issued and no Member of the Committee had been 

named as a party in the proceedings; 

‒ The issues raised in the claim differed materially from what the Member for Oropouche 

East outlined in his letter to the Speaker of the House of January 28, 2019. The 

allegation of bias was now extended to the Chairman;  

‒ Senior Counsel appeared amicus curiae on behalf of the Speaker at the hearing before 

the Court this morning (February 5, 2019) and subsequently provided a report on the 

proceedings;  

‒ No injunction was granted to prohibit the Committee from meeting; 

‒ The Speaker, through Senior Counsel, gave an undertaking to the Court that hearings 

into the matter referred by the House of Representatives to the Committee will be 

adjourned, until the hearing of the application or further order; 

‒ The Speaker as guardian of the privileges, rights and immunities of the House of 

Representatives considered that it was her duty to so act in the interest of the House of 

Representatives as a whole and having regard to the comity of relations that exists 

between the Legislature and the Judiciary; 

‒ Senior Counsel reported that it was made clear to the Court that the Committee would 

meet to decide on the course of action it will take but it would not hear the allegations 

of whether the Claimant committed a contempt until the hearing of the application or 

further order. 
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4.2 After explaining the sequence of events, the Chairman then requested that the 

Committee endorse the undertaking given to the Court by her, in her capacity of 

Speaker of the House. 

 

4.3 Mr. Young, Mr. Garcia and Dr. Gadsby-Dolly agreed that the Committee should 

endorse the undertaking given to the Court. Mr. Indarsingh requested further time to 

review the documents to make an informed decision. Mr. Padarath took no view on the 

matter.  

 

4.4 The Chairman proposed and the Committee agreed to submit a report to the House on this 

matter outlining all that has transpired to date. There was agreement that the Chairman should 

cause to be circulated the draft report for approval by round robin.  

 

4.5 Mr. Garcia was excused at 3:01 p.m. 

 

UPDATE ON MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE 

Matter No. 1 (Misleading the House) 

 

5.1 The Chairman announced that Mr. Hinds was unavailable to attend the meeting. 

 

5.2 The Chairman pointed out that the developments outlined above (par 4.1) in relation to the 

second matter referred were relevant to the matter related to the allegation of willful misleading of 

the House.  

 

5.3 The Chairman indicated that there was a further development in relation to this matter and 

advised the Committee as follows – 
 

‒ Subsequent to the last meeting of the Committee, it was drawn to her attention by 

the Secretary of the Committee that an action in defamation had been filed by the 

Member for Diego Martin West against the Member for Oropouche East in the High 

Court; 

 

‒ The Legal Unit of the Parliament was able to obtain a copy of the action so filed 

from the registry of the High Court. (A copy of the Claim Form in relation to claim 

#CV2019-00055 Dr. Keith Rowley v Dr. Roodal Moonilal filed and stamped by the 

High Court on January 08, 2019 was circulated) 

 

5.4 A discussion ensued. 
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5.5. While acknowledging that a contempt is an offence against the House itself and not against 

an individual member, the Chairman made the following points: 

 

‒ From a perusal of the claim filed in the High Court, it is clear that the Member for 

Diego Martin West has decided to pursue a remedy in the High Court against the 

Member for Oropouche for the words uttered; 

 

‒ Should the Committee continue its consideration into the matter referred, there could 

be an argument that dual remedies are being pursued simultaneously. 

 

5.6 Mr. Young indicated that in his view the Committee should not continue further with the 

Matter in light of the defamation matter before the Court.  

 

5.7 Mr. Indarsingh acknowledged the right of persons to seek relief via the Courts however he 

underscored the view that this Matter before the Committee should be seen to its finality.   

 

5.8 The Chairman referred to the publication of the Committee’s deliberations of January 07, 
2019 in the Guardian Newspaper of January 08, 2019. While registering her concern with this 

breach, pointed out that in the circumstances there is no guarantee that the rule against premature 

publication of proceedings will be observed and that Court proceedings would not thereby be 

prejudiced. Given all the circumstances, the Chairman agreed with Mr. Young that no further 

action should be taken by the Committee in the matter.  

 

5.9 Mrs. Gatsby-Dolly concurred. 

 

5.10 After further discussions, Mr. Indarsingh and Mr. Padarath agreed that in view of the Court 

matter, the Committee should take no further action.  

 

5.11 The Committee underscored the following: 

i.  that the decision was not a precedent for any future matters.  

ii. the Committee was not recommending that the House cede its jurisdiction to treat 

with contempt matters to another place.  

iii. the decision was arrived at due to the unique facts and circumstances of the matter 

under consideration.  

 

5.12 The Chairman proposed and the Committee also agreed to submit a report to the House on 

this matter with a recommendation that no further action be taken with particulars related to Claim 

Form No. CV2019-00055 to be appended. There was also agreement that the Chairman should 

cause to be circulated the draft report for approval by round robin.  
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OTHER BUSINESS 

6.1. The Chairman informed the Committee that correspondence was received from Mr. 

Padarath and Mr. Indarsingh, dated February 01, 2019 regarding the schedule of meetings 

and the agenda.  

 

6.2.In response to concerns raised about the scheduling of meetings, the Chairman advised 

Members that it was the responsibility of the Chairman to schedule meetings in instances 

when the Committee adjourned to a date to be fixed. She advised that there is no rule or 

practice that all Members must agree on the date and time for a meeting.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

7.1 There being no other business, the Chairman thanked Members for attending and adjourned 

the meeting to a date to be fixed. 

