
 

 
 

 
PARLIAMENT 

REPUBLIC OF TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 
 

SECOND SESSION OF THE TENTH PARLIAMENT (2011/2012) 

 

FIRST REPORT  
OF  

THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
OF THE  

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

 

 

 
Paper No: 
 
   
Date laid in the H.O.R.:……………………. 
 
  



1 
 

 

Table of Contents 

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................................ 2 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE-2011/2012 SESSION ................................................................................................ 2 

TERMS OF REFERENCE ................................................................................................................................................. 2 

SECRETARIAT .............................................................................................................................................................. 3 

MEETINGS .................................................................................................................................................................. 3 

MATTER REFERRED ...................................................................................................................................... 3 

RELEVANT LAW AND PRACTICE ................................................................................................................. 4 

BURDEN OF PROOF ..................................................................................................................................................... 4 

RULES OF EVIDENCE ................................................................................................................................................... 4 

WHAT CONSTITUTES PRIVILEGE? ................................................................................................................................ 4 

CONTEMPT ................................................................................................................................................................. 5 

OBSTRUCTING MEMBERS OF EITHER HOUSE IN THE DISCHARGE OF THEIR DUTY .......................................................... 5 

EVIDENCE OF THE WITNESSES EXAMINED BY THE COMMITTEE ........................................................ 6 

OTHER EVIDENCE CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE ......................................................................... 7 

CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................................................. 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Membership of the Committee-2011/2012 Session 

 

The Committee is comprised of the following nine (9) Members of the House of Representatives: 

 

Mr. Wade Mark   –  Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal   –   Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert   –   Member 

Ms. Marlene McDonald  –   Member 

Mr. Prakash Ramdhar   -   Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma  –   Member 

Mr. Rodger Samuel   –   Member 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh   –   Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon  –   Member  

 

On April 4, 2012 Ms. Donna Cox, Member of the Committee recused herself from 

the Committee insofar as she had an interest in the matter referred to the Committee. 

Ms. Marlene Mc Donald was appointed to replace Ms. Cox for the duration of the relevant 

matter. 

 

 

Terms of Reference 

 

2. The Committee was established on July 14, 2012 pursuant to Standing Order 75 (1) 

of the House of Representatives.  Standing Order 75(1) states that: 

 

“There shall be referred to the Committee of Privileges any matter which appears to affect 

the power or privileges of the House, and it shall be the duty of the Committee to consider 

any matter so referred and to report thereon to the House.”         
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Secretariat 

3. Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel, Clerk of the House, serves as Secretary of the 

Committee with Ms. Keiba Jacob, Procedural Clerk (House of Representatives), as 

Assistant Secretary to the Committee. Ms. Annika Fritz, Senior Legal Officer and Ms. 

Chantal La Roche, Legal Officer, also provide advisory assistance to the Committee. 

 

 

Meetings 

4. Since its appointment, your Committee held five (5) in camera meetings on the 

following dates: 

 

i. Friday April 20, 2012; 

ii. Friday April 27, 2012; 

iii. Friday May 4, 2012; 

iv. Friday May 11, 2012; and 

v. Friday June 15, 2012. 

 
The Minutes of the meetings of the Committee are attached at Appendix I. 

  

MATTER REFERRED 

5. During a sitting of the House held on Saturday March 3, 2012, the Leader of the 

Opposition and Member of Parliament for Diego Martin West, Dr. Keith Rowley moved a motion 

of privilege in accordance with Standing Order 27(5). According to Standing Order 27(5): 

 

“If during a sitting of the House a matter suddenly arises which appears to involve the 

privileges of the House and which calls for the immediate intervention of the House, the proceedings 

may be interrupted, save during the course of a division, by a motion based on such matter” 

 

6. Dr. Rowley’s motion alleged that on Saturday March 3, 2012, during debate on a motion of 

no-confidence in the Prime Minister, a stranger committed contempt of the House on the 

following ground: 

Accosting and menacing the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of 

the Parliament. 
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7. In making his submission to the House, the Leader of the Opposition informed the House 

that the Member for Laventille East/Morvant had reported to him that she had been accosted by a 

stranger within the precincts of Parliament, and that the stranger also followed her and menaced 

her. The Speaker ruled that a prima facie case had been made out and referred the matter to the 

Committee of Privileges for consideration and report. 

 

 

RELEVANT LAW AND PRACTICE 

 

Burden of Proof  

 

8. The standard of proof used by the Committee was the civil standard of proof “on a balance 

of probabilities.”  The Committee therefore had to be satisfied that it was “more likely than not” 

that the allegation was true based on the evidence presented. 

 

Rules of Evidence 

 

9. The Committee can only act upon relevant, probative and logical evidence which either 

supports or negates the allegation. 

 

What constitutes privilege? 

 

10. The principle of Parliamentary privilege in Trinidad and Tobago follows the practice 

employed in the United Kingdom House of Commons.  The basis of this is section 55 (3) of the 

Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago which states, 

 

“55. (3) In other respects, the powers, privileges and immunities of each House and the 

members and the committees of each House, shall be such as may from time to time be 

prescribed by Parliament after the commencement of this Constitution and until so defined 

shall be those of the House of Commons of the Parliament of the United Kingdom and of its 

members and committees at the commencement of this Constitution.” 
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11. Some examples of privilege and powers which collectively belong to each House include: 

 

(a) Freedom of speech in a debate, 

(b) Freedom from arrest, 

(c) The right to regulate its own internal affairs and procedure, 

(d) The right to publish papers containing defamatory material, 

(e) The right to prosecute contempt, 

(f) The right to compel the attendance of a witness, other persons and their papers, 

and  

(g) The right to commit persons for breach of privilege or contempt. 

 

12. When any of these rights and immunities is disregarded or attacked, the offence is called a 

breach of privilege and is punishable under the law of Parliament.  Each House also claims the 

right to punish contempt, that is, actions which, while not breaches of any specific privilege, 

obstruct or impede it in the performance of its functions, or are offences against its authority or 

dignity, such as disobedience to its legitimate commands or libels upon itself, its Members or its 

officers. The power to punish for contempt has been judicially considered to be inherent in each 

House of Parliament. Both Houses retain the right to be the sole judge of the lawfulness of their 

own proceedings, and to settle or depart from their own codes of procedure.   

 

Contempt 

 

13. Generally speaking, any act or omission, which may include misconduct or molestation 

which obstructs or impedes either House of Parliament in the performance of its functions, or 

which obstructs or impedes any Member or officer of such House in the discharge of his duty, or 

which has a tendency, directly or indirectly to produce such results, may be treated as contempt.  

It is therefore impossible to list every act which might be considered to amount to a contempt, 

the power to punish for such an offence being of its nature discretionary. 

 

 

Obstructing Members of either House in the discharge of their duty 

 

14. The assaulting menacing or insulting of any Member on the floor of the House or while he 

is going to or from the House, or on account of his behavior or words during a proceeding in 
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Parliament is a violation of the rights of Parliament. Any form of intimidation of a person for or 

on account of his behavior during a proceeding in Parliament could amount to contempt. In 

several jurisdictions, Members and others have been punished for such molestation occurring 

within the precincts of the House whether by assault or insulting or abusive language.   

  

15. To molest Members on account on their conduct in Parliament is also contempt.  

Reflecting on their conduct as Members, threatening a Member for repeating certain allegations 

claimed to be defamatory and offering to contradict a Member from the gallery have all been 

considered contempt. 

 

 

 

EVIDENCE OF THE WITNESSES EXAMINED BY THE COMMITTEE 

 

16. Having considered the nature of the contempt of accosting and menacing a Member of 

Parliament, your Committee invited the following persons to appear in order to obtain further 

particulars of the event: 

 
i. Keith Rowley -Member of Parliament for Diego Martin West  

Dr. Rowley appeared before the Committee on Friday April 27, 2012 
 

ii. Donna Cox - Member of Parliament for Laventille East/Morvant 
Ms. Cox appeared before the Committee on Friday April 27, 2012 

 
iii. Gary Griffith - National Security Advisor  

Mr. Griffith appeared before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012 
 

iv. Amery Browne - Member of Parliament for Diego Martin Central 
Dr. Browne appeared before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012 

 
v. Alva Virrauel -Photo Editor, Guardian Newspaper 

Mr. Viarruel appeared before the Committee on Friday May 11, 2012 
 

vi. Sebastian Modeste - Marshal at the Office of the Parliament 
Mr. Modeste appeared before the Committee on Friday May 11, 2012 

 

The Verbatim Notes of the examination of witnesses is attached at Appendix II. 
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OTHER EVIDENCE CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE 

 

17. In an effort to assist with its deliberations, your Committee viewed video footage of the 

alleged occurrence on Friday May 11, 2012.  Your Committee also considered two letters written 

by Mr. Gary Griffith to the Clerk of the House and the Speaker of the House.  

 

The letters are attached at Appendix III 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

18. At its last meeting on June 15, 2012, the Committee engaged in extensive discussions and 

some Members expressed the position that the evidence was inconsistent in material particulars 

and that they could therefore form no conclusion on whether a contempt was committed by Mr. 

Griffith. However three (3) Members of the Committee expressed the strong view that there was 

sufficient evidence to support the allegation that a stranger did in fact molest the Member of 

Parliament for Laventille East/Morvant on account of her contribution in the House, and 

consequently that a contempt had been established.  

19. Your Committee was therefore divided on the issue. 

20.      At the end of its deliberations, your committee remained unable to arrive at a definitive 

position on whether a contempt was established having regard to the evidence received.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Wade Mark 
Chairman 
 
 
 
June 15, 2012 
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MINUTES OF THE FIRST MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  

(SECOND SESSION) 
 

Arnold Thomasos Committee Room (West), Level 6 Tower D, 
Port of Spain International Waterfront Complex 

1A Wrightson Road, Port of Spain 
Friday April 20, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. 

 
 

Present were: 

 

Mr. Wade Mark   - Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal   - Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert   - Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon  - Member 

Mrs. Marlene Mc Donald  - Member  

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel -   Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob     -   Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz   - Senior Legal Officer  

Ms. Chantal La Roche  - Legal Officer  

 

Absent were: 

 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma    - Member 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh   - Member  

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar   -  Member (Excused)  

Mr. Rodger Samuel     -   Member (Excused) 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:11 a.m. and thanked 

Members for attending. The Chairman introduced the members of staff who would 

support the Committee during its deliberations.  

 

1.2 The Chairman advised Members that Ms. Donna Cox, Member of the 

Committee had recused herself from deliberations on the matter referred to the 

Committee and that Ms. Marlene Mc Donald was appointed to replace Ms. Cox for 

the duration of the matter. 

 
1.3 The Chairman also welcomed Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon to the Committee.  

She had replaced Mrs. Patricia Mc Intosh who served during the first session. 

 
 

CONDUCT DURING COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

 

2.1 Insofar as it is a quasi-judicial body, the Chairman highlighted the need for the 
Committee’s business to be conducted in a professional, fair and non-partisan 
manner.  He reminded the Committee that it was essential that they follow 
procedures that could withstand public scrutiny.  

 

2.2 The Committee Members were directed to refer to the document entitled 
“Notes on the Practice and Procedure of the Committee of Privileges”, which had 
been circulated to them. The Chairman noted that the document, which was 
prepared by the Committee’s Secretariat, outlines the law with respect to the 
Committee of Privileges, and explains the rules and procedure of the conduct 
of an enquiry by the Committee. 

 

 

CONSIDERATION OF MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE  

 

3.1 The Chairman made reference to the matter referred to the Committee of 
Privileges, namely- 

 

An allegation that on Saturday March 2, 2012, a stranger committed 
contempt of the House on the following ground: 
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Accosting the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of 

the Parliament. 

 

3.2 The Committee noted the following  documents which had been circulated to 
the Members: 

  

a. Extract of the verbatim record of the matter of privilege raised by the 
Member of Parliament for Diego Martin Central on Saturday March 
2, 2012;  

 
b. Extract from the Erskine May Parliamentary Practice (24th Edition) 

on the contempt of molestation or intimidation of a Member; and 
 

c. Newspaper articles in relation to the matter referred. 
 

3.3 The Chairman then invited discussion on the way forward. 
 

 

Preliminary Matters Considered by the Committee  

 
3.4 Dr. Moonilal expressed concern on whether the matter was properly before the 

Committee, and enquired whether there had ever been a similar matter before 
a Committee of Privileges which involved a stranger being referred for 
committing a contempt. He also highlighted the fact that the identity of the 
stranger was not revealed by the Member who raised the matter before the 
House.   

 
3.5 Dr. Moonilal and Ms. McDonald registered their concerns on the rights of a 

stranger referred to the Committee in the context of natural justice principles. 
 

3.6 Mrs. Gopee-Scoon sought elucidation with respect to the role of an advisor 
appearing before the Committee. 

 
3.7 The Secretary provided clarification on the concerns raised by Members 

present and confirmed that there was in fact precedent for a stranger being 
referred to the Committee of Privileges.  She confirmed that all witnesses 
appearing before the Committee enjoyed the same privileges and were entitled 
to advisors. 

 

3.8 A discussion ensued. 
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3.9  Mr. Imbert reminded Members that the Second Session ends in June and 

therefore there was a possibility that the matter would lapse at that time if it was 

not concluded. Mrs. Gopee-Scoon suggested that the Committee establish a strict 

work schedule to ensure completion of the matter referred.  

 
 

Decisions of the Committee 

 

3.10      The Committee agreed to proceed with the matter referred as follows: 
 

a) The Member for Diego Martin West (who raised the matter of 
privilege before the House) will be invited, by letter, to appear 
before the Committee on Friday April 27, 2012 at 11:00 a.m. The 
correspondence will inform the Member that he is being requested 
to appear before the Committee to provide better particulars of the 
complaint raised by him in the House, including the identity of the 
stranger.  

 

b) The Member for Laventille East/Morvant (who is alleged to have 
been the victim) will be invited, by letter, to appear before the 
Committee on Friday April 27, 2012 at 11:00 a.m. The letter will notify 
the Member that she is being asked to appear before the Committee 
in order to give the details of the facts of the alleged incident and 
the identity of the stranger involved.  

 
c) The stranger, once identified, will be invited by letter to appear 

before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012 at 11:00 a.m. The letter 
will advise the stranger of the allegation against him and will inform 
him that he is being asked to appear before the Committee to be 
heard in response to the allegations made against him. 

 

d) Each person asked to appear before the Committee shall be advised 
in writing of their right to be accompanied by advisors, and the role 
of these advisors during the Committee’s deliberations 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

4.1 The meeting was adjourned to Friday April 27, 2012 at 11:00 a.m. 
 

4.2 The adjournment was taken at 10:54 a.m. 
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We certify that the above minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Wade Mark 

Chairman 

 

 

J. Sampson Meiguel 

Secretary 

 

 

April 26, 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

MINUTES OF THE SECOND MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  

(SECOND SESSION) 
 

Arnold Thomasos Committee Room (West), Level 6 Tower D, 
Port of Spain International Waterfront Complex 

1A Wrightson Road, Port of Spain 
Friday April 27, 2012 at 11:00 a.m. 

 
 

Present were: 

 

Mr. Wade Mark   - Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal    - Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert   - Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon  - Member 

Mrs. Marlene Mc Donald  - Member 

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar   -  Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel     -   Member  

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel  -   Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob     -   Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz   - Senior Legal Officer  

Ms. Chantal La Roche   - Legal Officer  

 

Absent were: 

 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma    - Member 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh   - Member  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 11:05 a.m. and thanked Members for 
attending.  
 

2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

The Minutes of the First Meeting were confirmed on a motion moved by Ms. Mc Donald 

and seconded by Mr. Samuel.  

 

 

3. MATTERS ARISING  
 
3.9 Dr. Moonilal enquired whether there was any outstanding research concerning the 

precedent for a stranger being called before the Committee.  
 

3.10 The Chairman clarified that those matters had been settled at the last meeting and 
that indeed acts of strangers have been referred to Committees of privileges both here 
and abroad.  

 

 

4. CONDUCT DURING COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 

4.1 The Chairman highlighted the need for the Committee’s business to be conducted in a 
professional, fair and non-partisan manner.  He reminded the Committee that it was 
essential that they follow procedures that could withstand public scrutiny.  
 

4.2 The Committee Members were reminded that the verbatim records of meetings will 
become part of the Committee’s report and will be subject to the examination and 
scrutiny of the public and others. 

 
4.3 The Chairman also reminded Committee Members that all disagreements, if any, should 

be resolved in camera and not in the presence of witnesses. 
 

 

5. CONSIDERATION OF MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE  
 

5.1 The Chairman indicated that two witnesses had been invited to give evidence at the 
meeting, the Leader of the Opposition and the Member for Laventille East/Morvant.  
 

5.2 The Committee deliberated on the approach that should be taken to hear the witnesses 
 

5.3 The Committee agreed on the following approach for hearing the witnesses:  
i) The Chairman will first invite the Witness to appear before the Committee. 
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ii) The Chairman will thank the Witness for appearing before the Committee 
and welcome his advisors (if any). 

iii) He will remind the Witness that the Committee of Privileges meets in 
camera and that the work of the Committee must not be made public 
before the Committee reports to the House. 

iv) The Chairman will read the allegation aloud.  
v) The Chairman will inform the Witness why he was asked to appear before 

the Committee. 
vi) The Chairman will then invite the Witness to respond to the allegation or 

to explain the events he/she witnessed in relation to the allegation. The 
Chairman will excuse the Witness for the Members of the Committee to 
deliberate in camera.  

vii) The Members of the Committee will then decide on questions to be asked 
to the witness. Relevant supplemental questions will be allowed.  

viii) The Chairman will then re-invite the Witness to respond to questions 
which will be posed by the Committee Members. 

ix) The Chairman will excuse the Witness. 
 
 
Examination of Witnesses – Dr. Keith Rowley  

 

 
5.4 The Committee invited Dr. Rowley to join the meeting. The Chairman introduced 
Members of the Committee and the Staff of the Committee who were present in the room.  
 

5.5 The Chairman thanked Dr. Rowley for coming and reminded him that the 
Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of the Committee must not be 
made public before the Committee reports to the House. 

 
5.6 The Chairman read the allegation to Dr. Rowley and indicated that he had been 
asked to appear before the Committee to give the particulars of the complaint in relation the 
allegation he made as well as identifying the stranger involved since the stranger was not 
identified in the allegation.  

 
5.7 Dr. Rowley gave evidence. (See Appendix I) 
  

5.8 The Chairman then excused Dr. Rowley for the Committee to deliberate in camera.  

 
5.9 The Committee agreed to ask Dr. Rowley for further particulars on the discussions 
he had with Mr. Gary Griffith who he identified as the stranger in the allegation.  

 
5.10 The Chairman again invited Dr. Rowley to join the meeting. 

 
5.11 Members of the Committee questioned Dr. Rowley and responses were provided. 
(See Appendix II) 
 

Examination of Witnesses – Ms. Donna Cox  
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5.12 The Committee invited Ms. Cox to join the meeting. Ms. Cox was accompanied by 
one advisor who introduced himself to the Committee as Mr. Faris Al Rawi.  
 

5.13 The Chairman thanked Ms. Cox for coming and reminded her that the Committee 
of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of the Committee must not be made public 
before the Committee reports to the House. 

 
5.14 The Chairman informed Mr. Al Rawi that he was allowed to advise Ms. Cox (his 
client) but that he would not be allowed to address the Committee or question other 
witnesses.  

 
5.15 The Chairman read the allegation to Ms. Cox and indicated that she had been asked 
to appear before the Committee to give an account in her own words of the events that 
occurred in relation to the allegation that was before the Committee.  

 
5.16 Ms. Cox gave evidence. (See Appendix III) 
  

5.17 The Chairman then excused Ms. Cox and her Advisor for the Committee to 
deliberate in camera.  

 
5.18 The Committee deliberated on the questions to be asked and agreed to ask Ms. Cox 
for specific details in relation to  her interaction with Mr. Gary Griffith on Saturday March 3, 
2012..  

 
5.19 The Chairman again invited Ms. Cox and her advisor to join the meeting. 

 
5.20 Members of the Committee questioned Ms. Cox and responses were provided. (See 
Appendix IV) 
 

 

6. Decisions of the Committee 
 

6.1 The Committee agreed to proceed with its investigation as follows: 
 

e) The stranger, identified as Mr. Gary Griffith, will be invited by letter to 
appear before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. The letter 
will advise the stranger of the allegation against him and will inform him that 
he is being asked to appear before the Committee to be heard in response to 
the allegations made against him. 

 
f) The Member for Diego Martin Central, Dr. Amery Browne will be invited by 

letter to appear before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012. The letter will 
notify Dr. Browne that he would be required to give evidence, providing 
particulars in relation to the events he witnessed on Saturday March 3, 2012 
involving the Member for Laventille East/Morvant.  



10 

 

 
g) The Member for Laventille East/Morvant will again be invited, by letter, to 

appear before the Committee on Friday May 4, at 11:00 a.m. The letter will 
notify the Member that she is being asked to appear before the Committee in 
order to respond to the Committees questions based on evidence given on 
Friday April 27, 2012.  

 

h) Each person asked to appear before the Committee shall be advised in 
writing of their right to be accompanied by advisors, and the role of these 
advisors during the Committee’s deliberations 

 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
 

7.1 The meeting was adjourned to Friday May 4, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. 
 

7.2 The adjournment was taken at 12:39 p.m. 
 

 

We certify that the above minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

 

Wade Mark 

Chairman 

 

 

J. Sampson Meiguel 

Secretary 

 

 

May 2, 2012 
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APPENDIX I 

Verbatim Notes 

Dr. Keith Rowley 

Friday April 27, 2012 

Part I 

[Dr. Rowley enters committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning, Dr. Rowley.  Thank you for coming 

forward this morning.  I would like to take the opportunity to introduce 

our Members here. 

[Introductions made of Members and Staff]  

11.20 a.m.  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you again for coming, hon. Leader of the 

Opposition. 

I just need to remind you, and I know that you are aware, the 

Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of this 

committee must not be made public before the committee reports to the 

House of Representatives. 

An allegation has been made on the floor of the House through a 

Motion of Privilege by your good self.  That was done on Saturday, 

March 02, 2012, when it was alleged that a stranger committed contempt of 

the House on the following ground:  accosting and intimidating the Member 

for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of the Parliament.   

We have asked you to appear before the committee this morning to 

provide the particulars of this particular complaint in relation to the 

allegation, as well as identifying the stranger involved, since the stranger 

was not identified in the allegation that was made.  So this morning we 

would like you to just share with this committee the circumstances leading 

up to the event that led you to file that Motion, and give us an identification 
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of the witness in question, or the stranger in question, I should say  

Dr. Keith Rowley:  Thank you very much, Chairman Speaker.   

That Saturday we were having a pretty extensive session, and I was 

deeply involved in the matter before the House.  So when the House took a 

recess, I did not leave my seat.  I was still consulting my documents, staying 

attuned to the debate.  We had taken a short recess for some kind of meal, 

and I was in my space. 

Mr. Chairman:  That was about what time?  

Dr. Rowley:  It was afternoon.  I think it was an afternoon session; it was an 

afternoon break.  It was not a lunch break; I think it was one of those 

subsidiary breaks.  But present there with me was the Member of Parliament 

for Laventille West as well. 

While I was consulting my papers, one of the Parliament staff 

members, one of the junior male officers, whose name I do not know, but I 

know him very well.  He is a Chamber attendant.  He came to me at my seat 

and said to me that Dr. Griffith would like to speak.  I looked up and I did 

not see Dr. Griffith at his place, because I assumed it was Dr. Rupert 

Griffith.  I physically asked the officer, “Dr. Griffith; where is he?  And he 

said, “He is there,” pointing over my shoulder.  I turned around I saw—

[Interruption]  

Mr. Chairman:  I am not permitting intervention—  

Dr. Roodal Moonilal:  I do not want to ask any questions.  I just want you 

to repeat something, just for clarity.  You were saying on the Friday 

afternoon, Friday 02 of March?  

Dr. Rowley:  Was it the Friday or Saturday?  

Dr. Moonilal:  I do not know.  

Dr. Rowley:  I think it was the Saturday.   
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Dr. Moonilal:  It was a Saturday afternoon? 

Dr. Rowley:  Yes. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Or you are not sure?  

Dr. Rowley:  It was not the first day of the debate. 

Dr. Moonilal:  The first day of the debate would have been the Friday. 

Dr. Rowley:  Well, I think it was the Saturday, because the debate had gone 

way, way on. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Sure, sure; sorry. 

Dr. Rowley:  My recollection was that—anyway.  When I turned to my left, 

I saw Captain Griffith and I said to the officer, “Or, you mean Captain 

Griffith and not Dr. Griffith.  I said, “Well, he wants to see me?”  He said, 

“Yes.”  I got up from my place and I went to Captain Griffith where he was 

standing in the public gallery.  I said, “Yes?” and he said he wanted to talk 

to me about a matter which—something had happened outside and then he 

related to me that something, and these was the general gist of what he said 

to me, “Something happened outside between him and Donna,” meaning the 

Member of Parliament for Laventille East/Morvant, and he has come to me 

to apologize to her, and to let her know that they go down well and he did 

not mean anything, and this thing happened in front of the press.   

I immediately asked him, “The press was there?” and he said, “Yes.”  

And then he said, but he spoke to the press and he would make sure that the 

press does not publish anything.  So he wants to let Donna know that he did 

not mean anything and he is apologizing to her, and I should let her know 

that.   

I said, “Well if something happened between you and Donna, and you 

claim that you all go down well, why do you not apologize to her yourself?”  
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Then he repeated that, “Well, you know, I really want to let you know and 

you tell her.”  Again I repeated, I said, “Well, where is she?” and he said, 

“Well she is upstairs.”  I said “Go to her or whenever and you apologize to 

her.”  That was the nature of the conversation I had with him, and I left him 

basically on those terms and went back to my seat. 

I did not think much of it, until when the Member of Parliament for 

Laventille East/Morvant came back to the Chamber she then reported to me 

that she had an altercation outside, where when she was leaving the 

Chamber, having spoken, when she went out Captain Griffith was there 

waiting by the door, was basically waiting on her.  Then he came at her in a 

very hostile manner and made very derogatory remarks to her, and virtually 

accosted her, followed her upstairs had some very unpleasant things to say to 

her.  She said he was hostile to her, in a way that she was intimidated by 

him, and this behaviour from him was a reaction to something she had said 

during her presentation.  At that point, I got very interested, because I 

viewed this to be a very serious matter. 

A Member of Parliament having said something on the floor in a 

debate which you, as Presiding Officer permitted—because if the Member 

was out of order you certainly would have drawn it to her attention.  Her 

presentation passed the orders of the Parliament, and if a member of the 

public or any person for that matter is aggrieved or upset by what a Member 

says in the House, I found it quite a serious infraction for such a person to 

take issue with the Member and to virtually, physically or verbally accost the 

person outside of the Parliament or anywhere for that matter.  And it sounds 

to me from what I have heard after, that they had some—there were some 

interaction outside, and the gentleman did follow her.   

But the person in question, I could clearly identify, was Captain 
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Griffith, and the offence took place on that particular day.  It was on that 

basis, when the matter was reported to me by the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, that I then took the decision to report the matter to the House 

and ask for this committee to be convened. 

Mr. Chairman:  That in a nutshell is what transpired?  

Dr. Rowley:  Basically, that is as much as I know about, and that is what I 

understand it to be. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Rowley, if there are no further matters you would like 

to raise, we would like you to just give us about five minutes to deliberate 

among ourselves.  You could be excused and just give us five minutes. 

Dr. Rowley:  Could I ask one question of the committee?  Since I do not 

know the name of the officer, I am not even sure—I have not seen him in the 

Parliament for a little while—I do not know how we are going to establish 

the actual identify of the officer who spoke to me.  I only know him by face. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right.  If you just give us about a five minutes, and we 

will call you back in. 

Dr. Rowley:  Sure; thank you.  

[Dr. Rowley exits committee room]  
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Verbatim Notes 

Dr. Keith Rowley 

Friday April 27, 2012 

Part II 
 

[Dr. Rowley enters the committee room] 

Dr. Rowley, welcome back.  There is a question that we would like to 

just clarify and I would invite Mr. Imbert to raise that question.  

Mr. Imbert:   On behalf of the committee we need some further particulars 

on that discussion that you held with Mr. Griffith in the public gallery or in 

the vicinity of the public gallery.  Could you try to recall exactly what Mr. 

Griffith told you?  That is the first part of my question.  

11.50 a.m. 

Mr. Imbert:  And, secondly—[Interruption] 

Member:—Captain. 

Mr. Imbert:  He is still a mister.  And, also you said he apologized.  Could 

you give us better information on what he was apologizing for. 

Dr. Rowley:  He was not apologizing to me.  He was asking me to convey 

his apology to Miss Donna Cox and I was mystified as to why he was asking 

me to apologize for him.  He said something happened which he was upset 

about and he does not want that to remain like that.  And these were his 

words, “Because me and Donna does go down well.” Right, “And I do not 

want her to think anything.  I want her to know, I did not really mean 

anything by what happened.  And I want you”—he is speaking to me— “to 

apologize to her for me.”  And, I am saying to him, “Well, if something 

happened and you want to apologize to her, why don‟t you apologize to her, 

why do you want me to apologize for you?   He repeated this thing, about, 

“We go down well and I really do not like what happened and I want her to 
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know that I did not mean anything.”  And, again that phrase, “Didn‟t mean 

anything,” those were his exact words.  

Again, I said to him, “Well then, go and apologize to her.”  Then I 

asked, “Where is she?”  Because, she was not in the Chamber.  And he said, 

“She is upstairs” And, I said, “Well go up and apologize to her.”  And, I 

really did not think—accept there was this odd thing about asking me to 

apologize for him.  I thought maybe because she was not present and he 

thought maybe I could convey something. Then I said, “Go and talk to her.”   

And, I left him standing there and I did not really think much of it.  It 

was during that time when they had the doubles being served.  One of the 

reasons I did not leave my seat was that I did not really want to participate in 

eating doubles—I did not feel like eating doubles.  We were in there for a 

long time.  So, I do not know the exact time.  But, it was when we had the 

doubles break.  There was a break for doubles, it was at that time.  I did not 

really want to eat any doubles, so I did not leave to go and have any.  So 

whenever that time was, that is when it happened.  That is when he spoke to 

me.  And, when Miss Cox came back from the sojourn, she then said to 

me—and she was quite upset—she then reported to me what happened when 

she left the Chamber to go and have the doubles break.  It was then I realized 

that I had to do something. 

Mr. Speaker:  May I ask, Dr. Rowley after the conversation with Captain 

Griffith in the public gallery, where did you go after that? 