 

7.2 The adjournment was taken at 3:22 p.m. 

 

 

I certify that the Minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Chairman 

 

 

Secretary 

February 06, 2019 
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PRESENT 

 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George  Chairman 

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly Member (substitute for Mrs. 

Camille Robinson-Regis) 

Mr. Anthony Garcia  Member (substitute for Mr.

 Fitzgerald Hinds) 

Mr. Stuart Young     Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh  Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath  Member 

 

Secretariat 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel     Secretary 

Mr. Brian Lucio       Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Sheranne Samuel  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 

         

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 2:10 p.m. and welcomed Members present.  

 

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES OF THE THIRD MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY 

FEBRUARY 05, 2019: 

 

2.1 The Chairman invited Members to consider the Minutes and enquired whether there were 

any amendments. 

2.2 The following amendment was made: 

Page 6: The words “February 06, 2019” were deleted.  

2.3 There being no further amendments, the motion for the confirmation of the Minutes was 

moved by Mr. Young and seconded by Dr. Gadsby-Dolly. 

MINUTES OF THE 4TH MEETING 

OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES  

HELD IN THE ARNOLD THOMASOS (EAST) MEETING ROOM, LEVEL 6,  
OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENT, TOWER D, 1A WRIGHTSON ROAD, PORT 

OF SPAIN 

ON MONDAY JUNE 17, 2019  
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2.4 The Minutes were confirmed as amended. 

 

MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

 

3.1 Paragraphs 4.1 and 4.3, pages 2-3: 

The Chairman provided an update to the second matter referred to the Committee 

(Threatening Words): 

a) When the matter was filed on 4 February 2019, a Certificate of Urgency was filed 

by the Claimant. 

b) When the matter was heard on 5 February 2019, an undertaking was given to the 

Court on behalf of the Speaker of the House of Representatives that hearings into 

the matter referred to the Committee of Privileges in relation to the Claimant would 

be adjourned, until the hearing of the application or further order.  

c) This undertaking was given on the basis that the matter would be dealt with 

expeditiously. 

d) Madam Justice Quinlan-Williams gave directions for the filing of affidavits and the 

matter was fixed to proceed on 2 April 2019, on which date Madam Justice 

Quinlan-Williams recused herself. 

e) By a Notice of Re-Assignment dated 3 April 2019 the parties were informed that 

the matter has been re-assigned to Madam Justice Wilson. 

f) Via correspondence from the Court, the parties were also advised of the fixing of a 

directions hearing on 3 May 2019, as well as the availability of May 7, 8 and 9 as 

possible dates for trial. 

g) The Claimant advised that none of the dates identified for trial was convenient and 

suggested no alternative dates. 

h) On 3 May, 2019, Counsel for the Claimant did not appear. Counsel holding in the 

matter requested that the Court keep the undertaking given on 5 February in place 

for 1 week. Wilson J directed that the undertaking remain in place for 1 week to 

allow the parties time to discuss and agree on a way forward.  

i) Counsel appearing on behalf of the Speaker of the House of Representatives 

submitted that in the circumstances, unless the matter could be dealt with 

expeditiously, the undertaking given on February 5, 2019 would be withdrawn.  

j) The parties having failed to come to an agreement, the matter was fixed for hearing 

on 10 May 2019 to deal with the application for the interim injunction and any other 

applications. However, the injunction application was not heard as the day was 

spent on the other applications before the Court.  

k) Madam Justice Wilson proposed 17 June and 8 July as possible dates for hearing 

the matter, and Counsel for the Claimant chose the latter date.  

l) As a result of the foregoing, the undertaking given on 5 February 2019 was 

withdrawn on May 10, 2019 in the presence of Counsel for all parties in the matter. 
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There is now no impediment to the Privileges Committee continuing its work, 

which is understood by all parties.  

m) It is noteworthy that almost 4 months have elapsed since the Claimant first filed the 

matter and there appears to be no urgency on the part of the Claimant in pursuing 

the application for injunctive relief or having the Court determine the substantive 

claim. 

 

3.2 Mr. Garcia sought clarification on whether the Committee was in a position to continue its 

deliberation in the absence of a ruling of the Court. A discussion ensued. The Chairman advised 

that there was no injunction preventing the Committee from continuing its work.  

 

3.3 Mr. Padarath sought guidance on whether there were any new applications regarding the 

matter before the Committee. The Chairman informed Members of the following in her possession: 

 

a) By email dated June 17, 2017 at 12.35 p.m., the Member for Oropouche East 

indicated that due to the short notice he was unable to attend the meeting with 

his advisors due to a sitting of the Senate and professional engagements. The 

Member requested that the meeting be adjourned and that timely notice 

extended for another date;  

b) A supplemental Affidavit was filed by the Member for Oropouche East on 

Friday June 14, 2019 re matter CV2019-00469 Roodal Moonilal v Attorney 

General.  

 

 

3.1 The Chairman reminded Members that the undertaken to the Court was in relation to the 

application for an injunction which was filed with a Certificate of Urgency and on that basis the 

matter should have been dealt with expeditiously.  

 

3.2 After a brief discussion the Committee agreed to proceed with its work. . Mr. Padarath and 

Mr. Indarsingh expressed the view that the Committee ought not to proceed until the determination 

of the matter before the Court.  