Dr. Rowley:  Back to my seat. 

Mr. Speaker:  Back to your seat in the Chamber, okay. 

Mr. Imbert:  You said he was not apologizing to you but he wanted you to 

pass on an apology to Miss Cox.  

Dr. Rowley:  Yes, yes. 
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Mr. Imbert:   Certainly, therefore, you got the impression that he felt there 

was something to apologize for? 

Dr. Rowley:  Well, he actually said that.  He said that, he said, you know, 

something happened and he did not feel good about it and he wanted her to 

know that so and so.  I gleaned from that that he did something that he 

wanted to apologize to her for. 

Mr. Imbert:  Right.  I just wanted to clear that up.  That was obvious to me.   

Dr. Rowley:  But, at the time I did not know—at the time when he spoke to 

me, I had no idea what the issue was, except that he told me, what happened, 

in the presence of the media.  And, then I immediately asked him, “The 

media was there?”  And he said, “Yes.”  He went on to say, “I spoke to the 

media person” And, I think he called the name of the media person.  I cannot 

swear to that.  He said he spoke to the person and he will make sure that 

nothing is published.  In other words, whatever happened would not get in 

the public domain.  But, now he wants to convey a personal apology to Miss 

Donna Cox.  I said to him well, go do it yourself. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you very much.  To be fair to you Sir, you 

appreciate there are at least two sides to every story.  

Dr. Rowley:  Sure, yes. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Basic.  You saw or heard nothing of the incident itself? 

Dr. Rowley:  No, I have no idea what the incident was. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  And, you do know sometimes people can apologize for 

things without really doing any wrong but out of the bigness or shall I say 

generosity of heart.  Say look, if anything happened, I am sorry. You 

appreciate that?   

Dr. Rowley:  Sure. . 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you very much.   



4 

 

Mr. Speaker:  Dr. Rowley, thank you very much and if we need you in the 

future, we shall call you. 

Dr. Rowley:  I stand ready to assist the committee in any way that I can, Sir. 

Thank you very much. 

[Dr. Rowley exits committee room]  
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APPENDIX III 

Verbatim Notes  

Miss Donna Cox 

Friday April, 2012 

Part I 

 

[Miss Donna Cox and Advisor walk into the room] 

Mr. Speaker:  May I welcome Miss Donna Cox, Member of Parliament for 

Laventille East/Morvant.   

Member:  Her advisor. 

Mr. Speaker:  Yes, we would want to welcome her advisor as well.  I think, 

everybody knows you, but you can probably for the record state your name.   

Mr. F. Al-Rawi: Good Morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 

committee my name is Faris Al-Rawi; I appear, within the rules of the 

committee for Miss Cox.  I think this is the last time I address you.  Thank 

you for allowing me to be here. 

Mr. Speaker:  Yes, I agree with you.  It is the last time you will address me 

because really, Miss Cox was supposed to introduce you.  So, I agree with 

you.  

Dr. Moonilal:  He is not supposed to talk. 

Mr. Speaker:  He is not supposed to speak at all.  I agree.  You have gotten 

a unique privilege.  So that is the last one.  I just want to indicate as you are 

here, Member for Laventille East/Morvant, Miss Donna Cox, our meeting as 

you know is in camera and, the work of committee must not be made public 

before the committee reports to the House of Representatives.   

I would just like to read the allegation that has been made in this 

matter.  It was an allegation that on Saturday, March 03, 2012 a stranger 
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committed contempt of the House on the following ground: accosting and 

intimidating the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of 

the Parliament.  

Now, may I advise the advisor who is an attorney, that whilst you can 

advise the member, that is the witness, during the meeting itself, the advisor 

is not permitted to address this Committee or to question other witnesses.  

So, I think, I needed to make that very clear from the outset.   

I would like at this time to invite the Member of Parliament for 

Laventille East/Morvant to give an account in her own words of the events 

that occurred on the day in question, in relation to the allegation that is 

before this Committee.   

So, I will now invite Miss Donna Cox to give an account of what 

transpired, in your own words on that very important day, Saturday, March 

03, 2012.  So I now invite you.   

Miss D. Cox:  Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, Good Morning to 

everyone again.  Mr. Speaker, on March 02, which is Friday evening, I 

spoke on the Motion of No Confidence and I made certain statements 

concerning Mr. Gary Griffith, Security Advisor to the Prime Minister.  One 

of those statements was that he was seen with an MP sticker and I asked if 

he was a Member of Parliament and how was he driving a vehicle with an 

MP sticker. That was one of the comments made.   

On Saturday, March 03, actually it was when we broke for doubles, so it 

might have been maybe between 2.00 or 3.00 a.m.  I do not remember the 

exact time.  But, it was when we broke for doubles.  Member of Parliament 

for Diego Martin Central, Amery Browne, and myself walked out of the 

Chamber using the public entrance towards the elevator. 

As soon as we came out of the doors of the Chamber, Mr. Gary 
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Griffith was standing there with someone.  We proceeded to turn right to go 

into the elevator and he said something.  I did not hear what he said, because 

I knew he was standing with someone.  So we did not think he was speaking 

to either of us anywhere because we were involved in a conversation. 

He stepped forward and made a comment.  I really did not hear again 

but Mr. Browne turned around and asked, “You speaking to me? You said 

something, what did you say?” And then he said, “Well, I am just talking 

about people who standing up in Parliament and saying things about others 

and about people using MP sticker and when I see Lincoln Roberts driving 

MP vehicle with sticker.”   

So it was then I realized because of the name.  Because, I really was 

not listening, I was almost to the elevator.  So it is the name I heard.  

Because, I really thought there was something he was bringing to Dr. Amery 

Browne‟s attention.  I turned and I said, “Is it me you are throwing words 

at?” “Yes is you.” And, then he proceeded to say—he repeated that he saw 

people driving vehicle but, he called Lincoln Roberts and I know who 

Lincoln Roberts is, he is a friend of mine.  So I was trying to figure out well 

why, why are you doing this?  Why, you came here to harass me?  I said, 

listen let me you something, it is nothing personal that took place in the 

Parliament.  I mentioned it because I was speaking about other matters 

concerning you.     

12.05 p.m. 

Then we went into the elevator.  MP Dr. Amery Browne and myself 

went into the elevator and then Amery was like, I was trying to figure out 

what was going on—he was all confused and we were like laughing going 

up in the elevator and I said, but he is so disrespectful, why it is he would 

come and do that so we were saying that.  And then we said, well, you 
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know, he called the name and I really was trying to figure what it is he is 

talking about, I was so confused because I do not know who this person is.  I 

said no, well, you realize what it was, is that he was throwing words at me.   

When we got into the elevator and the elevator was door closing, I 

observed that he proceeded up the stairs.  When we got out of the elevator 

on the floor to go to the tea room, he was at the top of the stairs waiting.  

When we came out of the elevator, he started again telling me that he will 

deal with me for saying things about him, and then I answered him and I 

said, “well, I want you to know I am not afraid of you, I am not afraid of you 

at all, so I do not understand, why are you harassing me, this harassment.” 

That is what I said to him.   

He proceeded to tell me that I am a low-life and I am ugly and those 

were his kind of words that he said to me and whatever else he said—he said 

other things.  I felt threatened, I felt very uncomfortable.  He stood up there 

and he continued to say things.  I answered him—the truth is I do not even 

know what else I said to him, I was very upset.  I felt embarrassed and I was 

very upset about it.  Still, I turned and proceeded to go into the tea room.   

While in the tea room, I heard somebody mumbling behind me in the 

tea room and when I looked back it was Gary Hunt again—Gary Griffith 

again, I am saying Hunt—Gary Griffith again.  In other words, he hunted me 

down.  It was Gary Griffith again, in the back of me mumbling and when I 

turned around and I saw it was him, I said, “you are following me now and 

what are you doing inside of here?  What are you doing in the tea room?  

Why are you following me?”  At that time, I said, “I am going to report you 

to the Speaker.”  Because—I mean, all that time, I just did not take him on 

but when I am in the tea room again, you came behind me and I said, well, 

no, this is enough; I had enough of this, and I said, “well, I am going to 
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report you to the Speaker.”  Because even there, I was very uncomfortable, I 

felt like I was being threatened because he was very intimidatory even on the 

stairs before, you know, I felt intimidated by his behaviour as if he wanted to 

do something to me; that was the feeling I got before I went into the tea 

room. 

So, I went—I walked down.  I think I mentioned to somebody in the 

tea room that, look Gary Hunt here is following me and harassing me—Gary 

Griffith is here harassing me.  I went to look for the Speaker and I reported 

verbally to the Speaker, you know, that I felt that I was threatened by Mr. 

Griffith in the tea room.  Then, I went back downstairs—well, as a matter of 

fact, I could not really even eat the doubles at that point because I did go for 

my doubles.  I could not eat, I left the tea room and I went back down to the 

Chamber.   

When I got to the Chamber, I saw the political leader, Leader of the 

Opposition, in his seat and so I went to him and informed him on what had 

taken place upstairs.  Then he asked me, when that happened, just now?  I 

said yes, it just happened, I just came back downstairs.  He said, “Oh, well I 

now understand.”  I said, “What happened?”  Then he said that Gary Griffith 

had just came to him to ask him to apologize to me on his behalf because he 

had made a joke with me and that I was upset.   

Then he said, “Well, I told him, go talk to you for himself.”  But he 

said, well I now understand why he do not want to talk to you because he—

if this is really what happened, I now understand why he did not want to 

come and talk to you, because I told him, well, go find Donna and talk to 

Donna.  If it is a joke you made and she got vex, just go and apologize.  I 

told him “No, that is not what took place” and I explained everything to him 

in detail and he said, “well, okay.”  I told him, „Well, I am uncomfortable 
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about it.”  He asked if I had made a report and I said, “Yes.”  That is it 

basically. 

Mr. Chairman:  Ms. Donna Cox, if you do not have anything to add to 

what you have just said, I would ask you to allow the committee a few 

moments, and I will have you and your advisor excused for a few moments, 

and we will call you in back in shortly.   

[Ms. Donna Cox speaks with her Advisor] 

Mr. Chairman:  We want to just ask you to be excused and we will call you 

back in shortly. 

Ms. Cox:  I was just being advised by my Counsel, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, no problem. 

Ms. Cox:  Okay, well I think that is it; that is basically what happened.  I 

just want, in summary, to state that my feeling really was one of discomfort.  

I felt threatened, unsafe in the Parliament, knowing that I went into the tea 

room and he could just follow me in the tea room—I mean something could 

have happened behind my back and I was really uncomfortable and 

threatened.  That is it basically. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much, Ms. Donna Cox and we will have 

you excused at this time and we will call you back in a short while.  Thank 

you. 

Ms. Cox:  Thank you. 

[Ms. Donna Cox and Advisor leaves meeting at 12.12 p.m.] 
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APPENDIX IV 

Verbatim Notes  

Miss Donna Cox 

Friday April, 2012 

Part II 

 [Miss Donna Cox and Sen. Faris Al-Rawi enter the committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome back, Miss Donna Cox.  We have one question 

that we would like to clarify.  Mr. Imbert will have the floor to ask that 

question.  

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Miss Cox could you give us some 

more details, better details, on exactly what Mr. Griffith said and did that 

would lead you to form the belief that you were being harassed, intimidated, 

et cetera.  

I recall you said he called you certain names; I recall you saying he 

said you were a low-life; and I recall you saying he said he will deal with 

you.  Could you give us better further particulars, better details on exactly 

what he said and exactly what he did in the three places that you met him.  I 

think it is downstairs, outside the elevator and in the tea room, so that we 

will have a better idea of exactly what caused you to feel intimidated.  

Miss Cox:  Okay.  Mr. Speaker, well actually, No. 1, when he started 

speaking to me there was no security around on that floor, and his body 

language was menacing.  He came towards me.  Okay.  The body language 

too, I picked up.  I felt threatened.  And somebody telling you that they will 

deal with you, what does that mean?  You must feel threaten by that.  I see 

that as a threat, telling me you will deal with me.  I do not know in what way 

you will deal with me, but you will deal with me.   

Then he referred to what I said in the Parliament Chamber, so it was 
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clear that he was upset.  Meeting him there, knowing that he was upset, I felt 

threatened.  I felt very uncomfortable, because he was clearly upset with the 

fact that I mentioned about the MP sticker and so on.  Those are the areas 

that I really felt threatened and uncomfortable, and then I felt that I was 

being followed, because I went into the elevator and came out the elevator 

and met him at the top of the stairs, went into the tea room, and he was again 

behind me in the tea room.  That is harassment, and I felt very, very, 

comfortable, because I felt I was being followed and I was being harassed, 

and then he wanted to know exactly what he said.   

Mainly that is what, he will deal with me.  He said some other things, 

but the point is I was trying to just get away from him.  Okay.  I was really 

trying to get away from him.  Even when he started talking, I did not even 

know that he was speaking to me, so some of those things I did not realize it 

was me until I heard the name, and I started to listen and realize it was me he 

was throwing those words at.  

Mr. Chairman:  Miss Donna Cox, thank you very much and we will be in 

contact with you via communication in the event, of course, Members 

require further clarification if that is necessary.  So, thank you very much.  

Miss Cox:  Thank you. 

[Miss Donna Cox and Sen. Faris Al-Rawi exit the committee room]  
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MINUTES OF THE THIRD MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  

(SECOND SESSION) 
 

Arnold Thomasos Committee Room (West), Level 6 Tower D, 
Port of Spain International Waterfront Complex 

1A Wrightson Road, Port of Spain 
Friday May 4, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. 

 
 

Present were: 

 

Mr. Wade Mark   - Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal    - Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert   - Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon  - Member 

Mrs. Marlene Mc Donald  - Member 

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar   -  Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel     -   Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma    - Member 

  

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel  -   Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob     -   Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz   - Senior Legal Officer  

 

Absent were: 

 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh   - Member  

 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
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1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:11 a.m. and thanked Members for 

attending.  

 
2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

2.1 The Minutes of the Second Meeting were confirmed on a motion moved by Dr. 

Moonilal and seconded by Mr. Imbert.  

 

 

3. MATTERS ARISING  
 
3.1 Mr. Imbert enquired whether Members would have an opportunity to review the 
verbatim notes and highlight errors and omissions at a later stage.  

 

3.2 The Chairman clarified that in accordance with the Standing Orders the corrections 
to the verbatim notes should be finalized within 14 days of dispatch.  
 

 

4. CONDUCT DURING COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 

4.1 The Chairman highlighted the need for the Committee’s business to be conducted in 
a professional, fair and non-partisan manner.  He reminded the Committee that it was 
essential that they follow procedures that could withstand public scrutiny.  

 

4.2 The Committee Members were reminded that the verbatim records of meetings will 
become part of the Committee’s report and will be subject to the examination and scrutiny 
of the public and others. 

 
4.3 The Chairman also reminded Committee Members that all disagreements, if any, 
should be resolved in camera and not in the presence of witnesses. 
 

 

5 CONSIDERATION OF MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE  
 

5.1 The Chairman indicated that, as agreed by the Committee, three witnesses had been 
invited to give evidence at the meeting, the Mr. Gary Griffith, Dr. Amery Browne and the 
Member for Laventille East/Morvant.  

 

5.2 The Chairman reminded Members of the Committee that the following approach for 
hearing the witnesses had been agreed upon at the last meeting:  

i) The Chairman will first invite the Witness to appear before the Committee. 
ii) The Chairman will thank the Witness for appearing before the Committee 

and welcome his advisors (if any). 
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iii) He will remind the Witness that the Committee of Privileges meets in 
camera and that the work of the Committee must not be made public 
before the Committee reports to the House. 

iv) The Chairman will read the allegation aloud.  
v) The Chairman will inform the Witness why he was asked to appear before 

the Committee. 
vi) The Chairman will then invite the Witness to respond to the allegation or 

to explain the events he/she witnessed in relation to the allegation. The 
Chairman will excuse the Witness for the Members of the Committee to 
deliberate in camera.  

vii) The Members of the Committee will then decide on questions to be asked 
to the witness. Relevant supplemental questions will be allowed.  

viii) The Chairman will then re-invite the Witness to respond to questions 
which will be posed by the Committee Members. 

ix) The Chairman will excuse the Witness. 
 
 
Examination of Witnesses – Mr. Gary Griffith 

 

 
5.3 The Committee invited Mr. Griffith to join the meeting.  
 

5.4 The Chairman thanked Mr. Griffith for coming and reminded him that the 
Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of the Committee must 
not be made public before the Committee reports to the House. 

 
5.5 The Chairman read the allegation to Mr. Griffith and indicated that he had been 

asked to appear before the Committee to respond to the allegation that he, a 
stranger, committed contempt of the House by accosting and intimidating the 
Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of Parliament on Saturday 
March 3, 2012.  

  

5.6 Mr. Griffith gave evidence. (See Appendix I) 
  

5.7 The Chairman then excused Mr. Griffith for the Committee to deliberate in camera.  

 
5.8 The Committee agreed to ask Griffith for further particulars on: 

i) the context of his use of the word “ugly” in reference to the Member for 
Laventille East/Morvant;  

ii) whether the media person was present at all three locations, that is the 
mezzanine floor, level two and in the Members’ Lounge;  

iii) whether the Member for Laventille East/Morvant said something on each 
occasion; 

iv) the conversation he had with the Member for Diego Martin West; 
v) what he meant by “not going public”; 
vi) the identity and profession of his spouse; 
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vii) what was meant by the term “callous” in his letter to the Speaker of the 
House dated March 7, 2012; and  

viii) what he believed caused the Member for Laventille East/Morvant to react in 
the manner in which she did.  

 
5.9 The Chairman again invited Mr. Griffith to join the meeting. 

 
5.10 Members of the Committee questioned Mr. Griffith and responses were provided. 

(See Appendix II) 
 

Examination of Witnesses – Dr. Amery Browne   
 

5.11 The Committee invited Dr. Browne to join the meeting.  
 

5.12 The Chairman thanked Dr. Browne for coming and reminded him that the 
Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of the Committee must 
not be made public before the Committee reports to the House. 

 
5.13 The Chairman read the allegation to Dr. Browne and indicated that he had been 

asked to appear before the Committee to give evidence, providing particulars in 
relation to the events he witnessed on Saturday March 3, 2012 involving the Member 
for Laventille East/Morvant.  

 
5.14 Dr. Browne gave evidence. (See Appendix III) 
  

5.15 The Chairman then excused Dr. Browne for the Committee to deliberate in camera.  

 
5.16 The Committee deliberated on the questions to be asked and agreed to ask Dr. 

Browne to describe the demeanor of Mr. Griffith during the incident.  

 
5.17 The Chairman again invited Dr. Browne to again join the meeting. 

 
5.18 Members of the Committee questioned Dr. Browne and responses were provided. 

(See Appendix IV) 
 

 

6 Deliberation on the way forward 
 

6.1 The Committee deliberated on the way forward. Members discussed the possibility 
of concluding the investigation based on the evidence heard thus far.  
 

6.2 Members of the Committee were unable to reach a united consensus on the 
conclusions that may be drawn based on the evidence given. As such the Committee 
agreed to continue its investigation into the matter.  

 
7 Decisions of the Committee 
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7.1 The Committee agreed to continue with its investigation as follows: 
 

i) The Member for Laventille East/Morvant will again be invited to appear 
before the Committee on Friday May 11, at 10:00 a.m. The letter will notify 
the Member that she is being asked to appear before the Committee in order 
to respond to the Committee’s questions based on evidence given on Friday 
April 27, 2012.  
 

j) The Marshal of the Parliament, Mr. Sebastian Modeste will be invited to 
appear before the Committee on Friday May 11, 2012. The letter will notify 
Mr. Modeste that he will be required to give evidence providing particulars 
in relation to the events which may have been reported to him on Saturday 
March 3, 2012 involving the Member for Laventille East/Morvant and Mr. 
Gary Griffith. Additionally, the Marshal is to be advised that the Committee 
is desirous of viewing any closed circuit television footage which may have 
captured the events in question.  
 

k) The media photographer identified as Mr. Alva Viarruel will be invited to 
appear before the Committee at 11:00 a.m. on Friday May 11, 2012. The letter 
will notify Mr. Viarruel that he would be required to give evidence, providing 
particulars in relation to the events he witnessed on Saturday March 3, 2012 
involving the Member for Laventille East/Morvant.  

 
l) Each person asked to appear before the Committee shall be advised in 

writing of their right to be accompanied by advisors, and the role of these 
advisors during the Committee’s deliberations. 

 
m) Each person asked to appear before the Committee shall be advised that the 

proceedings of and the evidence taken before the Committee of Privileges, 
any documents presented to and decisions of the Committee must not be 
made public by any Member or other person before the Committee has 
reported to the House.  
 

 

 

 

 

8 ADJOURNMENT 
 

8.1 The meeting was adjourned to Friday May 11, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. 
 

8.2 The adjournment was taken at 11:58 p.m. 
 

 

We certify that the above minutes are true and correct. 
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Wade Mark 

Chairman 

 

 

J. Sampson Meiguel 

Secretary 

 

 

May 8, 2012 
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APPENDIX I 

Verbatim Notes 

Mr. Gary Griffith 

Friday May 4, 2012 

Part I 

 

[Mr. Gary Griffith enters committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning.   

Mr. Griffith:  Good morning, committee.  

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning, Mr. Gary Griffith.  Thank you for being 

here.  Let me just advise that, of course, this is the Committee of Privileges. 

We are meeting in what is called “in camera”, meaning that our work is 

private and confidential, and that the work of our Committee must not be 

made public before the Committee reports to the House.  I would just read 

the allegation that has been made in this particular matter before us.  The 

allegation is as follows: “An allegation that on Saturday, March 03, 2012 

you committed contempt of the House on the following ground, accosting 

and intimidating the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the 

precincts of the Parliament on Saturday, March 03, 2012.” 

Now, we have asked you to appear before this Committee to respond 

to the allegation made against you in this particular matter.  So now I will 

invite you to provide your response to this Committee.  You are now 

welcomed to address this Committee on this particular allegation.    

Mr. Griffith:  Thank you, Sir.  On the day in question, Saturday, March 03, 

2012 I was in Parliament.  I was here the day before. I accompanied the hon. 

Prime Minister in my capacity as the National Security Advisor.  At 

approximately 2.30 a.m. on the morning of Saturday, March 03, I was asked 

to deal with an issue pertaining to providing “doubles” for Members of 
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Parliament for breakfast.  That would have commenced at approximately 

3.00 a.m.  This started since about 1.30 a.m. I made the arrangements; the 

“doubles” vendor came upstairs in the tea room, where breakfast was to be 

served.  I then informed—there was also a member of the media.   

I was asked to make arrangements to have someone from the media 

come upstairs to take a photograph of the event actually taking place.  The 

member of the media was downstairs at the bottom level, so I went 

downstairs to get the individual in question.  While I was coming up I made 

sure that I did not send him through the elevator, knowing full well that the 

Members of Parliament might very well be using the elevator to get from the 

second level to the third level where the breakfast would have been served, 

so I made sure I asked him to come up the stairs with me.  

When we reached to the second level, I saw the Member of 

Parliament, Dr. Amery Browne. He was just outside of the elevator.  I went 

to Mr. Browne and spoke to him on a matter where I asked him a certain 

question pertaining to an individual that I knew who was driving a vehicle 

that had an MP sticker on it.  At no time did I ever speak to the person who 

has accused me of committing this.  I never spoke to her, I never went 

towards her, and I spoke directly with Amery Browne.  In fact, I actually had 

my left arm on his right shoulder while I was speaking to him.  Then I 

continued going up the stairs.   

When I was half-way up the stairs with the member of the media 

behind me, and again, out of respect for the Committee here, if it is that I am 

to quote, I would prefer not to quote at this time, but what I heard was, “F 

you Gary, F you, F you”, and being very honest, after I was cursed in that 

manner, I then looked at a Member of Parliament, Donna Cox, and I said, 

“No, I would not do that because you are too ugly.” 
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I then continued moving up to the third level to get to the tea room 

and the member of the media was behind me.  Again, when I reached there, 

Member of Parliament, Donna Cox, then came out of the elevator and 

continued to abuse me.  She started shouting at me, she screamed at me, she 

then made statements that, “Did I f-ing tell you anything about f-ing Nicole? 

“Why de F yuh doing so? Yuh don‟t know f-ing me.” 

Now, all of this, it was quite obvious that I was fully aware that there 

were security cameras placed all along the corridors of the second and the 

third level.  I was also fully aware that there was a member of the media, 

who I had never spoken to in my life, who I had no relationship with, that 

was just behind me, so at no time would I be so crazy to make any statement 

or to shout or curse at a Member of Parliament, even though that individual 

was ridiculing me, cursing me, shouting at me.   

She continued to follow me along the corridor, and I did ask the 

Marshal to have that secured, the CCTV footage at that time.  She continued 

to follow me along the corridor, shouting at me and following me.  I then 

said that her conduct is unbecoming, and it is very low class for someone, as 

a Member of Parliament, to be acting like this.  I then walked away from 

her.   

The media person in question then said, in the presence of some other 

Members of Parliament, that he never heard such filth come out of the 

mouth of a female.  Again, I never shouted at her, I never cursed her, I never 

abused her, and again the facts being, because there were security cameras 

along the corridors, and there was a media reporter behind.   

I then went to the tea room to ensure that the breakfast was prepared, 

and so that the media reporter can get to the tea room to take the photograph 

as requested.  When I walked into the tea room, MP Donna Cox continued, 
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and this was in the presence of several Members of Parliament on both sides, 

where she started shouting, screaming, “What is Gary Griffith doing here? 

Where is the police?” And, “I am not taking this”, and she started getting on 

very, very totally out of control.  With that, I said absolutely nothing because 

I realized that this is a situation that would have escalated, and out of respect 

for the House, and the Member of Parliament, I realized that the best way to 

have dealt with this matter was for me to write to the Speaker and the 

Marshal because I saw the way that this was going.   

I immediately walked out of the tea room as well.  It was then to my 

shock that I then heard from the Speaker that a report came about that the 

Member for Parliament, Donna Cox, accused me of doing exactly what she 

did.  I have submitted a report to the police for the abusive language and the 

manner to which MP Donna Cox treated me.  I reported it to Corporal 

Lincoln of the Trinidad and Tobago Police Service.  I then made the official 

report downstairs at the bottom level to the police that were down at the 

guard room area.  I then went to speak to Mr. Modeste and I asked him if he 

could please ensure that that video footage is secured because it would show, 

comprehensively, that at no time did I ever speak to her, and she cursed me. 

At no time did I go up to her, did I gesticulate, did I shout at her, did I go 

anywhere near her.  The footage, if it is still there, it will show that I was 

cursed, I was abused, I was gesticulated at, and she followed me along the 

corridor.  There was also a member of the media that was also there that is 

willing to testify on this.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Is there any other matter you would like to bring to 

our attention?  Because we would like to have you excused for a few 

moments—[Interruption] 

Mr. Griffith:  Sure.   
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Mr. Chairman:—and then we would probably have to recall you for some 

clarification on the areas that you have raised.  Is there any additional matter 

that you would like to bring to our attention, apart from what you have just 

said?  

Mr. Griffith:  Oh yes, I also—when I realized that MP Donna Cox was very 

hurt and upset, I mean, for someone to be cursing and getting on like this, 

something obviously frustrated her, and I did not do anything, I did not 

speak to her, what I did do, I would like to clarify the matter, I spoke to 

Amery Browne.  Now I have known MP Donna Cox probably 20 years 

before the both of us got into politics, and we have and a very good rapport, 

and I wanted to ensure that at no time politics must get involved in the 

friendship that we had. Even while she was Minister in the Ministry of 

National Security, we were on very good speaking terms.  It has never 

been—I know something went wrong.   

And with that I immediately went to the Leader of the Opposition, I 

called him and I asked, I said, “Something went wrong with Donna about a 

half an hour ago, when it is that I was speaking to Amery Browne and I was 

telling him about someone driving an MP‟s car, it had an individual‟s name, 

and she just started cursing me at the top of her voice, she followed me, she 

started threatening me, she started shouting at me, and I said I do not want 

this to go further, but something went wrong somewhere.  I am really sorry 

if it is that this happened, but I do not know what it is that caused it, and I 

would just like to make sure that we could patch things up because I did 

nothing to her.”  Mr. Rowley did say, “Oh gosh, you all could frustrate me 

everyday”, something along that line, and he said he will deal with it.  

Because my intention was not to have a misunderstanding or something 

affect a good relationship that I had with Donna Cox way before what 
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happened.   

The statements that she made, publicly, that—what offended me was 

the fact that she made statements about myself in Parliament during the no 

confidence Motion, I think everyone here would be fully aware that I am a 

household name in being attacked on a regular basis, because I think I was 

seeing me being trained in the best military academy in the world, 

Sandhurst, I think I have a calm composure to be able to take criticism at all 

angles, and in fact that was just it, when the statement was made with Donna 

Cox, it had no way of offending me.   

I spoke to Amery Browne on a matter to show similarity to what 

happened, and at no time was I ever going public with a matter like this, and 

unfortunately MP Donna Cox, she was very offended by me speaking to 

Amery Browne on a matter that was a fact.  What it was is that several 

persons on the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team had contacted me, and 

when they heard that MP Donna Cox had stated that what I was doing was 

driving a vehicle of an MP with an MP on it, and as the husband of a 

Member of Parliament it was within my right, and they mentioned the fact 

that a certain cricketer for the Trinidad and Tobago Cricket Team was 

accustomed driving a car with an MP sticker on it, coming to training, and 

that was all, there was no way that I was actually going public with a matter 

such as this.   

So it was under just—you know, I went to Amery Browne and I asked 

him if Lincoln Roberts was a Member of Parliament in the last 

administration.   Amery Browne was at a total loss to what I was speaking 

about. And I left it as that, I said, “Never mind”, and I walked off, and with 

that, that is when Donna Cox started cursing me, shouting at me, and I could 

not—I did not expect it to have gone to that level.   
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I did write to the Speaker on another matter that I was very—I was not 

concerned about that, that is expected in politics, to make statements such as 

those. What I was offended with, and I did write officially, was the fact that 

when she made a statement that I threatened and abused heads of 

departments in National Security, which is totally untrue.  That, I think, was 

uncalled for, but the other aspect about an MP sticker and driving it, that was 

irrelevant, and that in no way would offend me in any way.   

I did speak to the Leader of Opposition to try to rectify the matter to 

ensure that it would not have gone any further.  I did tell him, I said I would 

apologize to Miss Cox if it is whatever it is I did, if she could just let me 

know what it is I did, to ensure that we would be on good speaking terms 

because I think it was something that was totally blown out of proportion, 

and even after it has happened, I have refused, and I would not go public 

about the matter with Lincoln Roberts because I think that it is very trivial to 

go public with a matter like that.  So, regardless of what happens here, I 

have no intention to go and air dirty linen with any matter such as this.  That 

is not politics in my view.    