 

DISCUSSION ON THE WAY FORWARD 

Matter No. 2 (Threatening Words) 

4.1 The Chairman sought Members feedback on how to proceed. With regard to the matter the 

Committee agreed that the following had to be determined: 

a) whether the Member for Oropouche East uttered the words “Da is why snake 
have some lead for you”; 

b) whether the words can be considered threatening; and  

c) whether the Member for Oropouche East brought the House and its 

proceedings into ridicule and public odium. 
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4.2 The Chairman proposed that the Committee consider the Hansard, the official record as 

well as the audio from when the alleged words were uttered during a debate on October 10, 2018. 

Mr. Padarath and Mr. Indarsingh voiced their disapproval with the proposal on the basis that such 

action would be contravening the right to natural justice of the Member for Oropouche East. 

Emanating from the discussion, there was consensus to proceed with the consideration of the 

matter. 

 

CONSIDERATION OF HANSARD EXTRACT AND AUDIO 

Matter No. 2 (Threatening Words) 

 

5.1 Members considered the Hansard Extract of the alleged incident which took place during 

a debate on October 10, 2018 and noted that the Hansard which is the official record of the 

proceedings of the House recorded the following: 

 

‘Dr. Moonilal:  “Da is why Snake have some lead for you.”’ 
  

5.2 Following a request by a Member to also hear the audio recording in the possession of the 

Hansard office, the following officials of the Office of the Parliament’s Hansard Unit were asked 

to assist the Committee: 

a. Mrs. Lila Rodriguez-Roberts, Editor of the Official Report; and 

b. Mrs. Evelyn Lewis, CAT Reporter II. 

 

5.3 The Hansard Officials played the audio of the alleged incident for Members. A majority of 

members acknowledged hearing the words “Da is why snake have some lead for you” uttered. Mr. 

Young sought clarification on how the Hansard was captured.  

 

5.4 The Hansard officials explained the process involved in the production of the Official 

Report and confirmed that the audio was checked twice against what was captured, for accuracy. 

The Editor confirmed that the words “Da is why snake have some lead for you” were heard on the 

audio recording as captured in the official record. The Hansard officials left the meeting. 

 

5.5 The Chairman advised that the Committee’s next task was to determine whether the words 
uttered were threatening. A discussion ensued.  

 

5.6 Mr. Padarath advanced two proposals for the Committee’s consideration: 

 

a. That the Member for Oropouche East be again invited to be heard; and 

b. That the Committee seek guidelines for what constitutes threatening words in other 

jurisdictions. 

 The Member for Couva South concurred.    
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5.7 Dr. Gadsby-Dolly and Mr. Young posited that the words were in fact of a threatening 

nature. The Chairman analysed the words “Da is why Snake have some lead for you” on the basis 

of the ordinary dictionary meanings. A majority of Members concurred with the Chairman’s 
analysis. Dr. Gadsby-Dolly referenced newspaper reports referring to an individual with the alias 

“Snake”. Mr. Garcia added that the context in which the words were uttered must be considered 

due to fact that the comments were made following an incident widely reported in which the 

Member for Laventille West was assaulted by an individual with the alias “Snake”.  

 

5.8 There was consensus that the words uttered were threatening.  

 

5.9 The Committee then sought to determine whether the threatening words uttered by the 

Member for Oropouche East brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium. 

 

5.10 Dr. Gadsby-Dolly advanced that Members of Parliament are referred to as Honourable and 

should be exemplars, and that the behavior of the Member for Oropouche East was not that 

expected of a Member and as such brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public 

odium. Mr. Garcia and Mr. Young concurred Mr. Indarsingh posited that it would be premature 

for the Committee to make conclusions and reiterated his positions regarding guidelines from other 

jurisdictions on threatening words and that the Member for Oropouche East ought to be heard. Mr 

Padarath concurred with Mr. Indarsingh and added that due process was not followed. 

 

5.11 A discussion ensued. 

 

5.12 At the end of the discussion, a majority of Members were of the view that the words “Da 
is why snake have some lead for you” was uttered, that the words were threatening and that they 

brought the House and its proceedings into public odium.  

 

5.13 The Chairman reminded Members that any Member may dissent from the views of a 

Committee in accordance with Standing Order 114 (6). Mr. Padarath and Mr. Indarsingh indicated 

that they would be submitting a Minority Report.  

 

5.14 The Chairman sought Members feedback on the recommendations to be made by the 

Committee.  

 

5.15 Mr. Young recommended that the Member for Oropouche East should apologise both to 

the House and the Member for Laventille West. Mr. Garcia and Dr. Gadsby-Dolly concurred with 

the proposal. The Chairman also concurred.  She indicated that such a recommendation is 

consistent with the practice of the Committee of Privileges.  

 

5.16 Mr. Padarath indicated that in light of the issues raised he did not wish offer a 

recommendation except that the Committee continue with its work. Mr. Indarsingh concurred. 
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5.17 It was agreed that the Member for Oropouche East would be required to apologise at the 

first opportunity subsequent to the presentation of the report.  

 

5.18 The Speaker advised that the Committee would lay its Report at the sitting of the House of 

Representatives scheduled for Tuesday June 18, 2019. The Speaker further advised Mr. Padarath 

and Mr. Indarsingh that they ought to send their Minority Report (if any) so that it may be tabled 

along with the substantive Report.  

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

6.1 There being no other business, the Chairman thanked Members for attending and advised 

the business before the Committee had come to an end. 

 

6.2 The adjournment was taken at 3:58 p.m. 

 

 

I certify that the Minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Chairman 

 

 

Secretary 
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INTRODUCTION 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

1. Standing Order 89(1) of the House of Representatives establishes the Committee of 

Privileges, among others, as a permanent Sessional Select Committee of the House of 

Representatives.  