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.  You will be excused for a few 

moments, and we will call you back.  Thank you very much. 

[Mr. Gary Griffith leaves room] 
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APPENDIX II 

Verbatim Notes 

Mr. Gary Griffith 

Friday May 4, 2012 

Part II 
 

[Mr. Griffith enters the room for a second time] 

Mr. Griffith:  [Inaudible] 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, yes, you may.   

Mr. Griffith:  Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome back.  We would like to have a few clarifications 

on your evidence which you submitted a short while ago, and I will ask 

Miss McDonald to start then Mr. Imbert and then Dr. Moonilal.  

Miss McDonald:  Good morning, Mr. Griffith.   

Mr. Griffith:  Good morning, Ma‟am. 

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Griffith, I listened to your statement a short while ago 

and I just have two short questions for you.  In the first instance, you stated 

that you were speaking to Dr. Browne. You addressed Dr. Browne, and you 

spoke to him and you said, what was the nature of the conversation, which 

was basically about whoever was driving MP—what would have prompted 

you to have that type of discussion with Dr. Browne? 

Mr. Griffith:  Sure.  It was based on two factors.  Firstly, Member of 

Parliament Donna Cox when she stated that persons driving vehicle with a 

Member of Parliament sticker, and other people driving it and non-Members 

of Parliament, it is unbecoming, it unacceptable.  So, it seemed there was a 

precedent by the Opposition that persons who have vehicles with a Member 

of Parliament sticker, it should only be Members of Parliament driving those 

vehicles.   
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I was the security manager for the West Indies Cricket Team at the 

T20 world cup, so I am very close to several members of the West Indies 

Cricket Team.  Three of them called me immediately, one was actually in 

Bangladesh, and he said they are fully aware that Lincoln Roberts came to 

national practice on a regular basis with a vehicle, with an MP sticker during 

the PNM administration.  So, I went to Dr. Browne and I asked what was 

Mr. Roberts, if he was a Minister at the time, but I did it jokingly knowing 

full well that that was not the case, but I turned my back and I was actually 

speaking to him very—laughing, unfortunately Dr. Amery Browne seems 

not to be a cricket fan, he did not know who Lincoln Roberts was; so he said 

what are you talking about Gary, and I said never mind, never mind.   

The question—I said Amery, it was along the lines, words to the 

extent:“Amery, Lincoln Roberts, was he a Member of Parliament because I 

was just told that he came to cricket practice on a regular basis driving a 

vehicle with an MP sticker on it?”  And when he said: “What.  What are you 

talking about?”  I realized—I was speaking to him in a manner like that and 

then I said: “Okay, never mind,” and that was when I walked up the stairs 

and then that was when MP Cox— 

Miss McDonald:  So, what prompted you then would have been the 

statements she made during her contribution in Parliament? 

Mr. Griffith:  Well, no.  Showing that there was a set view that only 

persons must drive vehicles—must be Members of Parliament; but when 

Members of the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team and the West Indies team 

told me that, no Lincoln Roberts was driving a vehicle with a MP sticker on 

it, so I did not know what was the reason that Lincoln Roberts had it.  So, I 

spoke to Amery Browne in that manner.  

Miss McDonald:  Okay.  The second thing you said, they went into the lift 
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on the second floor. 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Ma‟am.  

Miss McDonald:  And you started walking up the stairs— 

Mr. Griffith:  To the third— 

Miss McDonald:  And that is when Miss Cox started cursing.  

Mr. Griffith:  No, no.  Apparently, she was already in the elevator on the 

second floor, so I was walking up on the second floor where Dr. Browne just 

outside the corridor by that elevator on the second floor.  When I spoke to 

him, the photographer was at the bottom of the steps coming up because I 

went to call him, after I spoke to Dr. Browne I did not want the media 

person to be using the elevator that MPs were using, so I went up the stairs 

to the third floor.  Now, it so happened by the time I got to the third floor she 

was now coming out of the elevator on the third floor at the same time.  So 

again, when we almost came head to head— 

Miss McDonald:  And it was at that point in time? 

Mr. Griffith:—that she continued.  Then she started telling me if, “did I f-

ing say anything to you about Nicole, why the f you getting involved in my 

business for,” things along that line.  That is when I walked away along the 

corridor to the tea room. 

Miss McDonald:  Okay. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Imbert.  

Mr. Imbert:  Okay.  Mr. Griffith, I heard you utter these words in a context 

which I did not grasp, so I will like you to give me the context; the words 

are, “you are too ugly”.  You said these words?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.  I recall using the word “ugly.”  In the same line I 

also said, on the third floor.  “You are moving in a very low-class manner 

not becoming of an MP.”  The one with the “ugly” that was the first time.  



4 

 

When she said “F you Gary, f you, f you, ”I started walking up the stairs, 

then I turned around—I cannot remember the exact words but it is along the 

line that her attitude was very ugly, it was very ugly in character, it was very 

ugly in the way she was operating.  I said it was very ugly.  I cannot 

remember the exact words, but I remember I did say that it was ugly.   

Mr. Imbert:  So, the context?  What is the context, why did you say these 

words, “you are too ugly” or words to that effect? 

Mr. Griffith:  When she said, “f you Gary, f you, f you”— 

Dr. Moonilal:  That sounds ugly. 

Mr. Imbert:  Do not get involved— 

Mr. Griffith:  I remember that I did use the word ugly.  It was in a general 

context of you are very ugly in character, in the attitude and the manner in 

which you were getting on.  It was totally—and then I continued to say that 

it was very low-class and unbecoming of an MP. 

Mr. Imbert:  Well, we will check the verbatim notes because I thought I 

heard you say something different the first time. 

When I read your letter to the clerk— 

Mr. Sharma:  Chairman, can I just get clarity there?  It is wrong of anyone 

of us to mislead—  

Mr. Chairman:  Listen.  Wait. Wait. Wait, please, please.  We have an 

agreement here, any differences we have, keep it in camera.  If you are going 

to—[Interruption] 

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman, it is in relation to the witness. 

Mr. Chairman:—No. No.  No, please, please, please.  Allow the Member 

to continue, you will come after. Continue, Mr. Imbert. 

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you.  In the letter you wrote to the Clerk, March 04 or 

05, I am not sure which one it is, but you wrote one letter to Mrs. Sampson-
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Miguel in March.  You say that—when I read it, there was an altercation 

between yourself and Miss Cox at three places; one was by the elevator on 

the mezzanine level, which is the Chamber level; the second one you refer to 

it as level three, but I suspect you mean level two, because the lounge is on 

level two; and the third location was in the lounge itself, in the area, I guess, 

where the doubles were being served.  Could you confirm that my 

understanding is correct?  Three different places? 

Mr. Griffith:  Three different places.  The elevator of the second level, the 

elevator of the third level and then the lounge. 

Mr. Imbert:  All right.  Well it is really the mezzanine, level two, okay.  All 

right that clears that up.  Thirdly, what is the name of the media person? 

Mr. Griffith:  Mr. Alva Villarreal from the Guardian.  He was the 

photographer, in fact, who actually took the photograph which was on the 

newspaper on the following day.  

Mr. Imbert:  Was the media person, Mr. Villarreal, present at the three 

locations I have just— 

Mr. Griffith:  No, Sir.  He was present at, I recall two. 

Mr. Imbert:  Which two? 

Mr. Griffith:  The two incidents with the elevator. 

Mr. Imbert:  He was not in the lounge?  

Mr. Griffith:  When I went up to the lounge in the third situation, he would 

have been behind me, so I cannot verify if he heard or saw her actions in the 

lounge in that one.  

Mr. Imbert:  But you believe that he may have heard what transpired at the 

mezzanine level from the Chamber level, and at the lounge level by the 

elevator? 

Mr. Griffith:  No.  No.  No, he did because he said in the presence of other 
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Ministers:“He never heard such filth come out of the mouth of a woman.”  

And he did text me and told me that he hopes good sense would prevail; that 

she would not embarrass herself. 

Mr. Imbert:  I am just clearing up what he may have heard or may not have 

heard, and where, and so on.  All right. 

Mr. Chairman:  Those are the questions? 

Mr. Imbert:  No. No, Sir.  You spoke to Dr. Rowley, I have taken notes 

here.  You firstly told Dr. Rowley something went wrong, then you told him 

you had spoken to the MP, I assume this is Miss Cox, with respect to a car 

with a sticker, then you told him Miss Cox cursed you and threatened you.  

Is my recollection of what is here correct?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.   

Mr. Imbert:  So you told, Dr. Rowley that Miss Cox cursed you, threatened  

you, and there was a discussion over a sticker on a car?  

Mr. Griffith:  I remember that I did mention to him, I cannot remember if I 

gave him the details of what caused the altercation, but I did tell him she 

started cursing and abusing me, and I would like to have it rectified.  

Mr. Imbert:  All right; next question.  You said you were not offended by 

the statements made in Parliament?  Am I correct in my recollection? 

Mr. Griffith:  I was not offended by the statements she made pertaining to 

the MP sticker; that was a trivial matter.   

Mr. Imbert:  Sure. Sorry, sorry.  You made it clear, you were not offended 

by the statements regarding the MP sticker?  You said that, right? 

Mr. Griffith:  Correct.  

Mr. Imbert:  You wrote the Speaker on March 07, 2012 complaining about 

what you described as false and misleading statements by Miss Cox about 

Gary Griffith in Parliament.  Then it goes on to say, I will just read out part 
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of the letter.   

Mr. Griffith:  Sure. 

Mr. Imbert:  “The various allegations voiced by her unfounded 

misleading”, et cetera, “she has purposely tried to discredit my 

name…unethical activity, and utilized the sanctuary of Parliament”, so, so, 

so.  “I seek your assistance to rectify”, and so on.  “The resultant effect of 

such being false impressions of one‟s character unjustly imprint in the minds 

of citizens.  Outlined below are the callous statements made by MP Donna 

Cox: 

1.  that I was sighted using a vehicle with an MP sticker.” 

Now, in this letter you are describing Miss Cox‟s statements about the MP 

sticker as callous, and in the general rubric of unethical, et cetera.  This 

appears to me to be something written by somebody who is upset. 

Mr. Griffith:  No, Sir.   

Mr. Imbert:  Why do you call it callous?  

Mr. Griffith:  At the end of the day what I will take offence with is my 

good name.  Someone making irrelevant statements it needs to be rectified.  

By statements that: if a husband of a MP drives a car and you know fully 

well that it is accepted, that is unacceptable.   

Mr. Imbert:  So, you were offended then?  

Mr. Griffith:  No.  I take offence if my name is being smeared in my 

position as the National Security Advisor in para (b), when she stated that I 

have been threatening members of the protective services.  That is what I 

will take offence to, my name being smeared. 

Mr. Imbert:  No.  No.  No.  Mr. Griffith, I do not want to keep you here too 

long and other people want to ask you questions, and so on.   

When I read this letter, you talked about unethical behavior, et cetera, 
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and then you said:“…outlined below are the callous statements made by MP 

Donna Cox.”  The first one: “that I was sighted using a vehicle with a MP 

sticker.  She is fully aware the MP sticker is for the Member of Parliament 

not the person driving the vehicle.” 

Then you go on to talk about Members of the Opposition who have 

people driving their vehicle with the MP sticker.  And it was prefaced by the 

word “callous.”  Are you saying your use of the word “callous” and the 

introduction about “unethical conduct” did not flow from an offence that you 

had taken?  

Mr. Griffith:  No.  

Mr. Imbert:  So why did you use the word callous?  

Mr. Griffith:  Because what happened is that it is unacceptable, I did not 

take offence to it.  I take offence to my name being smeared.  

Mr. Chairman:  Okay, yes. Dr. Moonilal. 

Mr. Imbert:  No.  No.  No, one more question, actually two more.  I had 

raised it, Mr. Chairman.  You said you were told by Members of the 

Trinidad and Tobago Cricket Team, that someone from the team was 

accustomed driving to practice with a car with an MP sticker, Mr. Lincoln 

Roberts?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.  

Mr. Imbert:   And they called you in the period between the matter being 

raised in the Parliament and when?   

Mr. Griffith:  To when I spoke to—[Interruption] 

Mr. Imbert:  When did all these calls took place?   

Mr. Griffith:  Between when the statements were made in Parliament by 

MP Donna Cox to when I actually spoke to Member of Parliament Dr. 

Amery Browne, in-between that period.  
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Mr. Imbert:  So in-between the statements made by Miss Cox, and the time 

they came out the elevator, or they came out of the Chamber and went to the 

elevator and the first altercation took place, in-between that time members of 

the cricket team called you?  

Mr. Griffith:  They called me and they also liaised with members of my 

staff to pass the information on to me.  

Mr. Imbert:  Well, no problem. I just want to clear this up. 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, correct.  

Mr. Imbert:  Miss Cox made her statements, then MPs came out of the 

Chamber and Dr. Browne was with Miss Cox, and in-between the time Miss 

Cox made the statement, and the time the two of them came out of the 

Chamber to go to the elevator, members of the cricket team called you?  

Mr. Griffith:  And persons connected to my staff, yes.  

Mr. Imbert:  And finally, you said you will apologize to Miss Cox if you 

are told what you did.   

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.  Because I did not want to continue to have a bad blood 

based on a misunderstanding, she started—when she was cursing and getting 

on I realized something obviously had to offend her to the point that she 

would be abusing me like this. 

Mr. Imbert:  I am talking today, if you realize/discover/understand/learn or 

whatever word you want to use, what the problem is here, you will 

apologize? 

Mr. Griffith:  If it is that I know and it can rectify the problem with Donna 

Cox, and I know there was something I did what was wrong and it offended 

her, of course, I would. 

Mr. Imbert:  Okay, fine thank you.  

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Sharma, I see that you are needed for a quorum, I 
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would let you go first this time.  He is urgently needed for a quorum that is 

why. 

Mr. Sharma:  Oh, thank you, Sir.  Thank you very much. Mr. Griffith, you 

are entitled to be called Mr. Griffith.   

Mr. Griffith:  Yes I am, Sir.  

Mr. Sharma:  Right. Thank you, Sir.  Captain, would it be correct to say 

that the use of the word “ugly” by you referred to the conduct of the Member 

of Parliament?   

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, I think based on the character, general I was looking—

[Interruption]   

Mr. Sharma:  I just want a yes or a no answer. 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.   

Mr. Sharma:  So for the record, the use of the word “ugly” by you in your 

conversations referred the conduct to a particular Member? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes. 

Mr. Sharma:  Secondly, in your many years as observer of the practicing 

politicians in Port of Spain in particular, you would have seen many of their 

vehicles driven by non-Members of Parliament? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.  Yes. 

Mr. Sharma:  With the stickers displayed?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Sharma:  Lincoln Roberts, are you familiar with him? 

Mr. Griffith:  No, I have never spoken to him, Sir.  He is a member of my 

cricket club but I am aware of him because of my involvement with the 

West Indies cricket team. 

Mr. Sharma:  And you are aware that outside of Members of Parliament 

from both Houses, and Members of Parliament really mean both Senate and 



11 

 

House, you are conversant with cars or vehicles driven bearing the MP 

stickers not by the holders of the office.  

Mr. Sharma:  Lincoln Roberts, are you familiar with him? 

Mr. Griffith:  No, I have never spoken to him, Sir.  He is a member of my 

cricket club but I am aware of him because of my involvement with the 

West Indies cricket team. 

Mr. Sharma:  And you are aware that outside of Members of Parliament 

from both Houses, and Members of Parliament really mean both Senate and 

House, you are conversant with cars or vehicles driven bearing the MP 

stickers not by the holders of the office.  

11.10 a.m.  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.  

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Sharma, I understand that you are needed urgently to 

form a quorum elsewhere. 

Mr. Sharma:  Thank you, Sir.  Can I take—am— 

Mr. Chairman: Yes, and you can return, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, I think you are next and then Mr. Samuel. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Well, Chairman, my question became even easier and 

shorter.  Just for the record to establish, Mr. Griffith, your wife is Sen. The 

Hon. Nicole Dyer-Griffith, Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and Communications and a Member of the Senate, is it? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  We have already asked the witness the identity of Mr. 

Lincoln Roberts—I just want to be clear—has been a former member of the 

Trinidad and Tobago and West Indies Cricket Team? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  And this Mr. Roberts we are hearing has, to your knowledge 
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from information you received, had been seen driving a vehicle bearing a 

sticker as a Member of Parliament?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Thank you very much.  

Mr. Chairman:  Is there anybody?  Miss McDonald, could you just take off 

the mic?  

Mr. Samuel:  Chair, through you, I just want to ask Mr. Griffith, in what 

context did you use the term in your letter to the hon. Speaker of House of 

Representatives on March 07, 2012, in what context did you use the word 

“callous” with the statement—as you said outlined below are the callous 

statements made by Miss Donna Cox.  

Mr. Griffith:  I think the statements were unacceptable and they were 

simply untrue, and that was it.  Again, the concern that I had that I would 

take offence with—if someone makes statements that are totally untrue and 

irrelevant, I would not take offence to it.  I would wish that those matters be 

dealt with and clarified.  What I would take offence to is if my name is 

smeared by a Member of Parliament using the sanctuary of parliamentary 

privilege to make false statements to say that I have treated members of 

national security, which is also what I have in that.  

Mr. Samuel:  So you are saying that the use of the word “callous”, in no 

way suggests that from you it was hurting?  

Mr. Griffith:  Oh not at all, and this could be confirmed, because that same 

day actually when I saw the Member of Parliament, Donna Cox and Dr. 

Amery Browne, I told the both of them good morning, and, Donna Cox, I 

think she even replied, “Good morning Gary” and Dr. Amery Browne as 

well.  So there was no animosity at all pertaining to when I spoke to Dr. 

Amery Browne about the situation with Lincoln Roberts.  
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Mr. Chairman:  Is there any other Member who would like to raise, if not, 

we would like to thank you very much, and if it is necessary we shall call on 

you to come back if there is need for further clarification.  But thank you 

very much.  

Mr. Griffith:  Thank you, Sir.   

[11.12 a.m.: Mr.  Gary Griffith leaves committee room]  
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APPENDIX III 

Verbatim Notes 

Dr. Amery Browne 

Friday May 4, 2012 

Part I 
 

[11.16 a.m.: Dr. Amery Browne enters committee room]  

Dr. Browne:  Good morning, Sir.   

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning Dr. Amery Browne, thank you for coming 

and thank you for appearing before the Committee of Privileges.  As you 

know the Committee meets in camera and that the work of the Committee 

must not be made public before the Committee reports to the House.  

Therefore, you are advised whatever you discuss here must not be discussed 

with anybody else until that particular report is made available to the House.   

Now, there is an allegation before this Committee and I just want to 

read the allegation for you. 

“On Saturday, March 03, 2012 a stranger committed contempt of the 

House on the following grounds — 

 Accosting and intimidating the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant within the precincts of the Parliament.”  

Now, we have asked you to appear before this Committee to give 

evidence, providing particulars in relation to the events you witnessed on 

that Saturday, March 03, 2012 involving the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, so you can present to this Committee the particulars in 

relation to the events you witnessed on that day, Saturday, March 03, 2012.  

So you are now invited to share with this Committee what you witnessed 

during that particular period that you were in the Chamber or the precincts, I 

should say, of the Parliament on Saturday, March 03, 2012.  So I now invite 
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you.  

Dr. Browne:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and good morning to all 

Members of the Committee and staff.  I will share my recollection of the 

events in question.  I recollect that they occurred on Saturday, March 03, 

2012 during the debate on the Motion of “No Confidence in the Prime 

Minister”.  The Parliament had adjourned, I believe it was for a snack, 

doubles specifically.  I was in the company of the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, my colleague, Miss Cox and we were exiting the Chamber 

using the Western doorway, the one closest to the Hyatt, closest the 

elevators, walking slowly, I believe we were chatting about the sitting and 

other matters, and as we exited the door I noticed Mr. Gary Griffith standing 

near the doorway, and as we were walking past I said good morning as I 

would normally do.  

I do not recall him answering at that point, and I continued chatting 

with Miss Cox and then realized that he was basically walking parallel with 

us, almost accompanying us as we were making our way toward the 

elevator.  Then I realized Mr. Griffith was speaking, and I heard him saying, 

“speaking about MP sticker why not talk about other people who used MP 

sticker.”  And he may have repeated this twice.  I turned and I asked him, 

“are you speaking to me, Sir?  What are you talking about?”  Because it 

appeared like Greek to me—this talk of MP sticker.  

Then he said, “why don‟t you talk about Lincoln Roberts who was 

using an MP sticker.”  At this point I was totally confused, but Mr. Griffith 

appeared very upset and very angry about something, and he then said, “ask 

her about Lincoln Roberts and her MP sticker.”  That is what he said.  Then 

Miss Cox asked a question, “is it me you are throwing words at there?”  And 

Mr. Griffith said, “yes, you; tell him about Lincoln Roberts nah.”  At this 
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point I still had no clue what Mr. Griffith was referring to.  Miss Cox said, 

“why are you carrying on so, you must not take things so personal.”  Miss 

Cox and myself entered the elevator and the doors closed.  

While on our way up to the dining level she seemed very shaken and I 

asked her, “Donna are you okay?”  She said, “why this man has to stoop so 

low?  Why he has to get so nasty?”  It is at that point I realized that there 

may have been something very offensive and personal in the exchange.  She 

seemed quite shaken.  When we exited the elevator I realized Mr. Griffith 

was poised at the top of the stairway and initiated conversation once again.  

As the two of them was speaking I realized that this was a very unpleasant 

exchange between two Members of the Lower House—well, no, I am sorry, 

it is a Freudian slip, between a Member of the Lower House and Mr. 

Griffith.  I then entered the Lounge and indicated—there were some 

Members seated, their chairs near the entrance to the lounge; I do not recall 

who was there but I just indicated to them—“listen colleagues, there is 

something unpleasant taking place outside and a hostile exchange between 

Gary Griffith and a Member of the Opposition.”  

I then proceeded to—after that I noted that Mr. Griffith had 

subsequently entered the tea room, I, myself had not observed him ever 

being in the tea room.  I saw him in the tea room, I do not know if he was 

there for doubles or not.  I did not see him eating doubles.  While in the tea 

room Miss Cox joined me in the tea room and she indicated that she was 

going—based on what had happened—to speak to the Marshal of the 

Parliament and also to the Speaker of the House because she was extremely 

upset about what had taken place.  There is my recollection of the events 

there to the best of my memory. 

Mr. Chairman:  Is there any other matter that you would like to add or that, 
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in essence captures the actual recollection of the events?  

Dr. Browne:  Well, I was a bit slow on the uptake as I had indicated, 

because there were clearly references to the issues of which I had no prior 

knowledge.  During the exchange it became very clear that there were 

comments being made that were deeply personal and offensive to Miss Cox, 

and as I said, she seemed very shaken by what had transpired, Mr. Griffith 

seemed angry and upset, as I said, at first he did not even acknowledge, he 

did not say good morning, or rather, I did not recall him saying good 

morning or I did not hear him say good morning, and then he proceeded into 

this tirade about Lincoln Roberts, MP sticker; Lincoln Roberts, MP sticker. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right, well I think we have a full appreciation of what 

was said and we would want to excuse you at this time and we may have to 

recall you shortly.  So, thank you for the time being and you would be 

excused and we will call you back in a short while.   

Thank you very much, Dr. Amery Browne.  

Dr. Browne:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

[11.26 a.m.: Dr. Amery Browne leaves committee room]  
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APPENDIX IV 

Verbatim Notes 

Dr. Amery Browne 

Friday May 4, 2012 

Part II 

[11.23 a.m.: Dr. Amery Browne enters committee room]  

Welcome back Dr. Browne, there are three questions that we would 

like to clarify, Dr. Moonilal has two.  Mr. Imbert, would you like to go first 

and then Dr. Moonilal thereafter.  

Mr. Imbert:  Dr. Browne, what was Mr. Griffith‟s demeanor during the first 

encounter?  

Dr. Browne:  The first encounter, well, before we had entered the elevator, 

he seemed very upset; he seemed very angry and very focused.  There was 

clearly a point that he really wanted to get across.  That is the impression I 

got.  

Mr. Imbert:  In that same context therefore, based on that and then when he 

said, did you conclude that he was offended by the reference to the MP 

sticker by Miss Cox.  

Dr. Browne:  Absolutely.  

Mr. Imbert:  Would you conclude that the first words that he said and 

subsequently what he said there were motivated by what Miss Cox said 

about the MP sticker?   

Dr. Browne:  Absolutely. 

Mr. Imbert:  Okay, thank you. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, do you—  

Dr. Moonilal:  Chairman, I would not detain or delay Dr. Browne with any 

questions. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Browne, it is a pleasure, thank you very much, and if 
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necessarily we need you again we shall communicate with you, but thank 

you very much.  

Dr. Browne:  This was a privilege, Sir.  [Laughter]  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much. 
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MINUTES OF THE FOURTH MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  

(SECOND SESSION) 
 

Arnold Thomasos Committee Room (West), Level 6 Tower D, 
Port of Spain International Waterfront Complex 

1A Wrightson Road, Port of Spain 
Friday May 11, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. 

 
 

Present were: 

 

Mr. Wade Mark   - Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal    - Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert   - Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon  - Member 

Ms. Marlene Mc Donald  - Member 

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar   -  Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel     -   Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma    - Member 

  

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel  -   Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob     -   Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz   - Senior Legal Officer  

 

Absent: 

 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh   - Member  

 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:11 a.m. and thanked Members for 

attending.  
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2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

2.1 The Minutes of the Third Meeting were confirmed on a motion moved by Ms. Mc 

Donald and seconded by Mr. Imbert.  

 

 

3. MATTERS ARISING OUT OF THE MINUTES  

 
3.1 There were no matters arising out of the minutes of the Third Meeting.  
 

 

4. CONDUCT DURING COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

 

4.1 The Chairman highlighted the need for the Committee’s business to be conducted in 
a professional, fair and non-partisan manner.  He reminded the Committee that it was 
essential that they follow procedures that could withstand public scrutiny.  

 

4.2 The Committee Members were reminded that the verbatim records of meetings will 
become part of the Committee’s report and will be subject to the examination and scrutiny 
of the public and others. 

 
4.3 The Chairman also reminded Committee Members that all disagreements, if any, 
should be resolved in camera and not in the presence of witnesses. 
 

 

5.CONSIDERATION OF MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE  
 

5.1 The Chairman indicated that, as agreed by the Committee, three witnesses had been 
invited to give evidence at the meeting, Ms. Donna Cox, Member for Laventille 
East/Morvant, Mr. Alva Viarruel, Photo Editor with the Guardian Newspaper and Mr. 
Sebastian Modeste, the Marshal of the Parliament.  

 

5.2 The Chairman informed the Committee that Mr. Viarruel asked the Secretary to 
appear before the Committee as early as possible because of a prior commitment. The 
Committee agreed to facilitate Mr. Viarruel’s request to be heard at an earlier time.  

 
5.3 The Chairman reminded Members of the Committee that the following approach for 

hearing the witnesses had been agreed upon at the last meeting:  
i) The Chairman will first invite the Witness to appear before the Committee. 
ii) The Chairman will thank the Witness for appearing before the Committee 

and welcome his advisors (if any). 
iii) He will remind the Witness that the Committee of Privileges meets in 

camera and that the work of the Committee must not be made public 
before the Committee reports to the House. 
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iv) The Chairman will read the allegation aloud.  
v) The Chairman will inform the Witness why he was asked to appear before 

the Committee. 
vi) The Chairman will then invite the Witness to respond to the allegation or 

to explain the events he/she witnessed in relation to the allegation. The 
Chairman will excuse the Witness for the Members of the Committee to 
deliberate in camera.  

vii) The Members of the Committee will then decide on questions to be asked 
of the witness. Relevant supplemental questions will be allowed.  

viii) The Chairman will then re-invite the Witness to respond to questions 
which will be posed by the Committee Members. 

ix) The Chairman will excuse the Witness. 
 
 
Examination of Witnesses – Mr. Alva Viarruel 

 

 
5.4 The Committee invited Mr. Viarruel to join the meeting. Mr. Viarruel was 
accompanied by one advisor, whom he introduced to the Committee, namely: 
 

i. Ms. Judy Raymond, Editor-in-Chief at the Guardian Newspaper. 

 

5.5 The Chairman thanked Mr. Viarruel for coming and reminded him that the 
Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of the Committee must not be 
made public before the Committee reports to the House. 

 
5.6 The Chairman informed Ms. Judy Raymond, advisor to Mr. Viarruel that she would 
be allowed to advise her client but she would not be allowed to address the Committee or 
question other witnesses.  

 
5.7 The Chairman read the allegation to Mr. Viarruel and indicated that he had been 
asked to appear before the Committee to give evidence, providing particulars in relation to 
the events he witnessed on Saturday March 3, 2012 involving the Member for Laventille 
East/Morvant.  
  

5.8 Mr. Viarruel gave evidence. (See Appendix I) 
  

5.9 The Chairman then excused Mr. Viarruel for the Committee to deliberate in camera.  

 
5.10 The Committee agreed to ask Mr. Viarruel for further particulars on where he was 
and the time he was in on the mezzanine in relation to the incident being investigated by the 
Committee: 

 
5.11 The Chairman again invited Mr. Viarruel to join the meeting. 

 
5.12 Members of the Committee questioned Mr. Viarruel and responses were provided. 
(See Appendix II) 
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Examination of Witnesses – Mr. Sebastian Modeste   
 

5.13 The Committee invited Mr. Modeste to join the meeting.  
 

5.14 The Chairman thanked Mr. Modeste for coming and reminded him that the 
Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of the Committee must not be 
made public before the Committee reports to the House. 

 
5.15 The Chairman read the allegation to Mr. Modeste and indicated that he had been 
asked to appear before the Committee to give evidence providing particulars in relation to 
the events which may have been reported to him on Saturday March 3, 2012 involving the 
Member for Laventille East/Morvant and Mr. Gary Griffith and to present any closed 
circuit television footage which may have captured the events being investigated by the 
Committee.  

 
5.16 Mr. Modeste gave evidence, both oral and in writing. (See Appendix III) 
  

5.17 The Chairman then excused Mr. Modeste for the Committee to deliberate in camera.  

 
5.18 The Committee deliberated on the questions to be asked and agreed to ask Mr. 
Modeste for further particulars on a conversation he had with Mr. Griffith.  

 
5.19 The Chairman again invited Mr. Modeste to again join the meeting. 

 
5.20 Members of the Committee questioned Mr. Modeste and responses were provided. 
(See Appendix IV) 

 
5.21 The Committee viewed the closed circuit television footage of the incident.  
 

6.  DELIBERATION ON THE WAY FORWARD 

 

6.1 The Committee agreed that based on all the evidence heard there was no need for 
Ms. Cox to re-appear before the Committee to give evidence.  

6.2 The Committee deliberated on the way forward. Members discussed the possibility 
of concluding the investigation based on the evidence heard thus far.  
 

6.3 The Chairman advised Members of the Committee that the Secretary to the 
Committee could prepare a report on the evidence gathered thus far to assist the 
Committee in its deliberations.  

 
6.4 The Committee agreed to take some time to properly analyze the evidence utilizing 

the report prepared by the Secretary to the Committee. 

 
 

7.          ADJOURNMENT 
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7.1 The meeting was adjourned to Friday June 8, 2012 at 11:00 a.m. 
 

7.2 The adjournment was taken at 11:08 a.m. 
 

 

We certify that the above minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

 

Wade Mark 

Chairman 

 

 

J. Sampson Meiguel 

Secretary 

 

 

May 14, 2012 
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APPENDIX I 

Verbatim Notes 

Mr. Alva Viarruel 

Friday May 11, 2012 

Part I 

 

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor entered the meeting at 10.16 a.m.]  

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning, Mr. Alva Viarruel.    

Mr. Viarruel:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman.    

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome and thank you for coming before the Committee 

of Privileges.  You would be familiar with some of our Members.  We have 

Mr. Rodger Samuel, Dr. Roodal Moonilal, Mr. Chandresh Sharma, Mr. 

Prakash Ramadhar, Ms. Marlene McDonald, Mr. Colm Imbert and Mrs. 

Paula Gopee-Scoon.  They all make up, along with myself and the Secretary, 

the Committee of Privileges.  One of our Members, Dr. Tim Gopeesingh, is 

absent.  So, we want to welcome you here this morning, and, of course, your 

Advisor.   

I would like you to, first of all, introduce yourself formally and you 

may take the opportunity to introduce your Advisor for our record.  

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir.  I am Alva Viarruel and I am the Photo-Editor at 

the Guardian newspaper, and with me is my Editor-in-Chief, Judy 

Raymond. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.  Now, as I said, you are appearing 

before the Committee of Privileges of the Parliament and the House of 

Representatives in particular.  We conduct our work in camera, it is private 

and confidential, and therefore, whatever evidence that you provide to this 

committee must not be made public before this committee reports formally 

to Parliament.  So it is private and confidential—whatever you say. 
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I wish to also inform your Advisor that she would be allowed to 

advise you but she would not be allowed to address this Committee or 

question any witnesses.  Now, there is an allegation before this Committee 

and it is as follows: 

An allegation that on Saturday, 03 March, 2012, a stranger committed 

contempt of the House on the following ground: accosting and 

intimidating the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the 

precincts of the Parliament.   

Now, we have asked you to appear before us, that is the Committee of 

Privileges, today, so that you can give evidence, providing particulars in 

relation to the events you would have witnessed on Saturday, 03 March, 

2012, involving the Member for Laventille East/Morvant and Mr. Gary 

Griffith.  I would now take this opportunity to invite you to address this 

Committee as far as you recall the events, particulars, surrounding that 

particular matter that is currently before this honourable Committee.  So you 

are now invited to address us. 

Mr. Viarruel:  Thank you, Sir.  I was the assigned photographer to cover 

the debate—the No Confidence Motion debate—in the House.  When the 

House took a break—I do not recall, I think it was 4.30 in the morning or 

somewhere thereabout—I was the only photographer in the Chamber at the 

time.  Mr. Gary Griffith came to me and said they wanted to get a 

photograph of the Prime Minister having breakfast of doubles upstairs in the 

tea room.  I said no problem.  I think I had just exited the Chamber, in fact, 

because it was cold and he came to me so I had to go back in to get my 

camera, and he walked ahead of me.  So, I went back in, got my camera and 

proceeded—he said meet him upstairs so I proceeded to walk up the stairs.   

As I was going up the stairs, I was hearing loud voices, someone 
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quarrelling obviously, and when I got to the platform, like midway to the 

step to get up on the floor, I saw Ms. Cox speaking to Mr. Griffith.  He 

turned in my direction when he saw me coming up the steps, and then he 

turned and walked away to the door, which would be the door facing 

Wrightson Road to enter the tea room, at which point Ms. Cox then turned 

the other way and went through the other door.  I continued upstairs, walked 

through the door that Mr. Griffith went through and saw him waiting for me 

in the corridor, I asked him if to follow him, he said “yes”.  So, I continued, 

waited for time to take the photograph.  I did take the photograph and left.    

Mr. Chairman:  And that is all that you recall as far as that event unfolded 

on that evening or that morning?    

Mr. Viarruel:  That morning.  Yes, Sir.    

Mr. Chairman:  Would you like to share any other matters, material or 

information with this Committee or that is as far as you are concerned?    

Mr. Viarruel:  No, Sir.  I mean, like I said, I just heard the raised voices and 

by the time I got to the platform, I saw Mr. Griffith turning to go towards the 

door and Ms. Cox, in fact, turned the other way and went through the other 

door. 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Well, at this time, I would want to excuse your 

good self and your Advisor, and we will conform ourselves, and we will 

probably need you to come back in just to clarify a few points.  So, you are 

now excused for a few moments.  Thank you very much.  

Mr. Viarruel:  Okay.   

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor left the meeting at 10.22 a.m.]  
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APPENDIX II 

Verbatim Notes 

Mr. Alva Viarruel 

Friday May 11, 2012 

Part II 
 

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor entered the meeting at 10.25 a.m.]  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you for returning.  Just one area of clarification that 

one of our Members would like to have you, you know, elucidate—Mr. 

Imbert, so he will ask the question and you will answer to the best of your 

ability.  

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir.  

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Viarruel, I just want to confirm, clarify or clear up exactly 

where you were when you heard what you referred to as “raised voices”.  

You said you had been asked to take a photograph of some event and you 

went back into the Chamber to get your camera and on your way out—

correct me if I am wrong—on the way up the stairs, you heard voices.  

Correct? 

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes. 

Mr. Imbert:  Now, that would have been the Chamber level.  You walked 

out of the Chamber then walked up the stairs to the level where there is the 

Members‟ Lounge.    

Mr. Viarruel:  Right. Yes, Sir.   

Mr. Imbert:  Correct.  When you walked out of the Chamber on that 

level—it is called the Mezzanine Level by the way—did you witness any 

exchange of words or any altercation or anything at all between Mr. Gary 

Griffith and Ms. Donna Cox when you walked out of the Chamber?  

Mr. Viarruel:  The Chamber—no, Sir. 
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Mr. Imbert:  You did not?    

Mr. Viarruel:  No.   

Mr. Imbert:  So, it is when you were going up to the next level, you heard 

and that was happening above you? 

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Imbert:  And then you got up there and they each went their separate 

ways.   

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir.    

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman:  Well, we would like to thank you for appearing before us 

and if there is need for you to come back in future, we will communicate 

with you.  But, thus far, we want to thank you for coming so you are now 

free to leave.  Thank you very much.    

Mr. Viarruel:  Thank you.   

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor left the meeting at 10.28 a.m.]  
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APPENDIX III 

Verbatim Notes 

Mr. Sebastian Modeste 

Friday May 11, 2012 

Part I 
 

[Mr. Modeste enters committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  You could have seat, Sir.   

Mr. Modeste:  Thank you, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you for coming and appearing before this 

committee.  As you are aware, you are appearing before the committee of 

Privileges and we welcome you have at this moment.  I wish to remind you 

that this committee is meeting in camera and that the work of this committee 

must not be made public before the committee reports to the House.   

I just want to bring to your attention an allegation that is currently 

before this committee.  That is why we have asked you to appear before us.  

The allegation states that on Saturday, March 03, 2012, a stranger committed 

contempt of the House on the following ground: accosting and intimidating 

the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of the 

Parliament.   

Now, we have asked you to appear before our committee to give 

evidence, providing particulars in relation to the events involving the 

Member for Laventille East/Morvant and Mr. Gary Griffith, which came to 

your knowledge directly or by way of reports made to you on that Saturday, 

March 03, 2012, and to present this committee any closed-circuit television 

footage which may have captured the events in question.  You have provided 

this committee with a written statement which has been circulated to all 

Members, so I now invited you to present whatever information and 
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evidence and particulars that you would like to present.  I would invite you 

to read, first of all, your statement for the record since it is a written 

statement that you have presented to this committee.  If you could read your 

statement for the record and thereafter if you wish to elaborate or further 

clarify matters, you would be welcome to do so.  You can now proceed and 

read into the record your written statement which is currently before this 

committee.   

Mr. Modeste:  Thank you very much, Sir. 

“On the morning of March 03, 2012, I left the Chamber while the 

House was in session.  While standing outside the Chamber door, the 

one used by the Presiding Officers, I saw Mr. Gary Griffith walking in 

my direction, looking down at his phone which was in his hand.  As 

he approached me, he looked up and he said “she vex or what?”. 

He then asked if he could be allowed to sit behind the Government 

Bench against the wall, so that he could face her.  I then realized that 

he was referring to Miss Donna Cox who, at that time, was making 

her contribution on the No Confidence Motion.  I remember telling 

him “leave the lady alone nah man”.  I also told him that I cannot 

allow him to do that because those chairs were provided for 

Government Senators.  He then walked away.  The next time I saw 

Mr. Gary Griffith, he was seated in the Public Gallery.   

I was later informed by Sergeant Straker that Mr. Gary Griffith 

reported to him that there was an altercation between Miss Cox and 

him.  Sergeant Straker told me that he asked Mr. Griffith if he would 

like to make an official report, but that Mr. Griffith said: “no”, he only 

wished that the matter be reported to the Marshal for information.   

Based on the report I received from Sergeant Straker, I reviewed the 
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footage from the camera located on the mezzanine floor in the vicinity 

of the elevator and secured the footage.  I have that footage in my 

possession, Sir.” 

Mr. Chairman:  Would you like to elaborate on your statement or would 

you like to add to what you have said?  Do you want to share any further 

information with this committee?  Do you have footage of the—?   

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  You mentioned in your statement that you had footage of 

the mezzanine floor, do you have footage of other floors?   

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir.   

Mr. Chairman:  You have that  

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir, the cameras that are situated on the back side of the 

Members‟ Dining Lounge.    

Mr. Chairman:  All right, if you have nothing further to add.  You have the 

footage with you?   

Mr. Modeste:  Yes Sir I, do.   

Mr. Chairman:  Members, would you want him to be excused or let him—

[Interruption]  before the footage.  Okay, could you excuse us for a moment 

and we would invite you back in a short while.   

[10.38 a.m. Mr. Modeste leaves committee room] 
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APPENDIX IV 

Verbatim Notes 

Mr. Sebastian Modeste 

Friday May 11, 2012 

Part II 

 

[10.40 a.m. Mr. Modeste re-enters committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much for returning Mr. Modeste.   

Mr. Modeste:  Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  There two areas of clarification that the committee would 

like you to at least elucidate.  Mr. Imbert will first ask one of the areas that 

the committee would like to have clarified, followed by Mr. Chandresh 

Sharma.   

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Mr. Modeste, in your statement 

you said that, after you realized that Mr. Griffith was referring to Miss Cox, 

you remember telling him “leave the lady alone nah man.”  What motivated 

you to say that?  Why did you tell him “leave the lady alone nah man”?  

Mr. Modeste:  I got the impression that there was a running battle between 

the both of them, if I may use that phrase.  All that would have transpired 

and all that would have been said in the past, I felt he could have left it alone 

and just allow it to die a natural death and not pursue the thing anymore.   

Mr. Imbert:  That is it.   

Mr. Sharma:  Thank you, Sir.  Mr. Modeste, when Gary Griffith was 

approaching you, when he said to you “she vex or what?”  how far were you 

away from him?   

Mr. Modeste:  When he used the comment, he was standing right in front of 

me.   

Mr. Sharma:  Okay, I save the second question.   
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Dr. Moonilal:  Could I? 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Dr. Moonilal.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Marshal.   

Mr. Modeste:  Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  The statement that Mr. Griffith is reported to have said to 

you: “she vex or what?”  what would be have meant by that?   

Mr. Modeste:  Initially I did not know what he was speaking about, but 

when he asked to go sit in the Chamber so that he could face her, I assumed 

that he was referring to Miss Cox.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Or you did not know who he was referring to?  Fine.   

Mr. Imbert:  Now that Dr. Moonilal has asked a question which we did not 

discuss I want to ask a question.  With respect to that same matter, if you do 

not mind, Mr. Chairman, I get a sense from your statement that initially 

when he said that, you did not realize who he was talking to, but you say that 

you subsequently realized that he was referring to Miss Cox when he asked 

whether he could face her or not.  Okay? 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir.  

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you.  

Mr. Chairman:  I want to get clarification on something.  Why—you made 

some remarks earlier, as if you knew or you had a kind of appreciation of 

what probably could have been taking place between Mr. Gary Griffith and 

Miss Donna Cox.  Do you want to share with this committee why did you 

use such familiar language, giving the impression as if you had known 

something going on and it was just— 

Mr. Modeste:  Just to clarify, are you referring to the remarks that I made: 

“leave the lady alone nah man?” or— 

Mr. Chairman:  Why were you so familiar with him?   
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Mr. Modeste:  With him? 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr. Modeste:  We are all—when I say “we” I mean Mr. Griffith and 

myself—ex-members of the Defence Force.  I have known Mr. Griffith for 

quite a number of years, Sir.  

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Would you proceed now, seeing that we have 

exhausted those areas, to provide us with some footage of what you have in 

your possession as to what took place on that particular morning?   

[10.45 a.m. DVD footage shown] 

Mr. Modeste:  The information was gathered on this coming off the 

mezzanine floor.  If you look at it, there is a camera on the mezzanine floor 

as you get up to staircase or you exit the lift.  This is where it all started.  

This is what we have.  Now, allow me to fast forward a bit.   

Mr. Chairman:  Let us have audio.  It looks like it is a still shot we are— 

Mr. Modeste:  It is, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  No audio? 

Mr. Modeste:  No, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Or, I see.  That was very fast.   

Mr. Modeste:  We are not there as yet, Sir.  Here we are seeing Miss Cox 

and Mr. Hypolite coming to the—[Interruption] 

Mr. Speaker:  No, that is Dr. Amery Browne.   

Mr. Modeste:  Sorry, Dr. Amery Browne coming to the elevator.  In a little 

while, you will see Mr. Griffith coming from the same direction to meet the 

both of them at the lift.  There he is.  Mr. Griffith disappears— 

Mr. Samuel:  In the elevator?   

Mr. Modeste:  No.  He did not go into the elevator. 

Mr. Samuel:  It did not seem so.  Play it back.  Play it back again. 
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Mrs. Sampson-Mieguel:  Sorry. 

Mr. Samuel:  Play it back again.  It seems like he went in the elevator. 

Mr. Imbert:  No, he did not.  Suppose he dashed in the elevator? 

Dr. Moonilal:  This is in real time or fast forward? 

Mr. Modeste:  This is real time.   

Mr. Chairman:  Have we any other? 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes.  I wish that we just continue to view for a moment.  It is 

still rolling.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Is that all the footage?   

Mrs. Sampson-Mieguel:  Who is this? 

Mr. Modeste:  I think that is the—I am not too sure.  Again, I do not know 

if they were looking at him going up the stairs. 

Mrs. Sampson-Mieguel:  Who are those people? 

Mr. Modeste:  That is the gentleman who just passed. 

Mrs. Sampson-Mieguel:  So, who are those people? 

Mr. Modeste:  Reporters.  I do not know who this one is.  He seems to be—

[Laughter]  he seems to have had a—It appeared to me that he was lost, not 

knowing where he was or where he wanted to go. 

Mr. Samuel:  He should be here.  He do not know if to go down or up. 

Mr. Modeste:  That is it, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  That is it?  Marshal is that all the footage? 

Mr. Modeste:  They are asking—we have— 

Mr. Chairman:  Could you explain to us why there are no cameras outside 

the dining room area?   

Mr. Modeste:  You would see both of them traversing the corridor over a 

period of time, but at no point in time were they together.  The reason why 

there are no cameras on this level to the front is simply because nobody 
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other than Members of Parliament is supposed to be on that floor, nobody, 

nobody.  

Mrs. Sampson-Mieguel:  By the lift? 

Dr. Moonilal:  I have a request here, Mr. Chairman.   

Mr. Chairman:  You were saying that no person is allowed to use the lift, is 

it between the mezzanine floor and the dining room area?   

Mr. Modeste:  Only Members on sitting days.  No one else is supposed to 

have access to that floor. 

Mr. Chairman:  Which floor? 

Mr. Modeste:  The floor that brings you to the Members‟ Dining Lounge to 

the front.  Nobody other than Members is supposed to be in that area.   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  But there is no control.  No one is standing there.  

There is no control over that.  No one is standing there to see who goes in 

there.   

Mr. Chairman:  All right, I think we better—is there any further footage 

you have to show?   

Mr. Modeste:  No, Sir.  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, I would like to—we could probably ask some 

supplementals on the footage. 

Dr. Moonilal:  I have no question, I just wanted to ask the Chair if you will 

permit me for one moment again to see that footage at the elevator again; 

that important critical footage.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Just those few seconds, I think, is very valuable.  [Footage 

shown]  

Mr. Chairman:  I just wanted to clarify something, Mr. Sebastian Modeste. 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir. 
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Mr. Chairman:  Control, you said that the floor where Members dine is out 

of bounds— 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:—and is restricted only to Members.  But the controls, 

where are the controls?  We just saw something there where the doors are 

just there.  I am not seeing any police officers stationed.   

Mr. Modeste:  The floor that you are looking at is the mezzanine floor.  The 

floor that I am referring to is the floor for the Dining Room, that is the 

second floor. 

Mr. Chairman:  But, there are no cameras for there? 

Mr. Modeste:  No. 

Mrs. Sampson-Mieguel:  There needs to be. 

Mr. Chairman:  But why?   

Dr. Moonilal:  Is not a public place. 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, it is not open to the public.  It was strictly for Members 

of Parliament on sitting days.  Again, the security measure that, I want to 

say, is in place is that we have police officers to the front and to the back of 

the Members‟ Lounge, both entrances, and they are to stop persons who are 

not authorized to go beyond that point.  Again, that was a decision that we 

had made even before coming here, as we looked at the security concerns for 

the building.   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  When you say you have officers at the front and at the 

back, you are saying at the top of the stairs or so, there is usually a 

policeman there? 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes. 

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Was there someone there on that day?   

Mr. Modeste:  At this time, no, there was not.   
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Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Apparently not. 

Mr. Chairman:  And probably that is why you need a camera. 

Mr. Modeste:  In hindsight, yes we do, Sir.   

Mr. Chairman:  Members, is there any further question?  Mr. Modeste, we 

would like to thank you for coming.    

Mr. Modeste:  You are welcome, Sir.  May I be excused, Sir, please?   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, you are. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.   

[10.59 a.m. Mr. Modeste leaves committee room] 
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MINUTES OF THE FIFTH MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  

(SECOND SESSION) 
 

Arnold Thomasos Committee Room (West), Level 6 Tower D, 
Port of Spain International Waterfront Complex 

1A Wrightson Road, Port of Spain 
Friday June 15th , 2012 at 11:00 a.m. 

 
 

Present were: 
 
Mr. Wade Mark   - Chairman 
Dr. Roodal Moonilal   - Member 
Mr. Colm Imbert   - Member 
Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon  - Member 
Ms. Marlene Mc Donald  - Member 
Mr. Prakash Ramadhar   -  Member  
Mr. Chandresh Sharma    - Member 
  
 
Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel -   Secretary 
Ms. Chantal La Roche    -   Legal Officer 
Ms. Annika Fritz   - Senior Legal Officer  
 
Absent: 
 
Dr. Tim Gopeesingh   - Member  
Mr. Rodger Samuel     -   Member 
 
 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 11:08a.m. and thanked 
Members for attending.  

 
2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
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2.1 The Minutes of the Fourth Meeting were confirmed on a motion moved by 
Dr. Moonilal and seconded by Ms. Mc Donald. 
 
 
3. MATTERS ARISING OUT OF THE MINUTES  
 
3.1 There were no matters arising out of the minutes of the Third Meeting.  
 
 
4. CONSIDERATION OF EVIDENCE 

 
4.1 The Chairman referred to the compilation of the evidence of all witnesses 
examined by the Committee which was prepared by the Senior Legal Officer of the 
Parliament and circulated to all Members. (Appendix) 

 
4.2 The Chairman then invited comments and discussion from Members. 
 
4.3 The Committee engaged in extensive discussions and some Members 
expressed the position that the evidence was inconsistent in material particulars  
and that they could therefore form no conclusion on whether a contempt was 
committed by Mr. Griffith. However three (3) Members of the Committee 
expressed the strong view that there was sufficient evidence to support the 
allegation that a stranger did in fact molest the Member of Parliament for 
Laventille East/Morvant by words directed to her.  
 
4.4 Your Committee was divided on the issue and was therefore unable to 
arrive at a definitive position on whether a contempt was committed by Mr. 
Griffith. 

4.5 However, your Committee felt that the evidence gathered exposed a need 
for a strong statement to be issued by the Speaker on the guidelines for non-
Members within the precincts of the Parliament in relation to: 

a) Access to areas within the precincts of Parliament; and 
b) Conduct. 

 

4.6 Your Committee agreed that such a ruling should be issued by the Speaker 
at the earliest opportunity and widely circulated to Members, their staff, media 
and other visitors to the Parliament.   

 
5.        ADJOURNMENT 
 
5.1 The meeting was adjourned at 12:08 a.m. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

On the morning of Saturday 3rd March 2012, during a debate of no confidence in the Prime Minister, Mrs. Kamla 

Persad-Bissessar, the Leader of the Opposition, Dr. Keith Rowley, via motion in accordance with Standing Order 

27(5) brought to the attention of the House a claim that a serious breach and an act of contempt had taken place 

within the precincts of the House.  More specifically, the Leader of the Opposition reported that, “the Member of 

Parliament for Laventille East/Morvant had reason to mention issues relating to a stranger who happened to have 

been around, and leaving the Chamber, a stranger did in fact accost the Member for Laventille East/Morvant in the 

precincts of the Parliament, accompanied her upstairs and menaced her.” 

 

The Speaker ruled that a prima facie case of privilege had been made out and referred the matter to the Committee 

of Privileges for investigation and report. 

 

2.0 THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

The Committee of Privileges, pursuant to Standing Order 75(1), is charged with the consideration of any matter 

referred to it which appears to affect the power or privileges of the House.  Thereafter, it is required to submit its 

report containing recommendations to the House. 

 

2.1 Details of the matter referred to the Committee 

An allegation that on Saturday 3rd March 2012, a stranger committed contempt of the House on the following ground: 

Molesting, accosting and menacing the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of the 

Parliament. 

 

The definition in the Concise Oxford English Dictionary of: 

1. To molest is to: 

(a)  assault or abuse sexually 

(b)  pester or harass in a hostile way 

2. To accost is to: 

(a) approach and address boldly or aggressively 

3. To menace is to: 

(a) be a threat or danger to 
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2.2 Burden of Proof 

The standard of proof to be used by the Committee is the civil standard of proof which is “on a balance of 

probabilities.”  The Committee therefore has to assess whether the allegation more likely than not is true or false, 

based on the evidence presented. 

 

2.3 Rules of Evidence 

The Committee can only act upon relevant, probative and logical evidence which either supports or negates the 

allegation. 

 

2.4. What constitutes privilege? 

The principle of Parliamentary privilege in Trinidad and Tobago follows the practice employed in the United Kingdom 

House of Commons.  The basis of this springs from section 55 (3) of the Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and 

Tobago which states, 

“55. (3) In other respects, the powers, privileges and immunities of each House and the members 

and the committees of each House, shall be such as may from time to time be prescribed by 

Parliament after the commencement of this Constitution and until so defined shall be those of the 

House of Commons of the Parliament of the United Kingdom and of its members and committees 

at the commencement of this Constitution.” 

 

To date, no such powers, privileges and immunities have been prescribed by Parliament since the commencement of 

the Constitution. 

 

Some examples of privilege and powers which collectively belong to each House include: 

(a) Freedom of speech in a debate, 

(b) Freedom from arrest, 

(c) The right to regulate its own internal affairs and procedure, 

(d) The right to publish papers containing defamatory material, 

(e) The right to prosecute contempt, 

(f) The right to compel the attendance of a witness, other persons and their papers, and  

(g) The right to commit persons for breach of privilege or contempt. 
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When any of these rights and immunities is disregarded or attacked, the offence is called a breach of privilege and is 

punishable under the law of Parliament.  Each House also claims the right to punish contempt, that is, actions which, 

while not breaches of any specific privilege, obstruct or impede it in the performance of its functions, or are offences 

against its authority or dignity, such as disobedience to its legitimate commands or libels upon itself, its Members or 

its officers (May, 2011, 203).  The power to punish for contempt has been judicially considered to be inherent in each 

House of Parliament (May, 2011, 204).  Both Houses retain the right to be the sole judge of the lawfulness of their 

own proceedings, and to settle-or depart from- their own codes of procedure.   

 

2.5 Contempt 

Generally speaking, any act or omission, which may include misconduct or molestation which obstructs or impedes 

either House of Parliament in the performance of its functions, or which obstructs or impedes any Member or officer 

of such House in the discharge of his duty, or which has a tendency, directly or indirectly to produce such results, 

may be treated as contempt.  It is therefore impossible to list every act which might be considered to amount to a 

contempt, the power to punish for such an offence being of its nature discretionary (May, 2011, 251). 

 

2.6 Obstructing Members of either House in the discharge of their duty 

The House will proceed against those who obstruct Members in the discharge of their responsibilities to the House or 

in their participation in its proceedings (May, 2011, 261). 

 

2.7 Molestation, reflections and intimidation 

It is a contempt to molest a Member of either House while attending the House, or coming to or going from it, and in 

the eighteenth century both Houses roundly condemned “assaulting, insulting or menacing Lords or Members” going 

to or coming from the House or trying by force to influence them in their conduct in Parliament.  Members and others 

have been punished for such molestation occurring within the precincts of the House whether by assault or insulting 

or abusive language, or outside the precincts.   

 

To molest Members on account on their conduct in Parliament is also contempt.  Reflecting on their conduct as 

Members, threatening a Member for repeating certain allegations claimed to be defamatory, offering to contradict a 

Member from the gallery have all been considered contempt (May, 2011,262). 
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3.0 EVIDENCE OF THE WITNESSES CALLED BEFORE THE COMMITTEE 

 

3.1 Keith Rowley 

Member of Parliament for Diego Martin West  

Dr. Rowley appeared before the Committee on Friday April 27, 2012 

 

1. Dr. Rowley could not recall the exact time that his conversation with Mr. Griffith took place, but remembered 

that it occurred around the time that a “doubles break” was taken. 

2. A chamber attendant came to Dr. Rowley’s seat and informed him that Dr. Griffith wished to speak with him. 

3. Dr. Rowley got up from his place and went to Mr. Gary Griffith where he was standing in the public gallery. 

4. Mr. Griffith said to Dr. Rowley that “something happened outside between him and Donna, that he didn’t feel 

good about it, and that he had come to me to apologize to her and to let her know that they go down well 

and he did not mean anything and this thing happened in front the press” Mr. Griffith continued, as reported 

by Dr. Rowley, “I do now want her to think anything.  I want her to know, I did not really mean anything by 

what happened.”…. “he did not want it to remain like that.” 

5. Mr. Griffith also told Dr. Rowley that, “he spoke to the press and would make sure that the press does not 

publish anything”. 

6. Dr. Rowley told Mr. Griffith that if something had happened between Mr. Griffith and Donna (Cox), and that 

they “go down well” he (Mr. Griffith) should apologize to her himself. 

7. Dr. Rowley asked Mr. Griffith where Ms. Cox was.  Mr. Griffith replied that she was upstairs, but that he 

really wanted to let Dr. Rowley know and for him (Dr. Rowley) to tell her.  

8. Ms. Cox returned to the Chamber and reported to Dr. Rowley that she had an altercation outside, when she 

was leaving the Chamber after having spoken in the Motion of No Confidence. 

9. Ms. Cox reported that when she went out Mr. Griffith was there waiting by the door.  Then he (Mr. Griffith) 

came at her in a very hostile manner and made very derogatory remarks to her, and virtually accosted her, 

followed her upstairs and had some very unpleasant things to say to her. 

10. She said he was hostile to her, in a way that she was intimidated by him, and this behavior from him was a 

reaction to something she had said during her presentation. 

11. Dr. Rowley was of the opinion that Ms. Cox appeared quite upset. 
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3.2 Donna Cox 

Member of Parliament for Laventille East/Morvant 

Ms. Cox appeared before the Committee on Friday April 27, 2012 

 

1. Ms. Cox spoke on the Motion of No Confidence on Friday 2nd March 2012.  During her contribution, she 

stated that Mr. Gary Griffith, Security Advisor to the Prime Minister was seen driving a vehicle with a MP 

sticker on it. 

2. On Saturday 3rd March 2012, during the break for doubles between either 2:00 a.m. or 3:00 a.m., she 

walked out of the Chamber using the public entrance and headed towards the elevator with the Member of 

Parliament for Diego Martin Central, Dr. Amery Browne. 

3. While Ms. Cox and Dr. Browne were in conversation and heading towards the elevator, they saw Mr. Griffith 

standing outside the elevators with someone.  Ms. Cox realized that Mr. Griffith was speaking to someone, 

but did not hear what he was saying and assumed that he was not speaking to either Dr. Brown or her. 

4. When Ms. Cox had almost entered the elevator, Mr. Griffith stepped forward and made a comment which 

Ms. Cox did not hear.  However, Dr. Browne made inquiries of Mr. Griffith, trying to ascertain what he was 

saying.  It was then that Ms. Cox heard Mr. Griffith say, “Well, I am just talking about people who standing 

up in Parliament and saying things about others and about people using MP sticker and when I see Lincoln 

Roberts driving MP vehicle with sticker.” 

5. Recognizing the name Lincoln Roberts, as he is Ms. Cox’s friend, an exchange took place between Ms. Cox 

and Mr. Griffith. 

6. Ms. Cox asked Mr. Griffith, “Is it me you are throwing words at?”  Mr. Griffith then repeated that he saw 

people driving vehicle and he called Lincoln Roberts’ name once again. 