 

2. Standing Order 89(2) provides for the appointment of Members to Sessional Select 

Committees and states that – 
 

“(2) Members of the House appointed to Sessional Select Committees shall be chosen 

by the Speaker as soon as possible after the beginning of each session.” 

 

3. By virtue of Standing Order 92(2), the Speaker of the House is a Member and the Chairman 

of the Committee of Privileges.   

 

4. On Friday November 02, 20183 the following persons were chosen by the Speaker to also 

serve on the Committee of Privileges (your Committee), Fourth Session (2018/2019) of the 

Eleventh Parliament, in accordance with Standing Order 89 (2) of the House of Representatives 

 

Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis   Member 

Mr. Stuart Young    Member 

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds    Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh   Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath    Member, 

three of the members chosen served on your Committee during the 3rd Session of the 11th Session4. 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

5. Standing Order 92 (1) provides that “the Committee of Privileges shall have the duty of 

considering and reporting on any matter referred to it by the Speaker or the House, in accordance 

with Standing Order 32 (Privilege Matters) and Standing Order 55 (Order in the House and in 

                                                           
3 HOR Debate, Friday 02nd  November, 2018 at page 2 

http://www.ttparliament.org/hansards/hh20181102.pdf  
4 Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds and Mr. Stuart Young were returned to the Committee.  

http://www.ttparliament.org/hansards/hh20181102.pdf
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Committee).  It shall be the duty of the Committee to consider any matter so referred and to report 

thereon to the House”. 

MATTER RAISED AND REFERRED 

6. On Tuesday October 16, 2018, the Leader of the House moved a privilege motion alleging 

that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt of the House on the following grounds: 

 i.   He uttered threatening words to a Member of the House (Da is why snake have some 

lead for you); and  

ii.   He brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium.” (The 

Motion is attached at Appendix I)   

 

7. On Friday November 02, 2018, the Speaker of the House ruled that a prima facie case had 

been made out and referred the matter to the Committee of Privileges for consideration and report 

(The Ruling is attached at Appendix II). 

 

8. At a sitting of the House of Representatives held on Friday November 30, 2018, Dr. Nyan 

Gadsby-Dolly, and Mr. Anthony Garcia, were appointed to serve temporarily on your Committee 

during consideration of the matter referred as substitutes for Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, and 

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds, respectively, who recused themselves from the matter at the first meeting of 

your Committee. 

SECRETARIAT SUPPORT  

9. The following persons provided secretarial support: 

 Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel - Secretary to the Committee.   

 Ms. Keiba Jacob - Assistant Secretary 

 Mr. Brian Lucio - Assistant Secretary 

 Ms. Simone Yallery - Legal Officer I 

 Ms. Sheranne Samuel – Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 Ms. Kimberly Mitchell – Procedural Clerk Assistant  
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MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

10. Your Committee held three (3) meetings to consider and deliberate on the matter referred. 

The dates of the meetings are as follows: 

v. First Meeting – Friday November 30, 2018 

vi. Second Meeting – Monday January 07, 2019 

vii. Third Meeting – Tuesday February 05, 2019 

The Minutes of the Meetings are attached at Appendix III. 

 

11. At its First meeting, your Committee discussed the following:  

 the mandate of your Committee;  

 the applicable Standing Orders;  

 the procedures to be followed;  

 the composition of your committee;  

 the issue of bias; 

 whether your Committee was required to cease deliberations pending the outcome of 

an external investigation by a Law Enforcement agency; 

 the documentation and material to be used in its deliberations; and 

 a proposed work plan.   

 

12. In keeping with previous precedent, Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, and Mr. Fitzgerald 

Hinds, recused themselves from participating in the consideration of the matter referred, insofar 

as - 

a) Mrs. Robinson-Regis was the Member who raised the complaint via a Privileges 

Motion before the House; and 

b) Mr. Hinds was directly involved in the matter.  

 

13. In accordance with the practice of Committees of Privileges of the House of 

Representatives, your Committee agreed that as an essential first step, the Member for Oropouche 

East be invited to be heard in response to the allegation made against him. There was general 

consensus with the following procedures and practices of the Committee of Privileges- 
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e) Your Committee’s business would be conducted in a professional and non-partisan 

manner; 

f) Your Committee will follow procedures that can withstand public scrutiny; 

g) Verbatim Notes of evidence will be part of your Committee’s record and be subject to 

the examination and scrutiny of the public and others, upon presentation of our Report; 

and 

h) That all disagreements, if any, would be resolved in camera and not in the presence of 

witnesses; 

i) Natural justice will be maintained and as such, the Member whose actions are being 

considered will be invited to be heard; 

j) The Member would be permitted to be accompanied by two advisors for the matter; 

k) During hearings (when evidence is being taken), the Member will be invited to be in 

attendance in accordance with established practice, but will not be able to participate; 

and 

l) The Member shall not be permitted to attend the deliberations of your Committee. 

 
 

14. Your Committee held its Second meeting on Monday January 7, 2019. The purpose of this 

meeting was to consider procedural issues and to allow the Member for Oropouche East an early 

opportunity to be heard. 

 

15. At the start of this meeting, members discussed the question as to whether your Committee 

was obliged to cease deliberations pending the outcome of an external investigation (by the TTPS).  

 

16. Your Committee considered the advice submitted, on request, by the Legal Unit of the 

Office of the Parliament dated Thursday December 06, 2018 (Appendix IV).  The advice 

referenced the May’s Parliamentary Practice, as well as precedents in this jurisdiction and in the 

United Kingdom when Select Committees have conducted inquiries in parallel with regulatory 

and/or criminal investigations into the same events and issues. The advice noted that Committees 

should exercise their undoubted powers very carefully in view of issues such as confidentiality, 

potential prejudice to extant litigation, legal professional privilege and the privilege against self-

incrimination. The advice was accepted by your Committee.  

 

Member for Oropouche East invited to be heard 
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17. At the end of the private deliberations, the Member for Oropouche East joined the meeting 

accompanied by Mr. Gerald Ramdeen, Attorney at Law and Mr. Wade Mark.  

 

18. Your Committee confirmed that the Member for Oropouche East received your 

Committee’s letter and accompanying documents namely –  

- Hansard Extract of the contribution made by the Member for Diego Martin North/East 

on Wednesday October 10, 2018. 

- Hansard Report of the Privilege Motion raised by the Member for Arouca/Maloney on 

Monday October 15, 2018. 

- Hansard Report of the Ruling by the Speaker of the House on Friday November 2, 

2018. 

 

19. The Member for Oropouche East informed your Committee that he had concerns regarding 

the legality of the appointment to and the constitution of your Committee and stated his intention 

to provide a written submission outlining his concerns.  

 

20. Your Committee held its Third meeting on Tuesday February 05, 2019. Once again, the 

purpose of this meeting was to deal with procedural issues and to allow the Member for Oropouche 

East an opportunity to be heard. However the agenda could not be followed for reasons set out in 

paragraphs 21 to 27 below.  

 

21. By letter to the Speaker of the House dated January 28, 2019, the Member for Oropouche 

East raised three (3) points of objection to appearing before your Committee: 

i. that the Committee of Privileges was not appointed or constituted at the time of the 

referrals;  

ii. that there exists no power to appoint temporary members of the Committee of 

Privileges, and therefore your Committee is improperly constituted; and  

iii. that a member of a Committee against whom an allegation of bias is raised ought not 

to serve on a Committee. 

 

22. The Speaker responded to the Member for Oropouche East, by letter from the Clerk of the 

House dated January 31, 2019. 
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Constitutional Matter filed and application made for an injunction 

23. At or around 8:00 a.m. on February 05, 2019, a bundle of documents was delivered to the 

Speaker’s Office relating to a Constitutional motion filed at the High Court, San Fernando on 

February 04, 2019 by the Member for Oropouche East. In his claim, the Member for Oropouche 

East alleges that your Committee as constituted infringes his constitutional rights to a fair hearing. 

He is also challenging the authority of the House to appoint temporary or substitute members to a 

Committee. He further applied for an injunction against your Committee continuing hearings into 

the matters referred to your Committee by the House of Representatives until the determination of 

his matter before the Court. The application for an injunction was heard on February 05, 2019 at 

9:00 a.m. in the High Court, San Fernando. (The Constitutional Motion and Affidavit are attached 

at Appendix V) 

 

24.  Your Committee is advised that no pre-action protocol letter was issued and no Member 

of your Committee had been named as a party in the proceedings. Additionally, the issues raised 

in the claim differed materially from what the Member for Oropouche East outlined in his letter to 

the Speaker of the House of January 28, 2019. Most notably, the allegation of bias was extended 

to the Chairman of your Committee.  

 

25. Your Committee wishes to inform the House of Representatives that Senior Counsel 

appeared amicus curiae on behalf of the Speaker of the House at the hearing before the Court on 

February 5, 2019. The Speaker, through Senior Counsel, gave an undertaking to the Court that 

hearings into the matter referred by the House of Representatives to your Committee would be 

adjourned, until the hearing of the application or further order. 

 

26. The court did not grant an injunction to prohibit your Committee from meeting. 

 

27. It was made clear to the Court through Senior Counsel, that your Committee would meet 

to decide on the course of action it would take but it would not embark on hearings into the 

allegations of whether the Claimant committed a contempt until the hearing of the application 

before the Court or further order. 
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28. Your Committee acknowledges that the Speaker of the House is the guardian of the 

privileges, rights and immunities of the House of Representatives. We therefore consider that it 

was the duty of the Speaker to act in the interest of the House of Representatives as a whole and 

with regard to the comity of relations that exists between the Legislature and the Judiciary. 

 
 

Report 

29. In relation to the matter alleging that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt 

of the House of Representatives on the following grounds: 

      i.   He uttered threatening words to a Member of the House (Da is why snake have some 

lead for you); and  

ii.   He brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium, 

your Committee wishes to report that it has endorsed the undertaking given to the Court by the 

Speaker of the House and Chairman of your Committee that it would not embark on hearings into 

the allegations of whether the Member for Oropouche East committed a contempt of the House 

until the hearing of the application before the Court or further order. 

 

30. Your Committee also wishes to report its disappointment that upon receipt of the ruling of 

the Speaker on the matters about which he raised concerns, the Member for Oropouche East did 

not return to your Committee to outline his further concerns or disagreements, which he was fully 

entitled to do.   

 

31. It is even more disconcerting to your Committee that the Member did not first refer his 

objections to the House of Representatives consistent with parliamentary practice and procedure 

in all jurisdictions. Instead, the Member for Oropouche East misguidedly invited the High Court 

to consider issues touching and concerning matters related to the House of Representatives, 

without fully exploring all options available to him consistent with parliamentary practice and 

procedure. This House of Representatives has, since its inception, jealously guarded matters which 

are central to its inherent jurisdiction to regulate itself and its members, namely: 

 

 The jurisdiction of the Committee of Privileges;  

 The composition of a Committee of this House; 
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 The capacity of this House to appoint substitutes to a Committee in place of Members who 

have recused themselves; 

 The capacity of the Speaker of this House to rule on procedural matters referred to him/her 

in accordance with the powers conferred on the Speaker of this House by the House of 

Representatives itself through its Standing Orders. 