7. Ms. Cox reported that she then said, “Listen, let me tell you something.  It is nothing personal that took place 

in the Parliament.  I mentioned it because I was speaking about other matters concerning you.” 

8. She and Dr. Browne then entered the elevator. 

9. They were laughing while going up in the elevator as Dr. Browne was confused and was trying to figure out 

what was going on. 

10. Ms. Cox reports that as she and Dr. Browne entered the elevator, as the door was closing, she observed 

that Mr. Griffith proceeded up the stairs. 

11. As she and Dr. Browne exited the elevator, and were about to go into the tea room, Mr. Griffith was at the 

top of the stairs waiting.  He told her that he will deal with her for saying things about him.  It was at that 

point that she answered him and said, “Well, I want you to know, I am not afraid of you, I am not afraid of 

you at all, so I do not understand, why are you harassing me, this is harassment.” 
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12. Mr. Griffith proceeded to tell Ms. Cox among other things that she was a low-life and was ugly. 

13. Though she felt embarrassed and was very upset, she proceeded to go into the tea room. 

14. While in the tea room, she reported that she heard somebody mumbling behind her.  When she looked 

back, it was Gary Griffith.  Recognizing him, she turned and said, “You are following me now and what are 

you doing inside of here?”  “I am going to report you to the Speaker.”  “Well no, this is enough; I had enough 

of this.”  “Well, I am going to report you to the Speaker.” 

15. Ms. Cox said that she was very uncomfortable.  She felt as if she was being threatened because he was 

very intimidatory even on the stairs before.  

16. She felt intimidated by his behavior, and felt as if he wanted to do her something. 

17. It was at that point that she mentioned to someone in the tea room that Mr. Griffith was following and 

harassing her.  In summarizing her position, she reiterated that she felt very uncomfortable, threatened and 

unsafe in the Parliament, knowing that she went into the tea room and that Mr. Griffith was able to just follow 

her as something could have happened behind her back.   

18. She then verbally reported the incident to the Speaker. 

19. She then went back into the Chamber and reported the incident to the political leader and Leader of the 

Opposition. 

20. Ms. Cox stated that Dr. Rowley told her that Mr. Griffith approached him to offer an apology because he (Mr. 

Griffith) had made a joke with Ms. Cox and she had gotten upset. Dr. Rowley advised Mr. Griffith that he 

should go to Ms. Cox and apologize directly.  

 

When asked to clarify what exactly Mr. Griffith told her in the three places that she met him- being, downstairs, 

outside the elevator and in the tea room that caused her to feel intimidated, Ms. Cox reported: 

21. “When he started speaking to me, there was no security around on that floor, and his body language was 

menacing.  He came towards me.  I felt threatened.  And somebody tell you that they will deal with you, 

what does that mean?  You must feel threatened by that.  I see that as a threat, telling me that you will deal 

with me.  I do not know in what way you will deal with me, but you will deal with me.” 

22. “Then he referred to what I said in the Parliament Chamber, so it was clear that he was upset.  Meeting him 

there, knowing that he was upset, I felt threatened.  I felt very uncomfortable, because he was clearly upset 

with the fact that I mentioned about the MP sticker and so on.” 

23. “Those were the areas that I felt very threatened and uncomfortable, and then I felt that I was being 

followed, because I went into the elevator and came out the elevator and met him at the top of the stairs, 

went into the tea room, and he was again behind me in the tea room.  That is harassment, and I felt very, 

very uncomfortable, because I felt I was being followed and I was being harassed.” 
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3.3 Gary Griffith 

National Security Advisor  

Mr. Griffith appeared before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012 

 

1. Mr. Griffith said that on Saturday 3rd March 2012, he was in Parliament and was asked to make 

arrangements to provide “doubles” to Members of Parliament for breakfast and to have a member of the 

media take a photograph of the event.  

2. Mr. Griffith reported that the member of the media was downstairs at the bottom level, so he went 

downstairs to get him, making sure that he did not use the elevator.  He made sure to ask him to come up 

the stairs with him. 

3. Mr. Griffith said that he and the reporter, Mr. Viarreul reached the second level, he saw the Member of 

Parliament, Dr. Amery Brown just outside of the elevator.  He went to Dr. Browne and asked him a question 

pertaining to an individual whom he knew was driving a vehicle that had an MP sticker on it. 

4. At no time did he speak to Ms. Cox.  He never went towards her.  He spoke directly to Dr. Browne.  He 

actually had his left arm on Dr. Browne’s right shoulder while speaking to him. 

5. He spoke to Dr. Browne to show similarity between what Ms. Cox accused him of and what he knew 

happened in the past as several persons on the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team contacted him, when they 

heard that Ms. Cox had stated that he was driving a vehicle belonging to an MP with an MP sticker on it.  

They indicated that a certain cricketer drove a car with an MP sticker on it to come to training. 

6. Mr. Griffith stated that the question which he posed to Dr. Browne was made in gest, that is, if Lincoln 

Roberts was a Member of Parliament in the last administration. 

7. Then he, Mr. Griffith continued up the stairs. 

8. When Mr. Griffith was half-way up the stairs with the member of the media behind him, he heard, “F you 

Gary, F you, F you.”  He then looked at the Member of Parliament, Donna Cox and said, “No, I would not do 

that because you are too ugly.” 

9. He then continued moving up to the third level to get to the tea room and the member of the media was 

behind him. 

10. When he reached to the tea room, Ms. Cox then came out of the elevator and continued to abuse him.  She 

screamed, “Did I f-ing tell you anything about f-ing Nicole?  Why de f yuh doing so?  Yuh don’t know f-ing 

me.” 

11. Mr. Griffith reported that the member of media whom he had never spoken to in his life, whom he had no 

relationship with, was behind him, and being fully aware of the security cameras along the corridors of the 
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second and third levels, he did not make a statement or shout or curse Ms. Cox, even though she was 

ridiculing, cursing and shouting at him. 

12. Mr. Griffith stated that Ms. Cox continued to shout at him and to follow him along the corridor. 

13. He then told her that her conduct was unbecoming and was very low class for a Member of Parliament to be 

acting in such a manner and he then walked away from her. 

14. Mr. Griffith stated that the media person in question, Mr. Viarreul then said in the presence of other 

Members of Parliament that he never heard such filth come out of the mouth of a female. 

15. Mr. Griffith then entered the Members’ Lounge to ensure that breakfast was prepared, so that Mr. Viarruel 

could take the photograph as requested. Ms. Cox was in the tea room and started shouting “What is Gary 

Griffith doing here? Where is the police? I am not taking this!” 

16. Mr. Griffith did not respond to Ms. Cox.  He walked out of the tea room and then heard from the Speaker 

that a report was made by Ms. Cox about the incident. 

17. Mr. Griffith immediately left the Members’ Lounge and proceeded to the charge room. He made a report of 

the incident to Corporal Lincoln of the TTPS.  He made an official report downstairs at the bottom level to 

the police who were at the guard room.  

18. Mr. Griffith reported that he then went to speak to Mr. Modeste asking him to ensure that the video footage 

was secured as it would show comprehensively that at no time did he ever speak to her, and that she 

cursed him.  At no time did he go up to her, did he gesticulate, did he shout at her, did he go anywhere near 

her. 

19. He stated that there was a member of the media who was also there and who was willing to testify. 

20. Mr. Griffith then went into the Chamber to speak to Dr. Rowley. He told Dr. Rowley that “Something went 

wrong with Donna about half hour ago, when I was speaking to Dr. Amery Browne and telling him about 

someone driving an MP’s car, it had an individual’s name and she just started cursing me at the top of her 

voice, she followed me, she started threatening me, she started shouting at me and I do not want this to go 

any further, but something went wrong somewhere. I am very sorry if it is that this happened but I do not 

know what it is that caused it, and I would just like to make sure that we could patch things up because I did 

nothing to her.” 

21. Mr. Griffith stated that Dr. Rowley said that he will deal with the situation. 

22. Mr. Griffith also told Dr. Rowley that he would apologize to Ms. Cox if she would let him know what he did 

and to ensure that they would be on good speaking terms.  

23. Mr. Griffith stated that he was offended that Ms. Cox made statements publicly about him in Parliament 

during the debate on the No Confidence Motion.  
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24. He also stated that he was offended by the fact that Ms. Cox made a statement that he threatened and 

abused heads of departments in National Security. Mr. Griffith also said he took offence to his name being 

smeared by a Member of Parliament using the sanctuary of parliamentary privilege to make false 

statements about the way he treated members of national security. He further stated that the issue of the 

MP sticker was irrelevant and in no way offended him.  

25. When asked on a note of clarification whether Ms. Cox started cursing him as he started walking upstairs, 

Mr. Griffith replied, “No, no.  Apparently, she was already in the elevator on the second floor, so I was 

walking up on the second floor where Dr. Browne was just outside the corridor by that elevator on the 

second floor.  When I spoke to him, the photographer was at the bottom of the steps coming up because I 

went to call him, after I spoke to Dr. Browne.” 

26. When asked on another note of clarification whether Mr. Virrauel, the photographer may have heard what 

transpired between Mr. Griffith and Ms. Cox at the mezzanine level from the Chamber level and at the 

lounge level by the elevator, Mr. Griffith replied, “No. No. No, he did because he said in the presence of 

other Ministers that he never heard such filth come out of the mouth of a woman.  And he did text me and 

told me that he hopes good sense would prevail, that she would not embarrass herself.” 

 

3.4 Amery Brown 

Member of Parliament for Diego Martin Central 

Dr. Browne appeared before the Committee on Friday May 4, 2012 

 

1. Dr. Browne stated that on the morning of Saturday March 3, 2012, the Sitting had been suspended for an 

early morning breakfast break and he was with Ms. Cox, Member for Laventille East/Morvant. They exited 

the Chamber using the western doorway and he saw Mr. Griffith standing near to the doorway.  

2. As he and Ms. Cox were walking past, he realized that Mr. Griffith was basically walking parallel with them, 

almost accompanying them as they were making their way toward the elevator. 

3. Dr. Browne stated that he then realized that Mr. Griffith was speaking and he heard him say, “speaking 

about MP sticker, why not talk about other people who used MP sticker.”  That he may have repeated that 

twice. 

4. He inquired of Mr. Griffith if he was talking to him and he continued, “why don’t you talk about Lincoln 

Roberts who was using an MP sticker.” 

5. Dr. Browne reported that Mr. Griffith appeared very upset and very angry about something, and he, Mr. 

Griffith, then told him, “ask her about Lincoln Roberts and her MP sticker.” 

6. Then Ms. Cox asked Mr. Griffith, “Is it me you are throwing words at there?” 
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7. Mr. Griffith’s responded, “yes, you, tell him about Lincoln Roberts nuh.” 

8. Before he and Ms. Cox entered the elevator and the doors closed, Ms. Cox told Mr. Griffith that he ought not 

to take things so personally. 

9. Dr. Browne indicated that based on the discussion he had in the elevator with Ms. Cox, he realized that the 

statements made by Mr. Griffith were apparently very offensive and personal to Ms. Cox.  He reported that 

Ms. Cox seemed quite shaken by the statements made. 

10. Dr. Browne stated that when he and Ms. Cox exited the elevator, Mr. Griffith was at the top of the stairway 

and again initiated a conversation. Dr. Browne said that he realized that it was a very unpleasant exchange 

between a Member of the Lower House and Mr. Griffith.  

11. He then entered the Members’ Lounge and indicated to a number of Members who were seated close to the 

entrance of the Lounge that there was a very unpleasant and hostile exchange taking place between Mr. 

Griffith and a Member of the Opposition. 

12. Dr. Browne indicated that he did see Mr. Griffith enter the Members’ Lounge after the incident and that he 

had not observed him ever in the tea room before. 

13. Dr. Browne indicated that Ms. Cox joined him in the tea room and told him that she intended to inform the 

Marshal of the Parliament and the Speaker of the House of the incident, because she was extremely upset 

about what had taken place.  

14. The Committee asked Dr. Browne to describe Mr. Griffith’s demeanor during the first encounter.  

15. Dr. Browne indicated that before they entered the elevator, Mr. Griffith seemed very upset, very angry and 

very focused.  There was clearly a point he really wanted to get across.  

16. The Committee asked Dr. Browne whether he concluded that Mr. Griffith was offended by the reference Ms. 

Cox made to the MP sticker during her contribution.  

17. Dr. Browne responded in the affirmative.  

18. The Committee then asked if he would conclude that the first words that Mr. Griffith said and subsequently 

what he (Mr. Griffith) said were motivated by what Ms. Cox said about the MP sticker and once again, Dr. 

Browne responded in the affirmative. 
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3.5 Alva Virrauel 

Photo Editor-Guardian Newspaper 

Mr. Viarruel appeared before the Committee on Friday May 11, 2012 

 

1. Mr. Viarruel had just exited the Chamber when Mr. Gary Griffith approached him, asking him to take a 

photograph of the Prime Minister having breakfast of doubles in the Members’ Lounge. Mr. Viarruel 

estimates the time to have been 4:30 a.m.   

2. Mr. Viarruel returned to the Chamber to retrieve his camera, while Mr. Griffith walked ahead of him, telling 

him to meet him upstairs. 

3.  Mr. Viarruel proceeded from the Mezzanine level (Chamber level) up the stairs to the third level (Members’ 

Lounge level). While walking up the stairs, he reported that he heard loud voices; that someone was 

obviously quarrelling. 

4. When he got to the platform, midway or halfway up the flight of stairs, leading to the third level, he saw Ms. 

Cox speaking to Mr. Griffith. 

5. When Mr. Griffith saw Mr. Viarruel, he turned in his direction and then walked away to the door, which would 

be the door facing Wrightson Road to enter the tea room.  At that point, Ms. Cox then turned the other way 

and went through the other door. 

6. Mr. Viarruel continued upstairs, walked through the door that Mr. Griffith went through, where he saw Mr. 

Griffith waiting for him in the corridor. 

7. Mr. Viarruel then followed Mr. Griffith, waited for a while, took the photograph and left.  

8. Mr. Viarruel did not witness any exchange of words or altercation between Ms. Cox and Mr. Griffith on the 

Mezzanine level (Chamber level). 

 

3.6 Sebastian Modeste 

Marshal at the Office of the Parliament 

Mr. Modeste appeared before the Committee on Friday May11, 2012 

1. On the morning of March 3rd 2012, Mr. Modeste left the Chamber while the House was in session. 

2. While standing outside the Chamber door, the one used by the Presiding Officers, he saw Mr. Gary Griffith 

walking in his direction, looking down at his phone which was in his hand.  As he approached Mr. Modeste, 

he looked up and said, “She vex or what?”  At that point, Mr. Griffith was standing right in front of Mr. 

Modeste 

3. Mr. Griffith then asked if he could be allowed to sit behind the Government Bench against the wall, so that 

he could face her. 
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4. Initially, Mr. Modeste did not know whom Mr. Griffith was referring to, but then realized that he was referring 

to Miss Donna Cox, who, at that time was making her contribution on the No Confidence Motion. 

5. Mr. Modeste remembered telling Mr. Griffith, “Leave the lady alone nuh man”.  He admitted to having 

responded in that manner to Mr. Griffith as he got the impression that there was a running battle between 

Mr. Griffith and Ms.Cox.  He felt that despite all that had transpired and all that was said in the past should 

have been allowed to die a natural death and that Mr. Griffith should have “left it alone”.  Additionally, he and 

Mr. Griffith are familiar with each other, being ex-members of the Defence Force, they have known each 

other for a number of years; hence the familiarity with which he addressed Mr. Griffith. 

6. Mr. Modeste also told Mr. Griffith that he could not allow him to sit behind the Government Bench against 

the wall to face Ms. Cox as those chairs were provided for Government Senators. 

7. Mr. Modeste then walked away. 

8. The next time he saw Mr. Gary Griffith, he was seated in the Public Gallery. 

9. Sergeant Straker later informed Mr. Modeste that Mr. Gary Griffith reported an altercation to him which had 

taken place between Ms. Cox and Mr. Griffith. 

10. Mr. Griffith did not wish to make an official report, but instead, asked Sergeant Straker to report the incident 

to Mr. Modeste, for his information. 

11. Based on the report received from Sergeant Straker, Mr. Modeste reviewed the footage from the camera 

located on the Mezzanine floor in the vicinity of the elevator and secured the footage. 

 

4.0 EVIDENCE FROM THE FOOTAGE 

1. The footage shown on a DVD by Mr. Modeste was collected from a security camera on the mezzanine floor 

outside the elevator.  No footage was available from the second floor outside the Members’ Lounge due to 

an absence of security cameras at that location.  Mr. Modeste reasoned that the absence of cameras at that 

location is due to the fact that that area is restricted solely to Members of Parliament—only Members are 

supposed to have access to that floor on sitting days. 

2. Ms. Cox and Dr. Browne are seen walking towards the elevator.  They remain standing on the landing for a 

while, while chatting. 

3. Mr. Griffith comes from the same direction that Ms. Cox and Dr. Browne came from, starts talking to Dr. 

Browne.  He places his hand on Dr. Browne’s shoulder.  Ms. Cox remains standing on the landing, next to 

the elevator. 

4. Two (2) attendants from the Dining Room come out of the elevator and enter the door to the right of the 

elevator. 
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5. Ms. Cox enters the elevator, and Mr. Griffith and the Dr. Browne remain speaking outside the elevator on 

the landing. 

6.  Ms. Cox stands at the entrance of the elevator, while the conversation between Mr. Griffith and Dr. Browne 

ends.   

7. Mr. Griffith walks in the direction of the staircase. 

8. Ms. Cox and Dr. Browne enter the elevator and the doors close. 

9. Some time elapses and Mr. Viarruel is seen walking past the elevators towards the staircase. 

10. Two (2) people then pass in front of the elevators and look up in the direction of the staircase. 

11. Another man soon passes in front of the elevators, but remains stationary for quite some time, looking up in 

the direction of the staircase.  He starts walking in the direction of the doors next to the elevators, remains 

stationary for quite some time again, looking up at the staircase and then proceeds in the direction of the 

door next to the elevator. 

 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

Understanding the standard of proof which needs to be applied when assessing the evidence, the Committee has to 

address its mind to the following issues: 

(1) Whether Mr. Griffith, a stranger to the House, committed contempt of the House by allegedly molesting, 

accosting and menacing the Member for Laventille East/Morvant on account of her conduct in the 

Parliament on Saturday 3rd May 2012 and  

(2) Whether Mr. Griffith’s actions on Saturday 3rd March 2012 were designed to obstruct/impede the Member for 

Laventille East/Morvant in the discharge of her duty as a Member of Parliament during the debate on the 

Motion of No Confidence in the Prime Minister, Mrs. Kamla Persad Bissessar. 
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VERBATIM NOTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SECOND 

SESSION (2011/2012), TENTH PARLIAMENT HELD IN THE 

ARNOLD THOMAS ROOM (WEST), TOWER D, LEVEL 6, 

WRIGHTSON ROAD, PORT OF SPAIN, ON FRIDAY, APRIL 20, 

2012 AT 10.10 A.M. 

Present 

Mr. Wade Mark Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal Member  

Miss Marlene McDonald  Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon Member 

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz Senior Legal Officer 

Miss Chantal La Roche Legal Officer 

 

Excused 

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel Member 

 

Absent 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma Member 

 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you.  I want to call this meeting to order.  It 

is now 13 minutes past 10.  May I apologize from the start, for my late 
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arrival.  Dr. Gopeesingh is on the floor, I understand.  Mr. Chandresh 

Sharma, who is also a member, is here but—we would had try to see if he 

we can get them—in the meantime we do have a quorum.  A quorum is 

made up of three persons, including the Chairman and we do have a quorum.  

I would like to call this meeting to order and to welcome our members.   

[Mrs. Gopee-Scoon enters committee room]  

Good morning, and thank you for attending the first meeting of the 

Committee of Privileges for the 2011/2012 Session of the Tenth Parliament.   

Let me advise Members that Miss Donna Cox, a member of the 

committee, has recused herself from the deliberations on matter referred to 

the committee and that Miss Marlene McDonald was appointed to serve as a 

member of the committee for the duration of the matter.  

I would like to also welcome Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon, who was not a 

member of the committee during the First Session, and we are happy to have 

her.  She has replaced Mrs. Patricia McIntosh as a member of the committee 

for this Second Session. 

Thus far, I have received excuses, in terms of absence from Mr. 

Prakash Ramadhar who is out of the country and also Mr. Rodger Samuel.  

He, apparently, has a meeting which conflicts with this one.  Both are 

excused. 

Members, I would like to indicate to you from the very outset that 

during the work of this committee, the following matters ought to be taken 

on board, as it relates to the conduct of meetings of this committee.  First of 

all, this committee‟s business is to be conducted in a professional and 

nonpartisan manner.  That is the first area that we need to bear in mind.  This 

committee is a quasi-judicial body and therefore it must follow procedures 

that can withstand public scrutiny.  These are some of the principles that we 
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need to take on board in this committee.   

I would like members to note, especially the new members, that 

verbatim records of our meetings will become part of the committee‟s report 

and will be subject to the examination and scrutiny of the public, as well as 

others.  So, we need to conduct ourselves, at all times, in a professional 

manner.  Everything that you say in these meetings will be recorded and 

everything will go to the general public.  I am just advising members of the 

reality.   

I would also like to urge members, whenever we are having open 

sessions and witnesses before this committee, if there are disagreements, 

please, let us resolve our disagreement in camera and not in the presence of 

witnesses. 

I would also like to say that there are well established rules for the 

conduct of our committee‟s business that have withstood extensive challenge 

and will be consistently applied by this Chair.   

I have circulated for members—this is a very important note that 

members should really digest properly.  This is very important as we 

proceed.  We have sought to provide members with an historical 

development of parliamentary privilege.  We have given you some insights 

into the law of parliamentary privilege in Trinidad and Tobago.  We have 

provided you with information on contempt and the power to punish, 

procedure in raising a complaint, the conduct of the enquiry.  I do not want 

to burden members on these matters.  It is for you to read and understand 

how we are going to be conducting our affairs.  This document is very 

important for members to read and study. 

Now, members, what is the consideration of the matter referred to this 

committee?  An allegation that on Saturday, March 02, 2012, a stranger 
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committed contempt of the House on the following ground:   

Molesting, accosting, and menacing the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant within the precincts of the Parliament.   

That is the matter that is before us. 

We have sought, as I have said, to bring before your attention some 

notes on parliamentary practice and procedure, which I have just referred to.   

You have in your possession, extracts of the verbatim record of the matter of 

privilege raised by the Member of Parliament for Diego Martin West, on 

Saturday, March, 02, 2012.  We have also provided some information, 

which probably would come relevant later on, but not immediately, of 

newspaper articles in relation to the matter referred.   

We would now want to get from our members of this committee, 

having regard to what I have outlined, as it concerns the allegation referred 

to us.  But, before I go there I want you to know that I have not received any 

excuses thus far from Mr. Imbert who is normally present.  He is not here 

thus far.  Dr. Tim Gopeesingh is here, but in another meeting and he is 

coming up, I understand and also Mr. Chandresh Sharma.  He is in another 

meeting, but probably will join us later.  

I would like to introduce our Senior Legal Officer.  She is Mrs. 

Annika Fritz and, of course, everyone knows Chantal La Roche.  These are 

two legal officers working for the Parliament of the Republic of Trinidad 

and Tobago.  Okay? so that you will be aware of the people around this 

table. 

Members, you have heard from me the allegation.  I would like to 

hear from you now, as to what suggestions you would like to advance, as it 

relates to the way forward.  How do members believe we should proceed 

with the matter before this committee?  As I have said, I have outlined the 
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matter that is before us.  The meeting is now opened.   

Miss McDonald:  Mr.  Chairman— 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Miss McDonald. 

Miss McDonald:—I have had the opportunity to read, both from the 

documents given to me, what Mr. Griffith has said and also Miss Cox.  I was 

not there, but as you have said you are looking at the way forward, I believe 

that this could be a very simple matter.  I think that—I do not know if you 

want to do it in the presence of each other or you do it one person at a 

time—each person should state their interpretation of what happened on that 

morning; each one.  I think that we should do it—if you look at the flipside 

of it—where if one person is speaking and the other person present, may 

cause too much of emotions in that this one person may want to tell the other 

person that not so and stop that person and what not.  You need a free flow.  

Let one person at a time explain what has happened and we would have the 

opportunity then, to question the particular person, based on the statements 

made to press and on the air and what not.   

[Mr. Imbert enters committee room] 

It is very unfortunate, because all these things have already gone before and 

now I would hold you.  if I have to ask a question, I am going to hold 

persons to what they have said.  All right?  You gave that.  You said it.  As 

matter of fact, when I was reading it here this morning I really started 

making some asterisks of areas of doubt, grey areas.   

I feel, I do not know because this is the first time I am here and only 

for this particular occasion, that we should talk to each one separately and 

then members here would be able, openly, to question each person and then, 

as a committee, I think that we are sufficiently intelligent and mature enough 

to make a decision.   
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Mr. Chairman:  We have heard the views of one member.  Is there any 

other view?  Dr. Moonilal, would you want to intervene and indicated what 

you consider to be the way forward?   

Dr. Moonilal:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  First, I want to also join you to 

welcome two new members of this committee.  One, of course, is primarily 

for the matter before us, Miss McDonald and Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon who 

is joining us as a member.   

Just to clarify a few matters before outlining the way forward or my 

recommendation.  I first wanted to be absolutely clear, which I think we are, 

but just to state again, this matter is properly before the Privileges 

Committee, in the sense that it is a matter involving a stranger.  It is not a 

contempt involving two Members of the House.  By virtue of us meeting 

here it appears that it is properly before and it can be done.   

I wanted to find out if there is precedence in our jurisdiction, locally; 

when this has happened before, when a stranger to the House has appeared 

on any breach of contempt and maybe how it had been handled before.  

There must be precedent, I imagine, in the Commonwealth but whether or 

not.  Because in my recollection, unless I am completely mistaken, in the 

last 10 year or so, I have not remembered this type of contempt involving a 

stranger. I remember there were occasions when reporters came before the 

Committee of Privileges and they are strangers as well, on other matters of 

contempt, but never this type of involving intimidation, menacing and so on.  

Because, it 

may also be a matter for a police enquiry, because of the nature of the 

allegations being made.  That is one.   

Why I raised that is the implication of that, the stranger involved here, 

does that stranger have any right, as would a Member of the House, in terms 
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of representation, in terms of someone who sits in on their behalf to listen, if 

not contribute?  We are clear on the rights of a Member, when a Member is 

before the Privileges Committee, but is that the same right of a stranger and 

the implications to that in the conduct of the business, to ensure that the 

stranger as well receives a just hearing.  Those are the two matters. 

Like the speaker before me, I belief this is a matter that can be dealt 

with relatively quickly.  We can call one and the other but not together, 

necessarily and maybe not even on the same day.  You could call and 

conduct an enquiry as to what may have been the circumstances, and so on.  

But, it all hinges on the conduct of such an enquiry involving a stranger and 

the rights of that stranger, as opposed to a Member of the House.   

If that stranger asks, for example, for witness, can that stranger be 

afforded that, and if the stranger is not afforded that, what is the implication 

for the process?  Just some clarifications on that.  But, having said that, I 

would have felt that, with a quick interview of both parties, we try to 

ascertain what happened and we would be in a position to dispense with this 

matter.   

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, I have to say that on the first point, 

whether there is precedence in our jurisdiction or any other part of the 

Commonwealth, dealing with the stranger, I think the Clerk of the House 

could enlighten us there.   

On the second issue, with respect to whether the stranger would have 

the same rights and privileges as a Member of Parliament, I think it hinges 

on 

the issue of natural justice; that you cannot treat the stranger any less than 

you would treat the Member of Parliament.  Yes?  I think, if it is—now I am 
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subject to correction, in fact I did look at that issue yesterday, as to whether 

the stranger would be able to have an attorney present, et cetera.  And that 

privilege should be open, based on the issue of natural justice.  I just wanted 

to share that.   

Mr. Chairman:  When you say an attorney present you mean as an advisor? 

Miss McDonald:  As an advisor.  The attorney must not—you remember, 

under Mr. Manning‟s own, the attorney cannot come here and—because it is 

not a court of law, but the attorney could be present or advise his client.   

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you.  Mrs. Gopee-Scoon, I know that you are new 

to the committee, but if you have any thoughts on the way forward that you 

would like to share or are you in agreement?   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  May I say that I am in 

agreement to both parties being interviewed or being brought before us to 

give an account of details, but both parties being brought in separately.  Of 

course, I am thinking that there may have been a witness as well and that 

person should be brought before us as well to give an account of the details.   

Like Miss McDonald, I too am concerned about the reports that were 

made in the press.  Certainly, the allegations and the details given to the 

press would be matched with what is being said here as well.  I think it is 

pertinent that we also get the information required as to the rights of a 

stranger as well.  Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman:  Before we get into the meat of it, I would ask Jacqui, the 

Secretary of the Committee, if she could probably shed some light on some 

of the concerns raised by Dr. Moonilal in particular and, of course, by other 

Members: one is the precedent for this kind of experience that we are going 

through in our own jurisdiction as well as, maybe—I think we could talk 
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about our jurisdiction and if Jacqui wants to look at external, that is no 

problem; and also the rights of a stranger to call witnesses and as Marlene 

said, in the instance of him wanting to walk with an attorney as an advisor, 

that sort of thing.  So, if you could clear the air for us on these matters.   

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  Dr. Moonilal also raised the question as to 

whether this is the appropriate forum.  The Committee of Privileges, Sir, is 

the body that looks into all questions as agreed by the Chair, that rightly 

ought to be examined and reported to the House that touch and concern the 

privileges of Parliament.   

In the last Parliament, we had an instance when there was a meeting in 

Woodford Square and a number of Members—I think it was a Motion of No 

Confidence at the time, that was being debated in Parliament—alleged that 

they were harassed on the way to Parliament and the former Speaker, in 

response to a Motion being raised, also sent that matter to the Committee of 

Privileges.  So, what is before the Committee of Privileges, contrary to how 

people refer to things, is not a person; it is an issue that has been raised by a 

Member, that something affecting and touching the privileges of a Member 

occurred and should be examined by this committee and this is the proper 

forum.   

The last matter abruptly came to an end at the end of the Session.  

But, we have had instances in the past when strangers have been brought 

before this committee for doing acts, which amounted to allegations of 

contempt and there is a list of things that fall into that category of contempts 

of Parliament.  Most of the times it is strangers that commit the contempts.  

Members 

usually commit things like abuse of their parliamentary privilege to the point 
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that it becomes a breach.  But, usually the persons who commit contempts 

are normally strangers, persons who, really should not be interfering with 

Members‟ privileges, rights and immunities.  Like myself, if I were to, in 

some way interfere with any Member‟s ability to speak or right to ask a 

question or anything like that, I would be committing a contempt and this is 

the appropriate forum for it.  If it is a crime that is committed then—Yes, 

Sir, we have had precedence.  There have been numerous in different 

Parliaments all over the world.   

But, the first question the committee has to consider is: what is before 

it?  Because when I read what was raised by the Member for Diego Martin 

West, no names were given.  I think that the committee has reached the stage 

of making an assumption as to what allegation was in fact raised by the 

Member for Diego Martin West.  So, I think the very first thing the 

committee has to do, for the purpose of the paper record, is to get from the 

person who made the complaint, more details, because I do not think you 

have enough details to begin your investigation and I do not think you could 

begin it, based on what is in the papers.  I believe the starting point must be 

what was complained of and then you probably get from the person who— 

[Interruption] Yes Ma‟am. 

Miss McDonald:  May I stick a pin here? 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  Yes, Ma‟am.   

Miss McDonald:  When I read the document I saw where—and I keep 

seeing it over and over—Gary Griffith had threatened the Member for 

Laventille East/Morvant.  One of the questions I wanted to ask this morning: 

threatened what?  What was the form and what was the nature of the threat?   

Dr. Moonilal:  That is an important thing, but just to come back to this 



11 

Committee of Privileges (cont‟d) 2012/04/20 

 10.10 a.m.—10.54 a.m. 

11 
 

issue.  I did not reach there yet, because I was concerned about the rights of 

strangers and I was very clear that once we meet here this morning it is 

properly brought.  But just for the record that we are on good grounds.  

Having read the Hansard account that has been supplied, that question also 

arose to me in that: Who is the complainant?  Is it the Leader of the 

Opposition or is it the Member for Laventille East/Morvant?  Who is the 

complainant before the committee?  Who is complaining that their privilege 

has been breached because there is a virtual complainant?  The Leader of the 

Opposition appears to be a virtual complainant. 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  You need to hear from him.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Yes.  Again, that might be for me an unusual development, 

because the person who appears to have been the alleged victim of this 

breach of privilege is not complaining to the Parliament, it is the Leader of 

the Opposition.   

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  Yes, correct. 

Dr. Moonilal:  So, this is why it is very clear and if we pursue this matter—

I imagine there could be an argument that this matter may not even go 

forward from today, because the person whose privilege is alleged to have 

been breached has not complained. 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  Any Member could raise a matter of complaint. 

Dr. Moonilal:  So, the Leader of the Opposition would be the first person 

we would have to speak to and secondly, to get from the Parliament‟s side—

while the media is there and the media reports and we use the media 

guardedly, as the guardedly as the Speaker has indicated in open House—the 

name and identity of these alleged persons, the stranger or strangers, as the 

case may be.  Because I have also read the newspaper accounts in which 
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other names are being called who are also strangers, and it opens up that area 

as to who are the strangers involved, the number, the identity and what is 

alleged.  I think we need to clarify the complaint that is being made 

substantially, I think, from the Leader of the Opposition.   

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  Mr. Chairman, to continue the—[Interruption]  

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, may I— 

Mr. Chairman:  Just a minute.  Welcome.  But before you come in I think 

the Secretary— 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  On the point of the witnesses that was raised 

before, all of those persons—the Leader of the Opposition first as you say, 

and then the persons who he identified in the knowledge that he has, are 

parties to this thing—all of them are witnesses, Sir and all witnesses before a 

committee have the same rights.  It does not matter if you are a Member of 

Parliament.  All witnesses before a committee have the exact right.  That is 

why we refer to them as witnesses and not to members appearing before a 

committee.  Even if though you are appearing before a committee and you 

are in fact a Member of Parliament, at that time, you are but a witness.   

Somebody had asked whether a person could call witnesses?  I 

suppose, based on what the person tells the committee, the committee will 

determine whether it will also want to hear from other persons.  You begin at 

the start.  You hear what is the complaint and then you determine who you 

need to call and then who else, based on what information comes before you, 

you need to call.  It is impossible at this stage to determine who you will 

need to hear from unless you begin hearing what has happened.    

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Imbert.  

Mr. Imbert:  Sorry I was late, a lot of rain.  I would like us to deal with this 
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matter as to whether the complaint is properly made immediately, if you do 

not mind.  My understanding is that any Member can raise a matter of 

privilege.  That person does not have to be the person who was directly 

affected, or the aggrieved person, by the alleged misconduct and could we 

settle that immediately, please, before we go ahead? 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, I think it has been made very clear that any Member 

can case a matter of privilege on behalf of another Member.  That is no 

problem.   

Dr. Moonilal:  But having done that, that Member then becomes a person of 

interest to the committee.   

Mr. Imbert:  That is another step in the proceedings.  It think what is the 

role of that person in the proceedings is something that the committee will 

determine, based on advice.  But I think we need to clear first that this is a 

matter that is properly before the committee and then go forward from there. 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, the matter is properly before the committee.  That is 

very clear.  Could we agree, based on—Mr. Imbert, you came a bit late, in 

the sense and I know that you are always punctual.  I just wanted to ask you, 

we were dealing with the way forward and Members had expressed their 

views on the way forward, as to next steps.  I do not know if you would like 

to share with this committee, your views on the way forward.   

Mr. Imbert:  Certainly.  I think we need to communicate with the person 

who is the subject of the complaint and ask them to appear before the 

committee and put the complaint to them and then hear what they have to 

say.  In my experience, people adopt different postures.  Some people would 

come and apologize, although that is very rare; some people would bring 

lawyers, 
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that is very common; some people go to court, “nah”, that is not so common; 

some people would say they need time; some people would want to know 

the nature of the complaint; they want to know the witnesses.  I think, to get 

the ball rolling, we need to call the person who is the subject of the 

complaint, put the complaint to them and then hear what they have to say 

and then take it from there.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, the first thing, I think, we need to do is to 

call, albeit briefly, the Leader of the Opposition and ask him to identify who 

is the subject of this.   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes.  I would like to support that thought and view, that 

the first area that we ought to consider is inviting the Member for Diego 

Martin West, who actually moved the matter on the floor, and to have him 

come before us, as the Secretary said, as a witness to let him explain to this 

committee the nature of this breach and why it was raised in the first 

instance.   

Dr. Moonilal:  The identity of the breach. 

Mr. Chairman:  Let him come, explain to us and then the Members of this 

committee will then determine the way forward, in other words, next steps, 

as the case may be.   

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I think that is okay, but with one 

caveat.  If the Leader of the Opposition comes and explains the situation to 

us and we say: “Okay, let us proceed”, I think we should establish from now 

what we will be doing then.  I think once we decide that this matter is 

something that should be addressed, then we should call the subject of the 

complaint, rather than waste time calling witnesses.  I do not like the 

impression I am getting, no offence, that we will call a whole barrage of 
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people before we get to the person who is alleged to have committed the 

breach. 

Members:  No, no, no. 

Mr. Imbert:  I will prefer, sure let us call the Leader of the Opposition but 

the next person we call should be the person who allegedly committed the 

alleged breach.   

Dr. Moonilal:  My understanding of this, I do not think the committee needs 

more than five to 10 minutes with the Leader of the Opposition.  It is for the 

purpose of a record, for him to explain the nature of the breach and his 

recollection of the identity of the person who is the subject and from that, I 

think we can then go logically to the person who is the alleged victim— 

Miss McDonald:  The aggrieved person. 

Dr. Moonilal:—To explain what was the— 

Miss McDonald:  And you could do that the same day.   

Dr. Moonilal:  But you cannot get to the person to whom it is alleged did 

something, unless the person—I do not think the Leader of the Opposition 

would be in a position to explain the facts.  What he will be in a position to 

explain is the nature of the breach as he determined it for him to trigger this 

procedure, but the nature of the breach in fact has to be explained by the 

person who is the alleged victim.   

Miss McDonald:  We could do that the same day. 

Dr. Moonilal:  We have no understanding of what transpired from the 

person who is claiming, through her spokesman, that there has been a 

breach.  So if the stranger comes and say: “I breach nothing.” 

Mr. Chairman:  Could I suggest, for the consideration of the committee, 

that at our next meeting, we invite the Member for Diego Martin West, as a 
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witness to explain the nature of this matter and then we also invite the 

person 

who, it is alleged, was the victim of this allegation and we also take the 

opportunity of inviting the other person who is alleged to have committed— 

Miss McDonald:  No, no, Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  It is only at the next meeting we would know the identity of 

that stranger.  We do not.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.   

Mr. Imbert:  I am getting worried now, Mr. Chairman, I am getting worried 

now. 

Miss McDonald:  “Yuh doh want all ah dem pack up here yuh know.” 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel: The current Session ends in June.  I have seen 

many a matter go to a Privileges Committee and then die a natural death 

because the Parliament is prorogued. If you are going to go along this way, 

you will never get to examination of the person who is alleged to have 

committed the breach.  The Parliament will be prorogued. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Well then the alleged breach should have been committed 

earlier.  [Laughter] 

Mr. Imbert:  No, no, no.  I support—[Interruption] 

Dr. Moonilal:  We are not in control of when a breach is committed. 

Mr. Imbert:  I support the Chairman‟s proposal that we invite all three.  I 

know we are laughing and we are having fun and games here but I am 

worried about this matter expiring before we get to the examination of the 

person who is alleged to have committed the breach.   

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Imbert is correct but the 

committee will have to work out a work schedule to avoid that.  The 
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problem, Sir is when the Member for Diego Martin West raised the matter 

he did not name the stranger.   

Mr. Chairman:  I think that is the problem.   

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  And the committee cannot jump to that name at 

this point.   

Mr. Chairman:  That is true. 

Miss McDonald:  We have to bring him first. 

Mr. Imbert:  If they did ask me, “I done describe de shoes and he socks and 

what he was wearing.  If dey did ask me.” 

Miss McDonald:  “And if dey had put me in dat, ah woudda tell yuh whey 

yuh livin too.”  

Dr. Moonilal:  We would have to meet again and find out who is this 

stranger. 

Mr. Chairman:  If you look at the verbatim records that you have in your 

possession, the Leader of the Opposition, Member of Parliament for Diego 

Martin West, did in fact identify the victim; that is the Member for 

Laventille East/Morvant but he never, in his—he talked about a stranger, but 

no identification.  We are asking him, we are inviting him, to come to the 

next meeting and share with this committee the details.   

Dr. Moonilal:  It is along two lines. 

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, the travesty of this whole thing is that Dr. 

Rowley never named that person in Parliament, but when you read the 

papers you hear Gary Griffith talking “all kinda thing.  Yuh understand?”  

He was not named and there he was talking all sorts of things. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Gary Griffith could be speaking on behalf of someone.   

Miss McDonald:  There he was talking all sorts of things.  That is why I 
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could not understand this.  So, he named himself. 

Dr. Moonilal:  I do think we would have to detain the Leader of the 

Opposition for much time, just to clarify the breach and identify the stranger.   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  I think this is all pointing to the fact that we must 

arrange a tight schedule and that we must meet regularly on it, and in that 

case we follow proper procedure, in terms of who is called next, being the 

person who made the complaint and the aggrieved, and then move very 

quickly to the next meeting, which will involve the stranger and any other 

witnesses. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right, I think we are all on one page on this one.  I 

would like to suggest that we agree, (1) that the secretary writes the Member 

for Diego Martin West, inviting him to our next meeting, so that he can 

explain the nature of the breach, who is the stranger et cetera, et cetera.  

Then we invite, at that meeting as well, the person whose name was 

mentioned, the Member for Laventille East/Morvant, and that person be 

written to by the secretary.   

I would like to suggest that we agree on a date, which I would like to 

suggest for your consideration, next Friday because my understanding is that 

on Wednesday we are start at 10 o‟clock in the morning so it would be very 

difficult for our committee to meet before that and then you have a House 

Committee meeting, I understand, Leader of the House, at nine o‟clock or 

something like that.  So, I would like to suggest, with respect, we meet on 

Friday, April 27 at 10.00 a.m.  Is that agreeable?   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, over the years we also had the issue of 

meeting.  Is it possible we could meet at 11.00 a.m. and take the business to 

12:00/12.30 p.m. and then have lunch and go to the House?  Some Members 



19 

Committee of Privileges (cont‟d)  

19 
 

would have that greater part of morning to conduct other business. 

Mr. Chairman:  That is fine.  I have no problem.  That is fine with me 

because we ought to be conducting our affairs quite efficiently, because the 

Member for Diego Martin West should not take that long and then when the 

Member for Laventille East/Morvant comes, I think we could execute our 

responsibilities efficiently so 11.00 o‟clock is good with me and we finish 

by about 12.15p.m./12.30 p.m. max.  Okay?  Are there any further matters?   

Mr. Imbert:  I would like to request that when the secretary communicates 

with both Dr. Rowley and Miss Cox, that she is very clear on why they are 

being asked to appear before us and what they are expected to do when they 

come, before there is some confusion about how there were not clear 

instructions and they do not know why they are coming and then Dr. 

Moonilal would raise some legal almost point as who they told.   

Mr. Imbert:  Say specifically why?  Dr. Rowley is coming to give us 

further and better particulars of the complaint, including naming the stranger 

and Miss Cox is coming to give her statement/version of events or her facts 

or whatever you want to it, with respect to what occurred that led to the 

complaint by Dr. Rowley, because, obviously, Miss Cox would have asked 

Dr. Rowley to raise the matter.   

Mr. Chairman:  We give to those witnesses who are coming before us, a 

clear appreciation of their rights. 

Mr. Imbert:  Yes, as well.  

Mr. Chairman:  Clearly, their rights , in terms of if wish they wish to walk 

with advisors, including attorneys-at-law and indicate in that correspondence 

the rights and what is not allowed and the role of their advisors, so that 

nobody would come before us under any misapprehension or misconception.  

So outline those things in details for them. 
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Mr. Imbert:  As well as why we are asking them to come. 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, as well as they we are asking them to come. 

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  As a newcomer, I want some clarity.  So they are 

allowed to bring an advisor but not an attorney?  

Dr. Moonilal:  The name of the person is an advisor.   

Mr. Imbert:  But they cannot talk. 

Mr. Chairman:  First of all, Paula, each witness is entitled to bring up to 

two advisors maximum, which could be attorneys-at-laws or two ordinary 

Members of Parliament.  You are entitled to bring, but when you bring those 

people, those people are not entitled to speak.  They can whisper to you, they 

can speak with you, but they are not supposed to be speaking to you and 

Members of this committee and you cannot speak through them either.  So, 

we need to clear all these things.   

Mr. Chairman:   Members, are we clear?   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Yes, I am clear on that one.   

Mr. Chairman:  Well, we know what we have do.  We are meeting next 

Friday, April 27, at 11.00 a.m. and the Secretary will dispatch 

correspondences to the respective persons, the Members for Diego Martin 

West, and Laventille East/Morvant outlining why they are being asked to be 

here and outlining their rights as witnesses as they appear before us.   

Could I, now, with your leave, adjourn this committee meeting until 

next Friday, April 27, 2012 at 11.00 a.m.  This meeting is now adjourned.  

Thank you.   

10.54 a.m.: Meeting adjourned.  
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VERBATIM NOTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE 

OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

SECOND SESSION (2011/2012), TENTH PARLIAMENT, HELD IN 

THE ARNOLD THOMASOS ROOM (WEST), TOWER D, LEVEL 

6, WRIGHTSON ROAD, PORT OF SPAIN, ON FRIDAY, APRIL 

27, 2012 AT 11.04 A.M. 

Present 

Mr. Wade Mark Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal Member  

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel Member 

Miss Marlene McDonald  Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon Member 

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz Senior Legal Officer 

Miss Chantal La Roche Legal Officer 

 

Excused 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma Member 

 

Mr. Chairman:  I call this meeting to order and welcome Members of 

the committee.  I would like us to rush quickly into the minutes of Friday, 
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April 20, 2012.  I assume that these minutes have been read and unless 

there are corrections or modifications, I would ask someone to have these 

Minutes confirmed.  Will someone move that the minutes be confirmed?  

Motion moved by Miss Marlene McDonald and seconded by Mr. 

Rodger Samuel.  

Mr. Chairman:  As I said, if there are any matters that require 

clarification, I would like to press on with the meeting.  Going once?  

Going twice?  Finally?  

Dr. Moonilal:  We had asked some questions the last time concerning 

precedent for these matters and matters involving a stranger.  I do not 

know if the Secretariat had undertaken any outstanding work.  This is just 

to remind ourselves whether there were any matters outstanding 

concerning the assessment of previous experiences with strangers 

appearing before the Committee and Committee‟s extension of rights to 

strangers.   

I think we were in agreement, but I do not know if we had any 

outstanding research.   

Miss McDonald:  Not that I recall.  We had settled all the matters. 

Mr. Chairman:  In any event, there would be records if Members 

require.  One involved Calder Hart/Dr. Tim Gopeesingh in the House of 

Representatives and you can go back to a time when I was in another 

incarnation.  There was the matter involving Louis Lee Sing and myself.  

These are matters involving strangers. 

Mr. Imbert:  TV6, Newsday, UDeCott, a whole series of strangers were 

invited here before the Committee on the grounds of an alleged contempt. 
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Mr. Chairman:  Before we take the opportunity to invite the first 

witness, any Member who requires information on past experiences, we 

can get it from the Secretariat. 

I want to reiterate, for the record again, that the Committee‟s 

business is to be conducted in a professional and non-partisan manner.  

This committee is a quasi-judicial body and, therefore, must follow 

procedures that can withstand public scrutiny.  The verbatim record of our 

meetings will become part of the Committee‟s report and will be subject 

to the examination and scrutiny of the public and others.   

I would like again to emphasize that if there are any disagreements, 

we should seek to resolve those in camera and not in the presence of 

witnesses.  I have seen some episodes on the television where Chairmen 

were quarrelling with Members and it goes across very badly.  I myself 

have had experiences, when I was in another incarnation, and that does 

not go across well to the public of Trinidad and Tobago.  We are 

supposed to be the leaders and to conduct ourselves professionally.  We 

are not to disagree in the presence of a witness.  We will ask the witness 

to be excused and we can engage ourselves in whatever areas of 

clarification.  I just wanted to emphasize that point. 

The other matter I would like to raise and the approach I would like 

to advise and advance for your consideration—the first witness is the 

Leader of the Opposition.  I do not think we should spend more than 15 

minutes, in the first instance, and maybe another 10 minutes, if so long.  

By 11.30 a.m. we should dispatch that first person; then we ask the 

second person to come in and I think, again, in half an hour we should 

conclude, as far as is practically possible.   
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However, we want to hear the witness‟s version of events.  I ask 

Members, arising out of the statement given by the witness, to take 

extensive notes.  We have no written statement coming from the witness 

or witnesses.  Before we begin to ask questions that could be a duplication 

or questions that are irrelevant to the proceedings, I prefer that we ask the 

witness to be excused after he gives his evidence and, among ourselves, 

we formulate questions that we would like to ask the witness. 

Dr. Moonilal:  So we will recall the witness? 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, we will recall the witness because I do not believe 

it is fair for us to carry on among ourselves in areas that I may have to 

rule irrelevant and I do not want to do that.  Let us meet as a team in the 

absence of the witness and formulate questions and then recall the 

witness.  So we operate as a team rather than my having to intervene 

because every question that is asked has to be asked through the Chair 

and I have to make a determination whether they are relevant and 

irrelevant.   

I do not want any argument between the Member and the Chair, so 

I believe that the best approach to take to maintain professionalism and 

discipline is to excuse the witness and decide, among ourselves, what 

areas we want to clarify.  Once we agree, we recall the witness and ask 

questions.  That is how I would like to approach. 

Miss Gopee-Scoon:  Is that standard practice?  

Mr. Chairman:  It is standard practice now.  We have seen, because we 

follow events in London as well, they do not engage in that at all.  After 

the witness gives his statement, they ask the witness to be excused and 

then the Members would meet and decide the way forward. 
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Miss Gopee-Scoon:  Sometimes, based on the response, it may trigger 

something else.  You do not know how the person would respond, so it is 

almost impossible to corroborate fully.   

Mr. Chairman:  I am not saying every question, but the main ones that 

can cause some kind of to-ing and fro-ing. 

Mr. Imbert:  The word “now” that you use, is that “now” in Trinidad or 

“now” in the Commonwealth or the British Parliament? 

Mr. Chairman:  I am suggesting an approach that exists in the 

Commonwealth, particularly in London.  I suggest we adopt that 

approach. 

Mr. Imbert:  So we in Trinidad and Tobago should now adopt the 

approach that is utilized elsewhere. 

Mr. Chairman:  I suggest that for order, professionalism and for us to 

conduct ourselves in a way that would not embarrass ourselves in the 

presence of a witness.  Could we agree?  You are raising the point that 

there may be supplementals.  You are entitled to raise your 

supplementals.  I mean with the big questions, the body. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  I agree with the Member for Point Fortin.  The 

spontaneity of questioning is critically important.  I understand now that 

the larger context for your approval first of all, but we will be permitted to 

ask questions.  

Mr. Chairman:  When the first witness comes in, we are really looking 

to get from him, as we indicated in the correspondence, the circumstances 

that led him to raise the matter as a Motion of Privilege in the Parliament.  

He will give us the chronology.  He was given information.  It was 

reported to him.  He was not a witness, so we want to know, as a 
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committee, the circumstances that led him to raise that matter on the floor.  

He will give us the chronology of what took place.  

Mr. C. Imbert:  So someone with will pose a question to Dr. Rowley.  

Who will that person be?  You will pose a question and then he will make 

a response.  

Mr. Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr. Imbert:  And then what?  We ask him to leave? 

Mr. Chairman:  We take notes as he speaks of any area a Member 

wishes to clarify.  We ask him to be excused and we will determine the 

questions we want to pose to him.   

Supplementals will come up and you ask the questions on the floor.   

Mr. Samuel:  For clarity, I wonder if, at the Parliament sitting, Mr. 

Imbert did not also raise this in the House.  If he did, his presence here 

may be contradictory because he brought it in the House likewise, I think, 

as a complaint. 

Mr. Chairman:  The matter was raised as a Motion of Privilege by the 

Leader of the Opposition.  I think that the Member you referred to raised 

that en passant during his contribution, but that does not deny him the 

right to sit on this Committee.   

Mr. Samuel:  I just wanted to be certain. 

Mr. Chairman:  That is not an issue before us.  Could we agree 

therefore, to invite the witness, Dr. Rowley, at this time? 

[Dr. Rowley enters committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning, Dr. Rowley.  Thank you for coming 

forward this morning.  I would like to take the opportunity to introduce 

our Members here. 
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[Introductions made of Members and Staff]  

11.20 a.m.  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you again for coming, hon. Leader of the 

Opposition. 

I just need to remind you, and I know that you are aware, the 

Committee of Privileges meets in camera and that the work of this 

committee must not be made public before the committee reports to the 

House of Representatives. 

An allegation has been made on the floor of the House through a 

Motion of Privilege by your good self.  That was done on Saturday, 

March 02, 2012, when it was alleged that a stranger committed contempt of 

the House on the following ground:  accosting and intimidating the Member 

for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of the Parliament.   

We have asked you to appear before the committee this morning to 

provide the particulars of this particular complaint in relation to the 

allegation, as well as identifying the stranger involved, since the stranger 

was not identified in the allegation that was made.  So this morning we 

would like you to just share with this committee the circumstances leading 

up to the event that led you to file that Motion, and give us an identification 

of the witness in question, or the stranger in question, I should say  

Dr. Keith Rowley:  Thank you very much, Chairman Speaker.   

That Saturday we were having a pretty extensive session, and I was 

deeply involved in the matter before the House.  So when the House took a 

recess, I did not leave my seat.  I was still consulting my documents, staying 

attuned to the debate.  We had taken a short recess for some kind of meal, 

and I was in my space. 

Mr. Chairman:  That was about what time?  
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Dr. Rowley:  It was afternoon.  I think it was an afternoon session; it was an 

afternoon break.  It was not a lunch break; I think it was one of those 

subsidiary breaks.  But present there with me was the Member of Parliament 

for Laventille West as well. 

While I was consulting my papers, one of the Parliament staff 

members, one of the junior male officers, whose name I do not know, but I 

know him very well.  He is a Chamber attendant.  He came to me at my seat 

and said to me that Dr. Griffith would like to speak.  I looked up and I did 

not see Dr. Griffith at his place, because I assumed it was Dr. Rupert 

Griffith.  I physically asked the officer, “Dr. Griffith; where is he?  And he 

said, “He is there,” pointing over my shoulder.  I turned around I saw—

[Interruption]  

Mr. Chairman:  I am not permitting intervention—  

Dr. Roodal Moonilal:  I do not want to ask any questions.  I just want you 

to repeat something, just for clarity.  You were saying on the Friday 

afternoon, Friday 02 of March?  

Dr. Rowley:  Was it the Friday or Saturday?  

Dr. Moonilal:  I do not know.  

Dr. Rowley:  I think it was the Saturday.   

Dr. Moonilal:  It was a Saturday afternoon? 

Dr. Rowley:  Yes. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Or you are not sure?  

Dr. Rowley:  It was not the first day of the debate. 

Dr. Moonilal:  The first day of the debate would have been the Friday. 

Dr. Rowley:  Well, I think it was the Saturday, because the debate had gone 

way, way on. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right. 
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Dr. Moonilal:  Sure, sure; sorry. 

Dr. Rowley:  My recollection was that—anyway.  When I turned to my left, 

I saw Captain Griffith and I said to the officer, “Or, you mean Captain 

Griffith and not Dr. Griffith.  I said, “Well, he wants to see me?”  He said, 

“Yes.”  I got up from my place and I went to Captain Griffith where he was 

standing in the public gallery.  I said, “Yes?” and he said he wanted to talk 

to me about a matter which—something had happened outside and then he 

related to me that something, and these was the general gist of what he said 

to me, “Something happened outside between him and Donna,” meaning the 

Member of Parliament for Laventille East/Morvant, and he has come to me 

to apologize to her, and to let her know that they go down well and he did 

not mean anything, and this thing happened in front of the press.   

I immediately asked him, “The press was there?” and he said, “Yes.”  

And then he said, but he spoke to the press and he would make sure that the 

press does not publish anything.  So he wants to let Donna know that he did 

not mean anything and he is apologizing to her, and I should let her know 

that.   

I said, “Well if something happened between you and Donna, and you 

claim that you all go down well, why do you not apologize to her yourself?”  

Then he repeated that, “Well, you know, I really want to let you know and 

you tell her.”  Again I repeated, I said, “Well, where is she?” and he said, 

“Well she is upstairs.”  I said “Go to her or whenever and you apologize to 

her.”  That was the nature of the conversation I had with him, and I left him 

basically on those terms and went back to my seat. 

I did not think much of it, until when the Member of Parliament for 

Laventille East/Morvant came back to the Chamber she then reported to me 

that she had an altercation outside, where when she was leaving the 
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Chamber, having spoken, when she went out Captain Griffith was there 

waiting by the door, was basically waiting on her.  Then he came at her in a 

very hostile manner and made very derogatory remarks to her, and virtually 

accosted her, followed her upstairs had some very unpleasant things to say to 

her.  She said he was hostile to her, in a way that she was intimidated by 

him, and this behaviour from him was a reaction to something she had said 

during her presentation.  At that point, I got very interested, because I 

viewed this to be a very serious matter. 

A Member of Parliament having said something on the floor in a 

debate which you, as Presiding Officer permitted—because if the Member 

was out of order you certainly would have drawn it to her attention.  Her 

presentation passed the orders of the Parliament, and if a member of the 

public or any person for that matter is aggrieved or upset by what a Member 

says in the House, I found it quite a serious infraction for such a person to 

take issue with the Member and to virtually, physically or verbally accost the 

person outside of the Parliament or anywhere for that matter.  And it sounds 

to me from what I have heard after, that they had some—there were some 

interaction outside, and the gentleman did follow her.   

But the person in question, I could clearly identify, was Captain 

Griffith, and the offence took place on that particular day.  It was on that 

basis, when the matter was reported to me by the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, that I then took the decision to report the matter to the House 

and ask for this committee to be convened. 

Mr. Chairman:  That in a nutshell is what transpired?  

Dr. Rowley:  Basically, that is as much as I know about, and that is what I 

understand it to be. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Rowley, if there are no further matters you would like 
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to raise, we would like you to just give us about five minutes to deliberate 

among ourselves.  You could be excused and just give us five minutes. 

Dr. Rowley:  Could I ask one question of the committee?  Since I do not 

know the name of the officer, I am not even sure—I have not seen him in the 

Parliament for a little while—I do not know how we are going to establish 

the actual identify of the officer who spoke to me.  I only know him by face. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right.  If you just give us about a five minutes, and we 

will call you back in. 

Dr. Rowley:  Sure; thank you.  

[Dr. Rowley exits committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, you have heard the submission made by the 

witness.  Could we gather our thoughts?  

Mr. C. Imbert:  I need to ask Dr. Rowley questions on two aspects of his 

statement.  I need to get better and further particulars on exactly what 

Mr. Griffith told him in the discussion they had in the public gallery, before 

he made the complaint.  I was not clear on exactly what the nature of that 

conversation was.  Then I want better and further particulars on the 

allegations—I would have to call them that—with respect to the nature of 

Mr. Griffith‟s conduct that was reported to him by the Member for 

Laventille East/Morvant that led to the complaint.  Those are the questions I 

am going to put to him.  I am going to try and get some more clarification 

on, one, exactly what was involved in that conversation with Mr. Griffith in 

the public gallery; and, two, what exactly what the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant said. 

Miss Marlene Mc Donald:  I want to endorse what Mr. Imbert has said.  As 

a matter of fact those two I had on my mind; the third one is the question of 

timing.  The timing to me I have a little problem with.  What time did this 
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happen? Because Dr. Rowley referred to “in the afternoon”.  I was in 

Parliament also, and when it was raised—it was raised even before I spoke, 

and I spoke at five past 11 on the Saturday morning, and this was done 

during the time that I was speaking.  They asked for me to hold on a while—

you did, Mr. Speaker—while Dr. Rowley made his presentation to the 

Committee of Privileges.  Then I sat back down, and then I got back up.  I 

started my debate about minutes to 11, just after 11, so definitely the time—  

Mr. Ramadhar:  A.m.?  

Miss McDonald:  A.m.—the time frame had to be—  

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Remember it happened on the Friday?  

Miss McDonald:  No, no, no; this happened on the wee hours of the 

Saturday morning, and this was brought to the attention of the House when I 

was on my feet.  I know that, because I was asked to sit. 