 

32. Attached at Appendix VI are written statements by two Members explaining the reasons 

for their dissent from the Report. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

Sgd. 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George 

Chairman 

 

 

 Sgd.                                       

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly      Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh 

Member                         Member   

       

 

 

 Sgd.             Sgd. 

Mr. Anthony Garcia                   Mr. Stuart Young 

Member        Member   

          

 

 

 

        

Mr. Barry Padarath       

Member 

 

 



 

Appendix I of Interim Report 
       

Privilege Motion 
(Can now be found at Appendix I of the final Report) 



 

Appendix II of Interim Report 

Ruling  

(Can now be found at Appendix II of the final Report) 

 



 

Appendix III of Interim Report 

Minutes of Proceedings 

(Can now be found at Appendix III of the final Report) 
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Question: Should a Committee of Privileges stay its deliberations pending the outcome of 

a concurrent investigation into a matter under inquiry by the Trinidad and Tobago Police 

Service. 

 
 

  The Committee of Privileges (hereafter referred to as ‘the Committee’) was established 
under the Standing Orders of the House of Representatives to consider and report on any matter 
referred to it by the Speaker or the House.1  
The Power to Investigate  
 

2. The Erskine May’s Treatise on the Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage of Parliament 

notes that Select Committees “possess no authority except that which they derive by delegation 
from the House”.  

 

3. The Committee of Privileges possesses the same powers2 and is subject to the same 
procedural rules as other select committees. One of these is the power “to send for persons, papers 
and records”. 
 
4. It is therefore charged with investigating the facts of the matters referred to it and reporting 
to the House if, in its opinion, a breach of privilege or contempt has been committed. 
 

5. Pursuant to section 56 of the Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago 

Parliament enjoys exclusive cognisance, or exclusive jurisdiction, and is therefore the sole authority 

to control of its own affairs free from outside interference or examination from other sources. 

 

6. Additionally, according to Parliamentary Practice, a witness before a Parliamentary 

Committee must therefore answer all questions put to him or her, and cannot be excused from 

answering (or from providing documents) on the basis of any obligation of confidentiality, potential 

prejudice to extant litigation, legal professional privilege or by asserting privilege against self-

incrimination. 

 

                                                           
1 Standing Order 92 of the House of Representatives 
2 Standing Order 111 of the House of Representative sets out the General Powers of Select Committees 
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Overlapping Jurisdiction of the Police/Courts and Parliament  
7. The recognition of Parliamentary privilege is not intended to set Members of Parliament 

above the law; rather, the intention was to give them certain exemptions from the law in order 

that they might properly execute the responsibilities of their position. Members of Parliament are 

therefore subject to civil or criminal liability except in respect of words spoken or acts done in the 

context of parliamentary proceedings.  

 

8. In cases where the allegations of breaches of privilege or contempt give rise to some form 

of criminal misconduct, the question arises whether the Committee’s inquiry can run concurrent 
with a criminal investigation by the Trinidad and Tobago Police Service. 

 

9. The Supreme Court judgment in R v Chaytor and others (Appellants) [2010], UKSC 52 

noted the overlapping jurisdiction of the courts and Parliament as follows:  
 

“Where a crime is committed within the House of Commons, this may well also 
constitute a contempt of Parliament. The courts and Parliament have different, 

overlapping, jurisdictions. The House can take disciplinary proceedings for contempt 

and a court can try the offender for the crime.” 

 
Concurrent investigations: Trinidad and Tobago  
10. The unimpeded work of the Committee of Privileges of the House of Representatives in 
the 2004-2005 Session serves as a useful example of the House’s power to proceed with a 
concurrent investigation.  
 
11.  On September 17, 2004, the Speaker of the House, having ruled that prima facie cases of 
breach of privilege had been established against two (2) Members, referred the matters to the then 
Committee of Privileges for a full investigation and report. 
 
12. Among the issues was an allegation by Mr. Chandresh Sharma, former Member of 
Parliament for Fyzabad that on Wednesday September 15, 2004, Dr. Keith Rowley, Member of 
Parliament for Diego Martin West, had inter alia, struck him in the face and chest and threw several 
objects at him whilst they were in the precincts of the House (the tearoom). 
 
13. Mr. Sharma reported the matter to the Central Police Station and as evidence3 tendered 
in support of this showed, a police investigation commenced immediately.  
 
14. The Committee heard that upon receiving Mr. Sharma’s report at the Central Police 
Station, three (3) Police Officers accompanied him back to the Parliament, had conversations with 
the Clerk of the House and the Sergeant-at-Arms and interviewed four (4) members of the Pantry 
staff. 

                                                           
3 Among the documentary evidence tendered were Station Diary Extracts, statements from four police officers and a medical 
report on Mr. Sharma. See File III of the First Report of the Committee of Privileges of the House of Representatives (2004-
2005 Session) 
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15. The commencement of that police investigation did not in any way obstruct or impede the 
work of the Committee. In fact, the Committee commenced its investigation on October 1, 2004, 
and presented its report to the House of Representatives on March 16, 2005. 
 
Concurrent investigations: The United Kingdom 
16. There are several recent examples of Select Committees conducting inquiries in parallel 
with regulatory and/or criminal investigations into the same events and issues: 
 

 In July 2011, at the height of the criminal investigations into allegations of phone 
hacking and bribery of police officers, Rupert Murdoch, then chairman and CEO of 
News Corporation, and Rebekah Brooks, the former editor of the News of The 
World newspaper, were summoned to appear before the Culture, Media and 
Sport Committee. 

 
 In July 2012, Bob Diamond, then CEO of Barclays Capital, was called to give 

evidence before the Treasury Select Committee, while investigations by the 
Financial Services Authority and Serious Fraud Office were still active.  

 
 In February and March 2014, senior officials of the Bank of England and Financial 

Conduct Authority have been questioned in Parliament about the ongoing 
investigation into alleged manipulation in the foreign exchange market. 

 
Conclusion 
17.  It is noted that there have been occasions when parliamentary proceedings proceed 
concurrently with criminal investigations. While the relationship between committee proceedings 
and criminal investigations will vary, it is evident that one does not prevent the other from 
proceeding.  
 
18. It is submitted, however, that in such cases Committees should exercise their undoubted 
powers very carefully in view of issues such as confidentiality, potential prejudice to extant 
litigation, legal professional privilege and the privilege against self-incrimination. The Committee 
should also avoid decisions or actions may appear to usurp the functions of the Trinidad and 
Tobago Police Service. 
 

 

 

 

 
Legal Unit  
December 6, 2018 
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Appendix VI of the Interim Report 
 

Statements 
 



 
 

From: Barry Padarath <barrypadarath@yahoo.com> 
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 at 8:27 AM 
To: Keiba Jacob <ssc@ttparliament.org> 
Subject: Re: Draft Interim Report Committee of Privileges 
 

Madam Secretary, 

 

Thank you for your correspondence dated February 21st 2019. 

 

After careful perusal of the interim report I wish to register my concerns and my correction to  

What is contained in the report. 
 

At paragraph 8 of the interim report my colleague MP Indarsingh anf I do not accept that there 

was any power to appoint any temporary members to the Committee as this is not provided for in 

the Standing Orders of the House of Representatives and would result in the composition of the 

Committee being in breach of the Standing Orders.  This matter was brought to the attention of the 

Honourable Speaker who failed to address this issue in a satisfactory manner.  
 

With respect to the contents of paragraph 11 of the interim report the concerns of the Member of 

Parliament for Oropouche East were the subject of a pre-action letter dated the 30th November 

2018. This correspondence was brought to the attention of the Committee on the 30th November 

2018 and upon being told of this correspondence written to the Committee by Attorney-at-Law 

acting on behalf of the Member of Parliament for Oropouche East the Speaker indicated to the 

Committee that she had no intention to respond to “strangers” to the Committee. I did not agree 
with this approach that was not put to a vote of the Committee. 
 

At paragraph 14 the I raised a concern about the duty of the Committee to observe the rules of 

natural justice as expressly set out in the Standing Orders. The issue I raised concerning a Member 

who had already publicly voiced a position on a matter before the Committee is a matter that the 

drafters of the Standing Orders specifically considered and provided for in the Standing Orders 

and this very relevant fact was omitted from the interim report.  
 

At paragraph 20 of the interim report it is stated that the “Speaker responded to the Member for 
Oropouche East, by letter from the Clerk of the House dated January 31, 2019”. What is omitted 
from your report is the fact that the response of the Speaker was not representation of the 

Committee as the response was not disclosed or discussed with the Committee before it was 

dispatched to the Member for Oropouche East. This was clearly a breach of settled parliamentary 

practice and procedure. 
 

With respect to paragraph 22 and the statement that no pre-action letter was written to the 

Committee this statement is factually incorrect as the Member for Oropouche East wrote to the 

Committee on two occasions by letter dated the 30th November 2018 and by letter dated the 28th 

January 2019 both expressing the intention to pursue his remedies in Court if his concerns as raised 

in these letters were not addressed in an appropriate manner. That this could be misrepresented in 

the report and any reference omitted is deeply disturbing to the Members.  
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With respect to the contents of paragraph 24 of the interim report my colleague MP Indarsingh 

and I are troubled by this attempt to misrepresent what transpired in the Court proceedings. 

Counsel for the Speaker gave an undertaking to the Court and in those circumstances the 

application for injunctive relief could not be heard. The said application is still pending before the 

Court. What is more troubling and of grave concern to us the Members is that the action of the 

Speaker to retain Senior Counsel and give instructions was carried out without the authorisiation/ 

and or instructions of the Committee. 
 

We are very troubled by the failure of the interim report to address the very serious issue of the 

Corporate Communications Department of the Parliament issuing a press release containing 

information with respect to the proceedings of the Committee in clear violation of the Standing 

Order regarding premature publication. While the interim report “acknowledges that the Speaker 
of the House is the guardian of the privileges, rights and immunities of the House of 

Representatives” this most important matter that falls within the jurisdiction of the Speaker was 
not addressed. This blatant omission is even more inexplicable and alarming when one considers 

that the issue of premature publication is addressed in he interim report in relation to another issue 

at paragraph 29 where one of the grounds for the actions of the Committee is stated to be, 

“that there is no guarantee that the rule against premature publication of proceedings will be 

observed. Consequently, Court proceedings could thereby be prejudiced given the worrying 

publication of the Committee’s in camera deliberations of January 07, 2019 in the Guardian 
Newspaper of January 08, 2019” 

With respect to the statement at paragraph 26 of the interim report that acknowledges that the 

Speaker of the House is the guardian of the privileges, rights and immunities of the House of 

Representatives it would be useful and proper to also acknowledge that in the discharge of these 

duties the Speaker must act in accordance with the law and the rights that are guaranteed to each 

Member of Parliament by the Constitution.  
 