Miss McDonald:  The question I would like to ask—because we need to 

clear it—he said that it was after the break, it was in the evening.  We need 

to clear that up; it was on the Saturday morning.  

Mr. Imbert:  He said it was while there was a break for a meal of some 

kind, but he did not identify whether it was breakfast, brunch, lunch.  He did 

not identify when the meal was, so he did not put a time on it in terms of 

a.m. or p.m.  

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  He did mention that it may have been the afternoon 

break.  He said that; I wrote it. 

Miss McDonald:  That is right.  I heard that.   

Mr. Ramadhar:  Forgive me; I do not know if the witness‟ answer could 

improve by asking him to be more specific.  I think he was as clearly 

confused as to the time as you all are uncertain; so I do not know if that is a 

valid question.  And to probably put to him the possibility of another time, 
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might only change the evidence without adding any credibility to it.  I just 

wanted to put that caution. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Samuel, is there any input? 

Mr. Samuel:  No, Sir. 

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  There was just one point, and it may tie in with what 

Mr. Imbert wants to say.  He said that there appeared to be a serious 

infraction and some sort of altercation outside.  I would like that to be 

elaborated upon. 

Mr. Chairman:  He said what?  

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  He said some interaction outside.  Coming down to the 

end he said that there appeared to be a serious infraction and some 

interaction outside.  But I do not know if he could probably elaborate on that 

statement.  

11.35 a.m.  

Mr. Chairman:  Now remember he is reporting.    

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  But I am saying could there have been further details 

on that that he knows, and did not say?  I am just asking him to elaborate, if 

possible, on that.  

Dr. Moonilal:  My concerns are the same concerns raised by Mr. Imbert on 

the sequence of events that led to a complaint, and the details of this alleged 

infraction and breach.  As Mr. Ramadhar said, it may not help to ask or seek 

to pin Dr. Rowley down.  I thought he would have come with some prepared 

notes, if not a statement; well, at least some prepared notes in terms of the 

sequencing of events on his recollection of it but he spoke off his cuff almost 

on the matter.   

So I would be more interested in finding out the exact nature of the 

infraction, because he really did not come with any prepared note on the 
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timing or anything like that.  So in that sense, Chairman, I thought that the 

witness—I am being mild as I could be—I thought the witness really did not 

serve the cause of the committee by coming to the committee with just an 

off the cuff type of appreciation.  I thought this matter was serious enough to 

have at least his own notes, if not a statement, before him to read on his 

recollection.   

This entire thing has been triggered by his calling on the Chair to refer 

this matter to the appropriate body which is the Privileges Committee and 

we do not have either a statement from the Leader of the Opposition or any 

precise sequencing of events.  There is an identification of someone who 

brought this matter to his attention who he said he knows very well, but does 

not know the name, and since that night he has not seen the person again.   

So that adds another query, because I am not sure if any staff member 

went off on vacation or was fired after that episode.  But I am very confused 

because most of the members of staff of the Parliament—we may not know 

their name, but certainly we know them by face around and could be in a 

position to find out exactly who it is.  So that, to me, is another mysterious 

angle.  Let me just say for the record, I am a bit disappointed that the Leader 

of the Opposition did not have a clear and precise sequencing of events that 

would have made our work a bit faster at this stage.   

Mr. Chairman:  I believe that Dr. Rowley has given this committee the best 

information that he could recollect and, most importantly, he has identified 

the witness, the stranger.  I am really contemplating whether it would make 

any further sense to invite him back here, because I think that he has said all 

that he could recall.   

I am just saying to Members, maybe, what I suspect we may need to 

get from him is whether if this person on the floor who approached him and 
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told him Captain Griffith or Dr. Griffith wants to speak with him, if he were 

to see that person, whether he would recollect that person.  In other words, 

that is the person, he does not recall the person‟s name, but if he could see 

the person then he may be able to recall the person‟s identity.   

Apart from that, I am wondering whether materially, his evidence is 

going to be altered given what we are after.  I think what we are after here he 

has given us the name of the person and as far as he recalls the sequence of 

events.  He may not have been totally on spot, but at least he has provided 

this committee with sufficient information, for it to proceed.  I believe to call 

him back at this time to clarify these points, I do not know if it will make 

material sense.  What was reported to him—this is the main thing.    

Mr. Imbert:  I do not want to get into a fight with you, Mr. Chairman, right 

at the beginning, but I incompletely disagree.  There are aspects of his own 

personal testimony as opposed to hearsay, that I need clarification on.   

With respect to what the Member for Laventille East/Morvant told 

him that is what he heard, someone said, so and so.  So he cannot testify to 

the accuracy of the events involved in the complaint.  But he can certainly 

provide some better information on what Mr. Griffith told him in that 

encounter in the public gallery.  For my own purposes and in terms of 

corroborating evidence—I would tell you where I am going—that seems to 

me to corroborate the complaint from the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, that something did in fact occurr that was not completely 

above board and I would like to ask Dr. Rowley to see if he can remember in 

more detail or better exactly what Mr. Griffith told him in the public gallery.  

As to what Miss. Cox told him, I agree, I do not think there is any 

need to go into that in great detail because Miss Cox herself who is the 

virtual complainant can tell us what happened.  I would like Dr. Rowley to 
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tell us exactly what occurred in that meeting in the public gallery.   

Miss McDonald:    Mr. Chair, I agree with Mr. Imbert, but I have a slightly 

different opinion with respect to what was said to Dr. Rowley.  I see Dr. 

Rowley as a very experienced parliamentarian, very shrewd person, and 

something would have been said to him by the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant that would have triggered an experienced parliamentarian to 

have done what he did in the Parliament.  So he himself was reasonably 

assured that what happened with the Member for Laventille East/Morvant 

and Capt. Griffith warranted him standing up in the Parliament and referring 

the matter to the Privileges Committee.  Something triggered him.  He 

would have listened and he would have formed an opinion.  I am concerned 

about that.   

I am also concerned as to, as Mr. Imbert said, exactly the nature of the 

conversation with Mr. Griffith; exactly what did Mr. Griffith say.  I got the 

impression based on what he said here—Dr. Rowley—that Mr. Griffith 

approached him and said to tell Miss Cox I apologize and what not.  He is 

saying but whatever it is, why don‟t you go where she is now; she is 

upstairs, why don‟t you go and apologize to her?  So even at that point I am 

saying he was not too certain as to exactly what was the nature of the 

complaint.  So I disagree that he should not be asked further questions.   

Just to complete, Mr. Chairman, let me state that I believe that we 

need to explore more and exactly what transpired between Mr. Griffith and 

Dr. Rowley, that conversation.  I think therein would lie what we are looking 

for.  And I think that Miss Cox—because it might be you say, I say, kind of 

thing and I do not want to get to the hearsay.  So perhaps the conversation 

with him and Miss Cox—Miss Cox could come and say exactly what she 

told him, but you see what happened between those two I will want to hear a 
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little more.   

Mr. Chairman:  I am getting from what has been said, thus far, that we are 

seeking some further details from Dr. Rowley on the conversation that he 

held with Mr. Griffith.  So could we recall him and there is one person who 

will be asking the question.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I would need a two-minute break to consult 

with two colleagues of mine, particularly, one colleague of mine an attorney-

at-law.  

[Dr. Moonilal, Mr. Ramadhar and Mr. Samuel left the committee 

room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Go ahead.  

Mr. Imbert:  Well, I would do the same.  We would take two seconds.   

[Mr. Imbert, Miss McDonald and Mrs. Gopee-Scoon left the 

committee room] 

[Members came back into the committee room]    

Mr. Chairman:  May I remind Members again, that this Committee of 

Privileges is a quasi-judicial body.  Whilst caucuses are acceptable, when 

you leave this meeting, I think we should refrain from that practice, because 

we are going down a very bad road when we do that.  I just want to appeal to 

all Members:  let us remain and conduct ourselves.  

[Dr. Rowley enters the committee room] 

Dr. Rowley, welcome back.  There is a question that we would like to 

just clarify and I would invite Mr. Imbert to raise that question.  

Mr. Imbert:   On behalf of the committee we need some further particulars 

on that discussion that you held with Mr. Griffith in the public gallery or in 

the vicinity of the public gallery.  Could you try to recall exactly what Mr. 

Griffith told you?  That is the first part of my question.  
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11.50 a.m. 

Mr. Imbert:  And, secondly—[Interruption] 

Member:—Captain. 

Mr. Imbert:  He is still a mister.  And, also you said he apologized.  Could 

you give us better information on what he was apologizing for. 

Dr. Rowley:  He was not apologizing to me.  He was asking me to convey 

his apology to Miss Donna Cox and I was mystified as to why he was asking 

me to apologize for him.  He said something happened which he was upset 

about and he does not want that to remain like that.  And these were his 

words, “Because me and Donna does go down well.” Right, “And I do not 

want her to think anything.  I want her to know, I did not really mean 

anything by what happened.  And I want you”—he is speaking to me— “to 

apologize to her for me.”  And, I am saying to him, “Well, if something 

happened and you want to apologize to her, why don‟t you apologize to her, 

why do you want me to apologize for you?   He repeated this thing, about, 

“We go down well and I really do not like what happened and I want her to 

know that I did not mean anything.”  And, again that phrase, “Didn‟t mean 

anything,” those were his exact words.  

Again, I said to him, “Well then, go and apologize to her.”  Then I 

asked, “Where is she?”  Because, she was not in the Chamber.  And he said, 

“She is upstairs” And, I said, “Well go up and apologize to her.”  And, I 

really did not think—accept there was this odd thing about asking me to 

apologize for him.  I thought maybe because she was not present and he 

thought maybe I could convey something. Then I said, “Go and talk to her.”   

And, I left him standing there and I did not really think much of it.  It 

was during that time when they had the doubles being served.  One of the 

reasons I did not leave my seat was that I did not really want to participate in 
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eating doubles—I did not feel like eating doubles.  We were in there for a 

long time.  So, I do not know the exact time.  But, it was when we had the 

doubles break.  There was a break for doubles, it was at that time.  I did not 

really want to eat any doubles, so I did not leave to go and have any.  So 

whenever that time was, that is when it happened.  That is when he spoke to 

me.  And, when Miss Cox came back from the sojourn, she then said to 

me—and she was quite upset—she then reported to me what happened when 

she left the Chamber to go and have the doubles break.  It was then I realized 

that I had to do something. 

Mr. Speaker:  May I ask, Dr. Rowley after the conversation with Captain 

Griffith in the public gallery, where did you go after that? 

Dr. Rowley:  Back to my seat. 

Mr. Speaker:  Back to your seat in the Chamber, okay. 

Mr. Imbert:  You said he was not apologizing to you but he wanted you to 

pass on an apology to Miss Cox.  

Dr. Rowley:  Yes, yes. 

Mr. Imbert:   Certainly, therefore, you got the impression that he felt there 

was something to apologize for? 

Dr. Rowley:  Well, he actually said that.  He said that, he said, you know, 

something happened and he did not feel good about it and he wanted her to 

know that so and so.  I gleaned from that that he did something that he 

wanted to apologize to her for. 

Mr. Imbert:  Right.  I just wanted to clear that up.  That was obvious to me.   

Dr. Rowley:  But, at the time I did not know—at the time when he spoke to 

me, I had no idea what the issue was, except that he told me, what happened, 

in the presence of the media.  And, then I immediately asked him, “The 

media was there?”  And he said, “Yes.”  He went on to say, “I spoke to the 
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media person” And, I think he called the name of the media person.  I cannot 

swear to that.  He said he spoke to the person and he will make sure that 

nothing is published.  In other words, whatever happened would not get in 

the public domain.  But, now he wants to convey a personal apology to Miss 

Donna Cox.  I said to him well, go do it yourself. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you very much.  To be fair to you Sir, you 

appreciate there are at least two sides to every story.  

Dr. Rowley:  Sure, yes. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Basic.  You saw or heard nothing of the incident itself? 

Dr. Rowley:  No, I have no idea what the incident was. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  And, you do know sometimes people can apologize for 

things without really doing any wrong but out of the bigness or shall I say 

generosity of heart.  Say look, if anything happened, I am sorry. You 

appreciate that?   

Dr. Rowley:  Sure. . 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you very much.   

Mr. Speaker:  Dr. Rowley, thank you very much and if we need you in the 

future, we shall call you. 

Dr. Rowley:  I stand ready to assist the committee in any way that I can, Sir. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Speaker:  Thank you very much.  Members, could we agree as to what 

time we would want to finish?   

Dr. Moonilal:   I would have liked at 12.00 noon.   

Mr. Speaker:  That might be difficult.  

Dr. Moonilal:  Apart from lunch, I have to give a keynote address.  

Mr. Speaker:  Could we agree, Members.  Mr. Imbert, we are trying to 

arrive at a time when we would be able to conclude our deliberation here.   



 

 

41 

 

Mr. Imbert:  I am afraid that I have to run away at 1.00 p.m.  What time are 

you trying to finish before that? 

Dr. Moonilal:  12.00 noon. 

Mr. Imbert:    Impossible.   

Dr. Moonilal:  No well, we will recall the witness.  Members must have a 

comfortable lunch.  You cannot have Members hustling your lunch, that is 

not right.  

Mr. Imbert:   You have lost me there.  You are saying 15 minutes with 

Miss Cox? 

Dr. Moonilal:   And, if need be, we can call her on another occasion. 

Mr. Imbert:  Let us go until 1.00 p.m. 

Mr. Speaker:  No, we cannot go until 1.00 p.m.  I think we had agreed 

earlier 12.30 p.m. 

Mr. Imbert:   Well, 12.30 p.m. is certainly better than 12.15 p.m.  

Mr. Speaker:  Well, we will try to see her.  When she comes we will know 

how we will determine— 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Speaker, in all seriousness, I think, we should try to 

complete our examination this morning.  Otherwise we will be approaching 

the June deadline and it will make this thing faster. 

[Miss Donna Cox and Advisor walks into the room] 

Mr. Speaker:  May I welcome Miss Donna Cox, Member of Parliament for 

Laventille East/Morvant.   

Member:  Her advisor. 

Mr. Speaker:  Yes, we would want to welcome her advisor as well.  I think, 

everybody knows you, but you can probably for the record state your name.   

Mr. F. Al-Rawi: Good Morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 

committee my name is Faris Al-Rawi; I appear, within the rules of the 
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committee for Miss Cox.  I think this is the last time I address you.  Thank 

you for allowing me to be here. 

Mr. Speaker:  Yes, I agree with you.  It is the last time you will address me 

because really, Miss Cox was supposed to introduce you.  So, I agree with 

you.  

Dr. Moonilal:  He is not supposed to talk. 

Mr. Speaker:  He is not supposed to speak at all.  I agree.  You have gotten 

a unique privilege.  So that is the last one.  I just want to indicate as you are 

here, Member for Laventille East/Morvant, Miss Donna Cox, our meeting as 

you know is in camera and, the work of committee must not be made public 

before the committee reports to the House of Representatives.   

I would just like to read the allegation that has been made in this 

matter.  It was an allegation that on Saturday, March 03, 2012 a stranger 

committed contempt of the House on the following ground: accosting and 

intimidating the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of 

the Parliament.  

Now, may I advise the advisor who is an attorney, that whilst you can 

advise the member, that is the witness, during the meeting itself, the advisor 

is not permitted to address this Committee or to question other witnesses.  

So, I think, I needed to make that very clear from the outset.   

I would like at this time to invite the Member of Parliament for 

Laventille East/Morvant to give an account in her own words of the events 

that occurred on the day in question, in relation to the allegation that is 

before this Committee.   

So, I will now invite Miss Donna Cox to give an account of what 

transpired, in your own words on that very important day, Saturday, March 

03, 2012.  So I now invite you.   
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Miss D. Cox:  Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, Good Morning to 

everyone again.  Mr. Speaker, on March 02, which is Friday evening, I 

spoke on the Motion of No Confidence and I made certain statements 

concerning Mr. Gary Griffith, Security Advisor to the Prime Minister.  One 

of those statements was that he was seen with an MP sticker and I asked if 

he was a Member of Parliament and how was he driving a vehicle with an 

MP sticker. That was one of the comments made.   

On Saturday, March 03, actually it was when we broke for doubles, so it 

might have been maybe between 2.00 or 3.00 a.m.  I do not remember the 

exact time.  But, it was when we broke for doubles.  Member of Parliament 

for Diego Martin Central, Amery Browne, and myself walked out of the 

Chamber using the public entrance towards the elevator. 

As soon as we came out of the doors of the Chamber, Mr. Gary 

Griffith was standing there with someone.  We proceeded to turn right to go 

into the elevator and he said something.  I did not hear what he said, because 

I knew he was standing with someone.  So we did not think he was speaking 

to either of us anywhere because we were involved in a conversation. 

He stepped forward and made a comment.  I really did not hear again 

but Mr. Browne turned around and asked, “You speaking to me? You said 

something, what did you say?” And then he said, “Well, I am just talking 

about people who standing up in Parliament and saying things about others 

and about people using MP sticker and when I see Lincoln Roberts driving 

MP vehicle with sticker.”   

So it was then I realized because of the name.  Because, I really was 

not listening, I was almost to the elevator.  So it is the name I heard.  

Because, I really thought there was something he was bringing to Dr. Amery 

Browne‟s attention.  I turned and I said, “Is it me you are throwing words 
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at?” “Yes is you.” And, then he proceeded to say—he repeated that he saw 

people driving vehicle but, he called Lincoln Roberts and I know who 

Lincoln Roberts is, he is a friend of mine.  So I was trying to figure out well 

why, why are you doing this?  Why, you came here to harass me?  I said, 

listen let me you something, it is nothing personal that took place in the 

Parliament.  I mentioned it because I was speaking about other matters 

concerning you.     

12.05 p.m. 

Then we went into the elevator.  MP Dr. Amery Browne and myself 

went into the elevator and then Amery was like, I was trying to figure out 

what was going on—he was all confused and we were like laughing going 

up in the elevator and I said, but he is so disrespectful, why it is he would 

come and do that so we were saying that.  And then we said, well, you 

know, he called the name and I really was trying to figure what it is he is 

talking about, I was so confused because I do not know who this person is.  I 

said no, well, you realize what it was, is that he was throwing words at me.   

When we got into the elevator and the elevator was door closing, I 

observed that he proceeded up the stairs.  When we got out of the elevator 

on the floor to go to the tea room, he was at the top of the stairs waiting.  

When we came out of the elevator, he started again telling me that he will 

deal with me for saying things about him, and then I answered him and I 

said, “well, I want you to know I am not afraid of you, I am not afraid of you 

at all, so I do not understand, why are you harassing me, this harassment.” 

That is what I said to him.   

He proceeded to tell me that I am a low-life and I am ugly and those 

were his kind of words that he said to me and whatever else he said—he said 

other things.  I felt threatened, I felt very uncomfortable.  He stood up there 
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and he continued to say things.  I answered him—the truth is I do not even 

know what else I said to him, I was very upset.  I felt embarrassed and I was 

very upset about it.  Still, I turned and proceeded to go into the tea room.   

While in the tea room, I heard somebody mumbling behind me in the 

tea room and when I looked back it was Gary Hunt again—Gary Griffith 

again, I am saying Hunt—Gary Griffith again.  In other words, he hunted me 

down.  It was Gary Griffith again, in the back of me mumbling and when I 

turned around and I saw it was him, I said, “you are following me now and 

what are you doing inside of here?  What are you doing in the tea room?  

Why are you following me?”  At that time, I said, “I am going to report you 

to the Speaker.”  Because—I mean, all that time, I just did not take him on 

but when I am in the tea room again, you came behind me and I said, well, 

no, this is enough; I had enough of this, and I said, “well, I am going to 

report you to the Speaker.”  Because even there, I was very uncomfortable, I 

felt like I was being threatened because he was very intimidatory even on the 

stairs before, you know, I felt intimidated by his behaviour as if he wanted to 

do something to me; that was the feeling I got before I went into the tea 

room. 

So, I went—I walked down.  I think I mentioned to somebody in the 

tea room that, look Gary Hunt here is following me and harassing me—Gary 

Griffith is here harassing me.  I went to look for the Speaker and I reported 

verbally to the Speaker, you know, that I felt that I was threatened by Mr. 

Griffith in the tea room.  Then, I went back downstairs—well, as a matter of 

fact, I could not really even eat the doubles at that point because I did go for 

my doubles.  I could not eat, I left the tea room and I went back down to the 

Chamber.   

When I got to the Chamber, I saw the political leader, Leader of the 



 

 

46 

 

Opposition, in his seat and so I went to him and informed him on what had 

taken place upstairs.  Then he asked me, when that happened, just now?  I 

said yes, it just happened, I just came back downstairs.  He said, “Oh, well I 

now understand.”  I said, “What happened?”  Then he said that Gary Griffith 

had just came to him to ask him to apologize to me on his behalf because he 

had made a joke with me and that I was upset.   

Then he said, “Well, I told him, go talk to you for himself.”  But he 

said, well I now understand why he do not want to talk to you because he—

if this is really what happened, I now understand why he did not want to 

come and talk to you, because I told him, well, go find Donna and talk to 

Donna.  If it is a joke you made and she got vex, just go and apologize.  I 

told him “No, that is not what took place” and I explained everything to him 

in detail and he said, “well, okay.”  I told him, „Well, I am uncomfortable 

about it.”  He asked if I had made a report and I said, “Yes.”  That is it 

basically. 

Mr. Chairman:  Ms. Donna Cox, if you do not have anything to add to 

what you have just said, I would ask you to allow the committee a few 

moments, and I will have you and your advisor excused for a few moments, 

and we will call you in back in shortly.   

[Ms. Donna Cox speaks with her Advisor] 

Mr. Chairman:  We want to just ask you to be excused and we will call you 

back in shortly. 

Ms. Cox:  I was just being advised by my Counsel, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, no problem. 

Ms. Cox:  Okay, well I think that is it; that is basically what happened.  I 

just want, in summary, to state that my feeling really was one of discomfort.  

I felt threatened, unsafe in the Parliament, knowing that I went into the tea 
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room and he could just follow me in the tea room—I mean something could 

have happened behind my back and I was really uncomfortable and 

threatened.  That is it basically. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much, Ms. Donna Cox and we will have 

you excused at this time and we will call you back in a short while.  Thank 

you. 

Ms. Cox:  Thank you. 

[Ms. Donna Cox and Advisor leaves meeting at 12.12 p.m.] 

Dr. Moonilal:  What are we really about here?  

Mr. Chairman:  Wait, one at a time.  Mr. Imbert. 

Mr. Imbert:  I would like better and further particulars on exactly what Mr. 

Griffith said and did that caused the Member to form the view that she was 

being harassed, she felt intimidated, unsafe, molested and there was an 

attempt to prevent her from carrying on her Parliamentary duties.  I just want 

better and further particulars on that.    

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Dr. Moonilal. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, in another place that Mr. Ramadhar is 

familiar with, we would have really moved for a case submission, but, 

really, I mean I am concerned here.  We are assembled here to hear of 

people standing around people mumbling, not listening to what is being said 

and then that is the basis upon which we are here to deal with.  A very 

serious matter as menacing and intimidating a Member of Parliament, who, 

the Member herself, did not make the complaint but did it through the 

Leader of the Opposition and to hear that the Member comes—I am 

concerned about this because it is a concern I raised earlier concerning the 

first witness.—I am not sure if Members understand the seriousness of this 

committee.   
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This is a quasi-judicial committee that can lead to serious 

repercussions on Members of Parliament, on the honour of the House and its 

Members.  I am not satisfied that both witnesses, particularly the second 

witness, would have come without some clear and precise information on 

what transpired to lead to this very serious meeting this morning.  I am 

shocked that I am hearing that people did not take on somebody who was 

standing around and not talking to me.  I heard nothing until I heard a name 

and then mumbled something and then followed me and mumbling 

something and that is the basis upon which we are here.  I am very 

concerned.  I would like, of course, more particulars on these matters.   

Mr. Chairman, if the Member came this morning, I think there was a 

letter sent to this Member.  I just want for the record to say that the 

committee sent letter on April 23 to this Member and it said and I quote:  

“You will be required to give evidence detailing the events that 

occurred on the day in question in relation to the allegation before the 

committee.”   

That letter was sent to the Member and I suspect that letter was duly 

received. I believe it was received.   

If this is the evidence that the Member brought, I really do not think 

we should—I mean I am thinking that we should not even call back this 

witness.  Because, the letter said, “you will be required to give evidence 

detailing the events that occurred on that day” and this is the best details that 

we could have gotten from the Member who would have been prepared and 

who ought to have been prepared by virtue of this letter of the April 23 

signed by Jacqui Sampson Meiguel, Secretary to the Committee.   

Now, if this is the evidence that the Member came with, I do not think 

that there is need to ask her anything further, she was well aware of what she 
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was coming to do here and would have been well prepared.  Mr. Chairman, 

the Member came with a very senior Advisor, very prominent attorney and a 

Member of another place who is held in high esteem. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right.  May I say that—so you have no questions, Dr. 

Moonilal?  

Dr. Moonilal:  I would ask the committee to consider whether at this stage 

we would like to pursue this matter.  That is my question to the Members of 

this committee. 

Mr. Chairman:  I think Mr. Imbert had indicated that he wanted to ask a 

question.  

Mr. Imbert:    I am not in a position to form a definite opinion until I get 

better information from the witness.  You cannot prevent me from asking 

questions. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, but the Member came and gave full evidence. 

Mr. Imbert:  No, we were not permitted to ask the questions and that is an 

important part of procedure. 

Mr. Chairman:  That is the procedure. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Mr. Chairman, I think Dr. Moonilal is dead on point here.  

This is a witness who has given, and we assume, the best evidence available.  

To post questions, exactly like on the last witness‟ position, I do not think it 

will enhance the accuracy and it may very well—we do not have any written 

record of any prior consistent statement or inconsistent to test the varsity, 

with all due respect.   

So therefore, it is now an open door by questions to create, if I may 

put it, a case when none has been made, when every opportunity has already 

been given.  With all due respect, came here, as the Leader of Government 

Business has pointed out, prepared, advised and now to pose questions.  The 
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duty will come if a case has been made out and you wanted clarification on 

it and that there has been, with all due respect, no case made out on the 

allegations made.  To allow questions to create one would be a travesty 

really and to make a case as you proceed. 

Mr. Chairman:  The question that we have to ask ourselves as Members:  

are we saying that the witness who has come before is not speaking the 

truth?    

Dr. Moonilal:  No, not at all. 

Mr. Chairman:  Because I am saying that we did not pursue any questions 

and we have an agreement that we will not because we do not want to create 

any uncertainty in the presence of a witness.  So the arrangement is, when 

the witness gives the statement, we ask her to be excused and we ask 

Members what questions you would like to pose.  We will bring back in the 

witness, ask the questions and then we go forward because that is the 

arrangement.  But, we cannot attempt, I would say, to try to short circuit an 

arrangement that we have already agreed to because, otherwise, Members 

would have asked questions before she left.  But, the agreement was that we 

will reserve our questions until the witness is excused and then we, among 

ourselves will decide.   

Now, some Members are of the view that there is no need to bring the 

witness, and there are Members who are saying, “Look, we need to clarify 

certain issues.” 

12.20 p.m.  

Is the intention now to ask her questions on her evidence or ask her 

for more details on her evidence?  What is the intention?  It is suggesting, 

itself, that the objective of calling back the witness is to say, “You did not 

give evidence detailing the events as we asked you to.”  That is the objective 
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of calling back the witness.  If that is the objective, I just wanted to be clear, 

that the Committee is recalling a witness to say, we wrote you to give 

evidence detailing the evidence and you have not.  Could you give evidence 

detailing the events?  We are not raising questions per se on evidence, we 

are saying give us the evidence detailing the events.  Is that the objective of 

calling back the witness?   

Mr. Imbert:  That is evidence in chief.  We are now going to cross-examine 

the witness. 

Mr. Chairman:  You had asked to clarify certain points.  Now, what I have 

here is that you said you want better and further particulars of what 

transpired.  I think that in all due respect, the witness did, in fact, to the best 

of her ability and recollection advised us.  The question that is engaging my 

attention right now is, she mentioned Dr. Amery Browne who was there 

with her.  I would have liked to have Dr. Browne sometime in the future 

appear before us to get clarification.   

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, I was going to ask, because she introduced the 

presence of Dr. Browne in her testimony.  In my 21 years in this Parliament, 

I have never heard of a Committee of Privileges where Members are not 

allowed to ask questions of a witness.  The witness comes and makes and 

opening statement and Members are permitted to ask questions to get further 

clarification.  I cannot believe that is even being proposed by the 

Government Members.  The Leader of Government Business is proposing 

that we take out one of the most important elements of the examination of 

the witness.  Our job is to examine the witness.  I cannot believe that we are 

not being allowed to examine the witness or that it is even being suggested.  

[Crosstalk]  

Mr. Chairman:  May I remind Members again, these things are recorded, 
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every word that is uttered here.  This is not the first Committee that is 

dealing with a matter like that.  We have had those things in the past, and it 

will be read internationally.  So, I keep reminding Members, be careful with 

your language.  It is being recorded and we cannot withdraw those remarks.  

They are there for life and it will go internationally.  So be careful with what 

we saying here.  As I am being reminded, establish precedent as well.  

May I remind Members if they are not aware, that no person may 

intimidate, impede, obstruct or interfere with a Member of Parliament in the 

performance of his or her duty.  Not a single person, who is a stranger, is 

supposed to do that.  That is clear.  What is even important for us to take 

into account is that we have a Member before us indicating that she was 

molested, intimidated and she fell unsafe.  Now, what is even more 

important is that a Member being intimidated, harassed or molested on the 

precincts of the Parliament that is a serious matter.   

I remember in another incarnation, I was intimidated by a person 

outside of the Chamber and that was taken up in the Parliament.  I was never 

intimidated by a person on the precincts or in the precincts of the Parliament, 

so serious is the protection given to a Member of Parliament.  So, I am 

saying that we need to bear in mind that it is a very serious matter when a 

Member is claiming that he or she has been intimidated or molested by any 

stranger.  That is a no, no, it is it is not permitted.  I want to emphasize the 

seriousness of the matter that we have before us.  I just wanted to emphasize 

that point so that we do not lose track of the importance.  

If you go to May’s Parliamentary Practices and Procedures you will 

see these things are outlined and there are cases on these matters.  So let us 

be very clear on what we are involved in here.  It is a very serious matter, 

and we have to discuss these matters in a never sober and methodical 
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manner. 