At paragraph 27 of the interim report I wish to indicate that the actions that are recited therein were 

in breach of the undertaking given to the Court and this is a most serious matter.  
 

Paragraph 29 does not reflect a true representation of what transpired before the Committee and if 

it does it would be a clear breach of the undertaking given to the court. 
 

With respect to paragraph 30 of the report the I do not wish to give ex post facto approval to a 

course of action that the Speaker chose to embark upon without the approval of the Committee.  
 

With respect to paragraph 31 and 32 of the interim report  my colleague MP Indarsingh and I wish 

to endorse the right of every citizen to seek recourse to the High Court to seek redress where the 

rights guaranteed under the Constitution have been or are likely to be breached. This is a right that 

is conferred on every citizen by the supreme law. The contents of these respective paragraphs seeks 

to chastise the Member of Parliament for Oropouche East for seeking a remedy from the Court for 

the breach of his rights. We cannot condone the contents of these paragraphs. The action of the 

Member for Oropouche East is no different from that of the present Prime Minister a on a previous 

occasion and the action of the Member for Oropouche East has precedent in the Courts throughout 

the Commonwealth.  
 



My colleague MP Indarsingh and I strongly object to the recommendations at paragraph 34 of the 

interim report.  
 

I do hope that the concerns and corrections raised would be considered and reflected through the 

necessary amendments to this interim report. 
 

Barry Padarath 

MP 

 



From: Rudranath Indarsingh [mailto:rudranath43@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 8:55 AM 
To: Committee of Privileges (HOR) <ssc@ttparliament.org> 
Subject: Re: Draft Interim Report Committee of Privileges 

 

Attn: Ms Keiba Jacob. 

 

I refer to your email correspondence and the above captioned subject matter and after perusal of 

the said report, I am not in agreement with the contents of same and as such I wish to highlight the 

following,  

 

     Clause 11, that at the first meeting the committee discussed the issue of wether the committee 

was duly and legally constituted, which has been omitted from the attached report and do not 

accept there was any power to appoint any temporary members to the committee. 

 

     Clause 16, I am not in agreement with the last sentence and it should read “the advice was noted 
by your Committee”. 

 

     Clause 25, I do not agree with the current wording because as a member of the committee I was 

not consulted in relation to the decision in the said clause and the actions which therein followed. 

 

    Clause 29, I am not in agreement because I have not been privy to the court order referred to in 

said report. In the absence of such I cannot agree to the wording of clause 29. 

 

    Clause 30, I am not in agreement with clause 30. I do not wish to give Ex facto approval to a 

course of action that the Speaker chose to embark upon without the approval of the committee.  

 

    Clause 31, I cannot agree to the conclusion stated herein said clause because it places an 

indictment on all members of the committee. I endorse the right of every citizen to seek recourse 

to the High Court to seek redress where the rights guaranteed under the constitution have been or 

are likely to be breached.  

 

I strongly object to the recommendations at paragraphs 30 and 31 of the interim report. I hope my 

concerns will be addressed and find it’s way into the final report. 

 

 

Please be guided accordingly, 

 

Member  

Rudranath Indarsingh. 
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Appendix V 

Hansard Extract 
Wednesday October 10, 2013 

Madam Speaker:  Member for Diego Martin North/East, there is a particular 

word, I would ask you to withdraw that particular word and please continue. 

Hon. C. Imbert:  Oh certainly, Madam Speaker, I will withdraw the word 

“lies”.   

Mr. Hinds:  Just say Roodal Moonilal.  [Laughter and crosstalk] 

Hon. C. Imbert:  So, Madam Speaker— 

Dr. Moonilal:  “Da is why Snake have some lead for you.” 

Hon. C. Imbert:—let us look at the comments— 

Mr. Hinds:  What!!  Madam Speaker [Crosstalk] 

[Madam Speaker rises] 

Hon. Member:  48(6). 

Mr. Hinds:  Madam Speaker. 

Madam Speaker:  I am on my legs.  [Crosstalk]  I am on my legs. 

Mr. Hinds:  What!  I am being threatened.  [Continuous crosstalk] 

Madam Speaker:  Order!  Order!  Order!  [Continuous crosstalk]  

[Madam Speaker remains on her legs]   

Mr. Hinds:  “Yes, that is what de man now say.” 

Madam Speaker:  Members, order!  [Continuous crosstalk]  

Mr. Hinds:  Liar! 

[Madam Speaker remains on her legs]   

Madam Speaker: Member for Oropouche East and Member for Laventille 

West, I will invite you both to leave the Chamber.  You all can return in 10 minutes.  

When the House breaks out in this mayhem, I hear very little.  All right.  So I would 

ask you both to leave the Chamber for 10 minutes, resume your composure and you 

all can come back.  Both Oropouche East and Laventille West.  Thank you.   

[Members for Oropouche East and Laventille West exit the Chamber]   

Minister of Finance.  

Hon. C. Imbert:  Thank you, Madam Speaker.  When I look at the— 

116



 

Mr. Al-Rawi:  Forgive me please, on 48(6). Madam Speaker. I do appreciate, 

subject to you allowing me to elucidate, but the Hansard is very, very close to the 

exchange, and whilst I appreciate that there may have been some disturbance, I 
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