I would like to suggest that what has been requested of us that we 

proceed.  Let us seek the further particulars from the Member and call her in 

and give her five minutes.  [Crosstalk]  Listen this thing is fresh.  Let us deal 

with this thing, and we will come back again next round.  [Crosstalk] 

I know that we are warm politically, let us leave the politics outside of 

these walls, so that when we are here we are like quasi judges.  We cannot 

have feelings in that strict sense.  It is fact-finding exercise that we are 

involved in, and we have a duty to protect the privileges of this House of 

Representatives and the other place; the Parliament of Trinidad and Tobago.  

I just want to remind people of that. 

[Miss Donna Cox and Sen. Faris Al-Rawi enter the committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome back, Miss Donna Cox.  We have one question 

that we would like to clarify.  Mr. Imbert will have the floor to ask that 

question.  

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Miss Cox could you give us some 

more details, better details, on exactly what Mr. Griffith said and did that 

would lead you to form the belief that you were being harassed, intimidated, 

et cetera.  

I recall you said he called you certain names; I recall you saying he 

said you were a low-life; and I recall you saying he said he will deal with 

you.  Could you give us better further particulars, better details on exactly 

what he said and exactly what he did in the three places that you met him.  I 

think it is downstairs, outside the elevator and in the tea room, so that we 

will have a better idea of exactly what caused you to feel intimidated.  

Miss Cox:  Okay.  Mr. Speaker, well actually, No. 1, when he started 

speaking to me there was no security around on that floor, and his body 
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language was menacing.  He came towards me.  Okay.  The body language 

too, I picked up.  I felt threatened.  And somebody telling you that they will 

deal with you, what does that mean?  You must feel threaten by that.  I see 

that as a threat, telling me you will deal with me.  I do not know in what way 

you will deal with me, but you will deal with me.   

Then he referred to what I said in the Parliament Chamber, so it was 

clear that he was upset.  Meeting him there, knowing that he was upset, I felt 

threatened.  I felt very uncomfortable, because he was clearly upset with the 

fact that I mentioned about the MP sticker and so on.  Those are the areas 

that I really felt threatened and uncomfortable, and then I felt that I was 

being followed, because I went into the elevator and came out the elevator 

and met him at the top of the stairs, went into the tea room, and he was again 

behind me in the tea room.  That is harassment, and I felt very, very, 

comfortable, because I felt I was being followed and I was being harassed, 

and then he wanted to know exactly what he said.   

Mainly that is what, he will deal with me.  He said some other things, 

but the point is I was trying to just get away from him.  Okay.  I was really 

trying to get away from him.  Even when he started talking, I did not even 

know that he was speaking to me, so some of those things I did not realize it 

was me until I heard the name, and I started to listen and realize it was me he 

was throwing those words at.  

Mr. Chairman:  Miss Donna Cox, thank you very much and we will be in 

contact with you via communication in the event, of course, Members 

require further clarification if that is necessary.  So, thank you very much.  

Miss Cox:  Thank you. 

[Miss Donna Cox and Sen. Faris Al-Rawi exit the committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, the verbatim notes would be circulated to 
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Members.  I want to remind Members of what we agreed to last week when 

we met.  We said that the stranger, once identified, will be invited by letter 

to appear before the Committee on Friday, May 04, 2012 at 11.00 a.m. and 

we went on to say what the letter will advise.  We will have the verbatim 

before us, and Members would be able to go through them and, again, for 

instance, if there is need for us to call the witness—  

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I want to say based upon what I have heard 

and what I intent to read in the verbatim notes that will be provided to me, I 

am certain that I will have a series of questions to ask the Member for 

Laventille East/Morvant.   

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, I would like us to agree that we call Dr. Amery 

Browne since he has been identified as a witness.  I would also like us to 

agree on the sequencing; whether we call Dr. Amery Browne first and then 

call Mr. Griffith, or whether we call Mr. Griffith and then call back Miss 

Cox and Dr. Browne.  

Mr. Chairman:  May I suggest to Members that we had agreed that the 

stranger involved should be invited by letter to appear before this Committee 

at its next meeting and we had given a date Friday, May 04, 2012.  We have 

also heard about a witness the Member mentioned, Dr. Amery Browne.  I 

would like to suggest that we have gotten a version from the victim of this 

allegation—the alleged victim, I should say.  We have heard from the person 

who filed the Motion.  I think the next step, really, is for us to invite, let us 

say, the stranger.  

12.35 p.m. 

Mr. Chairman:  But before we go—[Interruption] 

Dr. Moonilal:  There are issues of clarification I wanted to ask her, based 

upon the information that the person gave.  There are several issues of 
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clarification I wanted, that would influence the other witness‟ questions.  So 

if we suspend a discussion with Miss Donna Cox, it impedes us in further 

examining others who may appear before us.  And you do not want a 

situation where you are calling one today, one next week. 

Mr. Chairman:  I hear you, Dr. Moonilal.  May I suggest that at the next 

meeting we call in Miss Donna Cox, at least for a 15 or 10 minutes and after 

that we invite the stranger to come in. 

Mr. Imbert:  Can we start at 10 o‟clock, please. 

Mr. Chairman:  We will decide that at the end of the meeting, Mr. 

Imbert—and also Dr. Browne as a witness, because that was mentioned.  

Could we agree on a time?  What time would members suggest?  

Mr. Imbert:  Dr. Moonilal, is 10 o‟clock okay?  

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  10 o‟clock. 

Dr. Moonilal:  I thought 11.00 would be better—because the other persons 

do not have jobs.   

Mr. Imbert:  That is true.  [Laughter] 

Mr. Chairman:  Let us agree that we shall meet Friday, May 04 at 10.00 in 

the morning, and by that time members would want to formulate their 

questions, whatever further questions.  Dr. Moonilal mentioned he had a 

few.  What I would like to suggest is that we come promptly at 10.00, 

dispatch our Minutes quickly and deal with those questions that he has, we 

agree and then we invite the witness, Miss Donna Cox, 15 minutes, and we 

will then invite the stranger, and we move on.  

Mr. Imbert:  What about Dr. Browne?   

Mr. Chairman:  And Dr. Browne.   

Mr. Imbert:  What is the sequence?  Who is first, Browne first, then 

Griffith?  
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Mr. Chairman:  It does not matter.  This is a fact-finding mission.  It is not 

a court.  We have to be clear on that.  It is a fact-finding exercise, so it does 

not matter who comes first or second.  What I am suggesting for members‟ 

consideration is that when we resume on the 4th at 10.00, we get the 

questions out of the way, invite the witness, Donna Cox.  She will come for 

about 15 minutes.  After her we will invite the stranger; after him we invite 

Dr. Browne, and we take it from there. 

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  The stranger has been identified. 

Mr. Imbert:  He is still a stranger.   

Mr. Chairman:  This meeting is now adjourned to Friday, May 04, at 10.00 

a.m.  

12.39 p.m.:  Meeting adjourned.    
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VERBATIM NOTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SECOND 

SESSION (2011/2012), TENTH PARLIAMENT HELD IN THE 

ARNOLD THOMASOS ROOM (WEST), TOWER D, LEVEL 6, 

WRIGHTSON ROAD, PORT OF SPAIN, ON FRIDAY, MAY 04, 2012 

AT 10.10 A.M. 

Present 

Mr. Wade Mark Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal Member  

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel Member 

Miss Marlene McDonald  Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma Member 

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Annika Fritz Senior Legal Officer 

Miss Crystal Lewis Clerk 

Absent 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh Member 

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning Members, and I think we have a quorum, 

and I would like to call the meeting to order.  I have received information 

that Dr. Gopeesingh would not be here today, he has a family emergency 

matter, so he would not be here with us today.   

Members, may I ask and invite you to refer to the Minutes of Friday, 
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April 27, 2012. I would like to take it that these Minutes have been read, and 

if they have been read by Members—so would you like us to go through 

page by page?  Now I understand we have a tight time agenda before us, 

and, having regard to this, I would like us to pay attention to these matters 

very quickly.  So let us assume that Members have read these Minutes, I 

understand they were emailed to Members, as well as hard copies were 

given to Members subsequently.  Are there any matters Members would like 

to raise? No, well, could I ask someone to have these Minutes confirmed, a 

Member, please? 

[Moved by Dr. Moonilal]  

Mr. Imbert:  A word here, Mr. Chairman.   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes.   

Mr. Imbert:  While the Minutes themselves appear accurate, will we get an 

opportunity to go through the verbatim notes, and if we pick up any 

typographical errors, you know, misreporting because maybe the reporter 

did not hear properly, we could do that at a later stage?   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes.   

Mr. Imbert:  Right, good, well then no problem.  I second the— 

[Seconded by Mr. Imbert]  

Mr. Chairman:  Who moved?   

Mr. Imbert:  Dr. Moonilal.   

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, and then it has been seconded by Mr. 

Imbert.  Any matters arising?  

Mr. Imbert:  Well that was the matter arising.   

Mr. Chairman:  That is okay.   

Mr. Imbert:  So we will get an opportunity.   

Mr. Chairman:  All right. 
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Mr. Imbert:  Yes.  I would take the time this afternoon, and go through the 

proceedings of the Parliament and see if I pick up anything at all.  

Mr. Chairman: Okay, I wish to just remind Members that we have 14 days, 

in accordance with the Standing Orders, to make any corrections to Minutes.  

Okay—the verbatim notes, I am advised.   

Mr. Imbert:  Right, okay.   

Mr. Chairman:  So that we can proceed to the second item.  Members, we 

had agreed, as you would recall, and it is recorded in our Minutes, the 

sequence that we are proceeding to invite Members, who are witnesses, I 

should say, before us.  If you look at page 4 of our Minutes, we would see 

the decisions of the Committee.  The first person to appear before us is Mr. 

Gary Griffith, and, of course, he is going to be asked to give his account of 

the event or allegation that has been made against him.  So, after him, we 

would then invite Dr. Amery Browne, and he is coming at 10.45, and then 

the final witness that we are going to recall is Miss Cox, Member for 

Laventille East/Morvant, at 11.00 a.m.  

So, let us bear in mind that we have a tight agenda, and the same 

procedure that we have adopted, during the last period, we are going to 

follow again; the Member would come, the witnesses, rather, would come, 

they would give their evidence, and, having done so, we will ask them to be 

excused, Members would deliberate, formulate appropriate questions, and 

then we would re-invite the witnesses, and we would go forward.  That is the 

approach that we said we would take.  I just want, again, for the record, to 

advise Members and to remind Members that we should conduct ourselves 

in a professional and non-partisan manner.  Remember this is a quasi-

judicial body, and therefore we must follow procedures that can withstand 

public scrutiny, that the verbatim records of our meetings would become 
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part of our the Committee‟s report, and will be subject to the examination 

and scrutiny of the public and others, and that all disagreements, if any, 

should be resolved in camera and not in the presence of witnesses and, of 

course, there are established rules for the conduct of the Committee‟s 

business that have withstood extensive challenge and would be consistently 

applied by the Chair.   

As I said, we did agree that at our last meeting how we were going to 

proceed.  The witness will be invited to appear before the Committee and we 

know exactly how we are going to proceed.  So the first witness, members, 

is Mr. Gary Griffith.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman.   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Dr. Moonilal.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Unless I am wrong, when we adjourned on the last occasion, 

there was an understanding that the witness, Miss Donna Cox, would return; 

because, myself in particular, I do not know of others, had other questions 

for her, and she would return to just clarify some matters.  Has that changed? 

Mr. Imbert:  It is there in the Minutes? 

Mr. Chairman:  She will be coming, Dr. Moonilal.   

Dr. Moonilal:  No, the Minutes say that there are three witnesses that would 

appear. 

Mr. Chairman:  Right. 

Dr. Moonilal:  I am saying that the Minutes do not say—I am looking 

through the verbatim notes to see what was happening, but I am fairly 

certain that I had questions, and, because of the timing, we said that, you 

know, we will deal with that on the next occasion. There are some matters 

that I wanted to clarify with her that would be important for me when others 

appear.  Is that a request?  I thought that it was an understanding I had, but 
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apparently not.  

Mr. Chairman:  What I understand, Dr. Moonilal, is that we did agree, and 

you are correct, that she will be reappearing, but we did agree, according to 

our notes, that the sequence would be Mr. Gary Griffith, then Dr. Amery 

Browne, and then Miss Cox would come to address, but she is here.  

Dr. Moonilal:  I am not sure, Chairman, we agreed to a sequence.  We 

agreed to the numbers, the people, and it makes no sense that we cannot 

finish properly with a witness and go on to another witness, when one would 

influence the other after hearing her clarify matters.   

Mr. Imbert:  But you see, she may have been invited for eleven o‟clock. 

Dr. Moonilal:  She has been invited for eleven o‟clock? 

Mr. Imbert:  Yes.  I would suggest, because of constraints of time, that we 

go in this sequence.  I understand what you are saying, I hear you, but 

because of the time at which people have been invited, we would run out of 

time if we wait on her.  

Dr. Moonilal:  Okay, sure.  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.  All right, could we, in those 

circumstances—Dr. Moonilal, I want to indicate that, based on your 

statement, you did in fact make that request, but I would ask all Members if 

they could, at least, discuss their concerns, in terms of questions, at the level 

of the meeting, so that we can all agree, you know, with the questions that 

are going to be put, so we will do it at the appropriate time when it comes to 

the final witness.  Let us proceed with your leave, Members, to invite Mr. 

Gary Griffith, and I will ask Miss Keiba, Crystal to invite him.  Included in 

your package, Members, would be letters we received from Mr. Gary 

Griffith. There are two letters that he sent, one to the Speaker, and one to the 

Clerk, so I just wanted you to take note of that, and he may refer to them 
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during his evidence before us.   

[Mr. Gary Griffith enters committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning.   

Mr. Griffith:  Good morning, committee.  

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning, Mr. Gary Griffith.  Thank you for being 

here.  Let me just advise that, of course, this is the Committee of Privileges. 

We are meeting in what is called “in camera”, meaning that our work is 

private and confidential, and that the work of our Committee must not be 

made public before the Committee reports to the House.  I would just read 

the allegation that has been made in this particular matter before us.  The 

allegation is as follows: “An allegation that on Saturday, March 03, 2012 

you committed contempt of the House on the following ground, accosting 

and intimidating the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the 

precincts of the Parliament on Saturday, March 03, 2012.” 

Now, we have asked you to appear before this Committee to respond 

to the allegation made against you in this particular matter.  So now I will 

invite you to provide your response to this Committee.  You are now 

welcomed to address this Committee on this particular allegation.    

Mr. Griffith:  Thank you, Sir.  On the day in question, Saturday, March 03, 

2012 I was in Parliament.  I was here the day before. I accompanied the hon. 

Prime Minister in my capacity as the National Security Advisor.  At 

approximately 2.30 a.m. on the morning of Saturday, March 03, I was asked 

to deal with an issue pertaining to providing “doubles” for Members of 

Parliament for breakfast.  That would have commenced at approximately 

3.00 a.m.  This started since about 1.30 a.m. I made the arrangements; the 

“doubles” vendor came upstairs in the tea room, where breakfast was to be 

served.  I then informed—there was also a member of the media.   
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I was asked to make arrangements to have someone from the media 

come upstairs to take a photograph of the event actually taking place.  The 

member of the media was downstairs at the bottom level, so I went 

downstairs to get the individual in question.  While I was coming up I made 

sure that I did not send him through the elevator, knowing full well that the 

Members of Parliament might very well be using the elevator to get from the 

second level to the third level where the breakfast would have been served, 

so I made sure I asked him to come up the stairs with me.  

When we reached to the second level, I saw the Member of 

Parliament, Dr. Amery Browne. He was just outside of the elevator.  I went 

to Mr. Browne and spoke to him on a matter where I asked him a certain 

question pertaining to an individual that I knew who was driving a vehicle 

that had an MP sticker on it.  At no time did I ever speak to the person who 

has accused me of committing this.  I never spoke to her, I never went 

towards her, and I spoke directly with Amery Browne.  In fact, I actually had 

my left arm on his right shoulder while I was speaking to him.  Then I 

continued going up the stairs.   

When I was half-way up the stairs with the member of the media 

behind me, and again, out of respect for the Committee here, if it is that I am 

to quote, I would prefer not to quote at this time, but what I heard was, “F 

you Gary, F you, F you”, and being very honest, after I was cursed in that 

manner, I then looked at a Member of Parliament, Donna Cox, and I said, 

“No, I would not do that because you are too ugly.” 

I then continued moving up to the third level to get to the tea room 

and the member of the media was behind me.  Again, when I reached there, 

Member of Parliament, Donna Cox, then came out of the elevator and 

continued to abuse me.  She started shouting at me, she screamed at me, she 
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then made statements that, “Did I f-ing tell you anything about f-ing Nicole? 

“Why de F yuh doing so? Yuh don‟t know f-ing me.” 

Now, all of this, it was quite obvious that I was fully aware that there 

were security cameras placed all along the corridors of the second and the 

third level.  I was also fully aware that there was a member of the media, 

who I had never spoken to in my life, who I had no relationship with, that 

was just behind me, so at no time would I be so crazy to make any statement 

or to shout or curse at a Member of Parliament, even though that individual 

was ridiculing me, cursing me, shouting at me.   

She continued to follow me along the corridor, and I did ask the 

Marshal to have that secured, the CCTV footage at that time.  She continued 

to follow me along the corridor, shouting at me and following me.  I then 

said that her conduct is unbecoming, and it is very low class for someone, as 

a Member of Parliament, to be acting like this.  I then walked away from 

her.   

The media person in question then said, in the presence of some other 

Members of Parliament, that he never heard such filth come out of the 

mouth of a female.  Again, I never shouted at her, I never cursed her, I never 

abused her, and again the facts being, because there were security cameras 

along the corridors, and there was a media reporter behind.   

I then went to the tea room to ensure that the breakfast was prepared, 

and so that the media reporter can get to the tea room to take the photograph 

as requested.  When I walked into the tea room, MP Donna Cox continued, 

and this was in the presence of several Members of Parliament on both sides, 

where she started shouting, screaming, “What is Gary Griffith doing here? 

Where is the police?” And, “I am not taking this”, and she started getting on 

very, very totally out of control.  With that, I said absolutely nothing because 
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I realized that this is a situation that would have escalated, and out of respect 

for the House, and the Member of Parliament, I realized that the best way to 

have dealt with this matter was for me to write to the Speaker and the 

Marshal because I saw the way that this was going.   

I immediately walked out of the tea room as well.  It was then to my 

shock that I then heard from the Speaker that a report came about that the 

Member for Parliament, Donna Cox, accused me of doing exactly what she 

did.  I have submitted a report to the police for the abusive language and the 

manner to which MP Donna Cox treated me.  I reported it to Corporal 

Lincoln of the Trinidad and Tobago Police Service.  I then made the official 

report downstairs at the bottom level to the police that were down at the 

guard room area.  I then went to speak to Mr. Modeste and I asked him if he 

could please ensure that that video footage is secured because it would show, 

comprehensively, that at no time did I ever speak to her, and she cursed me. 

At no time did I go up to her, did I gesticulate, did I shout at her, did I go 

anywhere near her.  The footage, if it is still there, it will show that I was 

cursed, I was abused, I was gesticulated at, and she followed me along the 

corridor.  There was also a member of the media that was also there that is 

willing to testify on this.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Is there any other matter you would like to bring to 

our attention?  Because we would like to have you excused for a few 

moments—[Interruption] 

Mr. Griffith:  Sure.   

Mr. Chairman:—and then we would probably have to recall you for some 

clarification on the areas that you have raised.  Is there any additional matter 

that you would like to bring to our attention, apart from what you have just 

said?  
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Mr. Griffith:  Oh yes, I also—when I realized that MP Donna Cox was very 

hurt and upset, I mean, for someone to be cursing and getting on like this, 

something obviously frustrated her, and I did not do anything, I did not 

speak to her, what I did do, I would like to clarify the matter, I spoke to 

Amery Browne.  Now I have known MP Donna Cox probably 20 years 

before the both of us got into politics, and we have and a very good rapport, 

and I wanted to ensure that at no time politics must get involved in the 

friendship that we had. Even while she was Minister in the Ministry of 

National Security, we were on very good speaking terms.  It has never 

been—I know something went wrong.   

And with that I immediately went to the Leader of the Opposition, I 

called him and I asked, I said, “Something went wrong with Donna about a 

half an hour ago, when it is that I was speaking to Amery Browne and I was 

telling him about someone driving an MP‟s car, it had an individual‟s name, 

and she just started cursing me at the top of her voice, she followed me, she 

started threatening me, she started shouting at me, and I said I do not want 

this to go further, but something went wrong somewhere.  I am really sorry 

if it is that this happened, but I do not know what it is that caused it, and I 

would just like to make sure that we could patch things up because I did 

nothing to her.”  Mr. Rowley did say, “Oh gosh, you all could frustrate me 

everyday”, something along that line, and he said he will deal with it.  

Because my intention was not to have a misunderstanding or something 

affect a good relationship that I had with Donna Cox way before what 

happened.   

The statements that she made, publicly, that—what offended me was 

the fact that she made statements about myself in Parliament during the no 

confidence Motion, I think everyone here would be fully aware that I am a 
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household name in being attacked on a regular basis, because I think I was 

seeing me being trained in the best military academy in the world, 

Sandhurst, I think I have a calm composure to be able to take criticism at all 

angles, and in fact that was just it, when the statement was made with Donna 

Cox, it had no way of offending me.   

I spoke to Amery Browne on a matter to show similarity to what 

happened, and at no time was I ever going public with a matter like this, and 

unfortunately MP Donna Cox, she was very offended by me speaking to 

Amery Browne on a matter that was a fact.  What it was is that several 

persons on the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team had contacted me, and 

when they heard that MP Donna Cox had stated that what I was doing was 

driving a vehicle of an MP with an MP on it, and as the husband of a 

Member of Parliament it was within my right, and they mentioned the fact 

that a certain cricketer for the Trinidad and Tobago Cricket Team was 

accustomed driving a car with an MP sticker on it, coming to training, and 

that was all, there was no way that I was actually going public with a matter 

such as this.   

So it was under just—you know, I went to Amery Browne and I asked 

him if Lincoln Roberts was a Member of Parliament in the last 

administration.   Amery Browne was at a total loss to what I was speaking 

about. And I left it as that, I said, “Never mind”, and I walked off, and with 

that, that is when Donna Cox started cursing me, shouting at me, and I could 

not—I did not expect it to have gone to that level.   

I did write to the Speaker on another matter that I was very—I was not 

concerned about that, that is expected in politics, to make statements such as 

those. What I was offended with, and I did write officially, was the fact that 

when she made a statement that I threatened and abused heads of 
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departments in National Security, which is totally untrue.  That, I think, was 

uncalled for, but the other aspect about an MP sticker and driving it, that was 

irrelevant, and that in no way would offend me in any way.   

I did speak to the Leader of Opposition to try to rectify the matter to 

ensure that it would not have gone any further.  I did tell him, I said I would 

apologize to Miss Cox if it is whatever it is I did, if she could just let me 

know what it is I did, to ensure that we would be on good speaking terms 

because I think it was something that was totally blown out of proportion, 

and even after it has happened, I have refused, and I would not go public 

about the matter with Lincoln Roberts because I think that it is very trivial to 

go public with a matter like that.  So, regardless of what happens here, I 

have no intention to go and air dirty linen with any matter such as this.  That 

is not politics in my view.    

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.  You will be excused for a few 

moments, and we will call you back.  Thank you very much. 

[Mr. Gary Griffith leaves room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Members, you have heard the evidence by the person who 

it has been alleged did what was done on March 03.  So I now open the 

meeting to Members as it relates to any questions Members may wish to 

raise.  So let us discuss those questions before we invite the witness, Mr. 

Gary Griffith, back to us.  

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, well Mr. Griffith has opened this thing a 

little wider, in that he made mention that there was a particular media person 

who was there, and who is willing to testify.  In other words, then, he has 

found—there is another witness, and then the Marshal seemed to have been 

somewhere around, and he too would have heard what was said, and he also 

said he asked the Marshal to secure this videotape or whatever is this.  I am 
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saying that—I was looking at the fact that he made mention of a Member 

being there and also the Marshal.  You see, if these two people, he is 

pointing in the direction that these two people could corroborate what he is 

saying.    

Mr. Chairman:  What I am getting from what you are saying, before Mr. 

Imbert gets involved here, you would like the person to name the member of 

the media and to have the member of the media come here. That is what you 

are saying?  

Miss McDonald:  Because what he said, and I wrote it down, “member of 

the media”—[Interruption]  

Mr. Chairman:  No, I am just asking whether that is what you are asking of 

the Committee. 

Miss McDonald:  Yes, yes. 

Mr. Chairman:  And then you also want the Marshal to come before us 

too?   

Miss McDonald:  Yes.   

Mr. Imbert:  I endorse that. I endorse that 

Mr. Chairman:  I will ask other Members. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  In relation to the request by 

the witness for the preservation of the video, I do not know if there has been 

any effort to have that preserved. Is it available for us?  Because, really, as 

Rodger Samuel is reminding us here, that would put aside any issue of 

interpretation, live and direct. So if we could have that?  

Mr. Chairman:  Well, once we agree that the Marshal be brought here, he 

is the person in charge of security in this building—[Interruption] 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you, Sir 

Mr. Chairman:—so he would be able to, at least, advise us on that very 
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matter of the video.   

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you.   

Mr. Chairman:  And if Members wish, he is in the building; we can always 

call him at the appropriate time. 

Mr. Samuel:  That would cut the chase. 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  

Mr. Imbert:  I do have some questions I would like to ask Mr. Griffith.  I 

was taking some notes, I just have certain aspects of this evidence that I 

would just like clarity on.  Do you want me to go through them? 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes of course, so at least Members would know. 

Mr. Imbert:  Somewhere in his statement there was a statement made, 

“You are too ugly.” I need to get the context out of him.  So, I need to get 

the context—[Interruption]   

Member:  He gave the context.  [Crosstalk] 

Mr. Imbert:  What is wrong with you all? 

Miss McDonald:  There was another one I want to ask. [Crosstalk] 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, could you control your meeting?  Control your 

meeting.  [Crosstalk] 

Miss McDonald:  What led him to discuss with Amery Browne, “driving a 

car with an MP sticker”?  What led him in that direction? [Crosstalk] 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, what is going on?  [Crosstalk] 

Mr. Chairman:  You all just continue.    

10.40 a.m. 

Mr. Imbert:  I just want to get the context of that.  That is all.   

Hon. Member: “Yuh want to hear it again?” 

Miss McDonald:  Second—[Interruption] 

Mr. Imbert:   Stop it! Wait.  Wait.  Wait. Mr. Chairman, do I have the 
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floor? 

Mr. Chairman:  One person is on the floor.  Please, Member. 

Miss McDonald:  Well, I did not finish. 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, I am being attacked from both sides. 

Mr. Chairman:  So you were not finished? 

Mr. Imbert:  I am so sorry. 

Miss McDonald:  I had another one. 

Mr. Imbert:  I thought you had finished.  My apologies, I defer to you 

Miss McDonald:  All right, you go on.  I will talk after you. 

Mr. Imbert:  Right.  I may have to seek your protection and it looks like I 

will have to stand up when you come in, because we are in the Chamber it 

appears.  Now, I just want the context of that statement, “you are too ugly.”I 

did not quite grasp it.  The CCTV footage, well, yes, I think we have dealt 

with that. We are going to try and secure it, right?   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes.   

Mr. Imbert:  Now, the other thing I want out of Mr. Griffith, he spoke 

about a member of the media—a reporter, a photographer or something, 

okay.  I just want clarification whether the photographer or reporter 

whatever it was, was present at all three locations where there appears to 

have been some exchange of words between Mr. Griffith and Miss Cox.  

The three locations that I am picking up is on the mezzanine level, just 

outside the elevator, on level two, again, just outside the elevator and in the 

lounge, in the area where food is served.  So, I just want clarification from 

him whether the media person was present at all three locations.  Also, 

clarification on whether Miss Cox told him something in all three locations.  

I think so, but I just want clarification on that.   

I just want to go over his testimony with what he told Dr. Rowley, 
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because it does not seem to be consistent with what Dr. Rowley said.  I just 

want to clear up a few things because I distinctly recall Dr. Rowley saying 

that Mr. Griffith told him “something happened”, and when I questioned 

Dr. Rowley on the second occasion, again he said “something happened”, 

and there was no identification as to what the something was.  But he said 

this morning, unless I am wrong, that he told Dr. Rowley something went 

wrong, I spoke to MP Donna Cox; she cursed me.  It seems that his 

recollection of what he told Dr. Rowley and Dr. Rowley‟s recollection are 

not the same, I just want to get clarity on that.  

I want clarity on what he means by “not going public”, because I am 

seeing all sorts of newspaper articles here where he went public so, I just 

want a better understanding of that.  I want to ask him about this information 

he got from the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team.  And then he said he will 

apologize to Miss Cox if he is told what he did, I just want some clarity on 

that. That is it.  

Mr. Ramadhar:  I am sorry, could you repeat the last—I did not hear the 

last one.  

Mr. Imbert:  He said he will apologize to Miss Cox if he is told what he 

did.  This is what my notes tell me.  I just want a better understanding of 

what that means, okay, because we might be able to bring this thing to a 

quick end, all right. 

Mr. Chairman:  The issue of him going public, I do not know if that has 

any relevance to the matter that is before us, so I would ask you to 

reconsider that matter of him going public.  I do not think that has any 

relevance to the particular matter that is properly before us—whether he 

went public or he did not go public and so on.  So, I do not think we should 

really spend too much time on that per se.  
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Mr. Imbert:  No, I will tell you why I want to ask that, Mr. Chairman.  The 

very appearance of these newspapers articles could be a form of intimidation 

and harassment to a Member of Parliament.  If I am an MP, and I am reading 

the papers that I did this and did that, I might feel intimidated.  That is the 

context of it, Mr. Chairman.  I just want clarification from him if, in fact, he 

did speak to these newspapers.  I would not go any further into that.  Just 

say, are these articles a true and faithful representation of what you told the 

media. That is all.    

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, something is bothering me about this 

evidence also.  He has stated that he started talking to Dr. Browne about 

driving a car with an MP sticker and all that, and I wonder what could have 

given rise to such a conversation?  In my mind he is talking, but I want to 

know—you are talking to Dr. Amery Browne because you know him and 

you are telling him about the driving, you know, and his wife drives this—I 

do not understand it.  I will tell you why.  I know that in Parliament when 

Donna spoke she did talk about people who are not Members of Parliament, 

driving vehicles with MP stickers, and I am wondering what is the link.  I 

am trying to find out—in my mind he is speaking, and I am trying to find the 

link, and is it that MP Cox is an insane person, that she just proceeded just to 

curse Mr. Griffith without any reason?  Because from what he is saying, no 

reason was advanced as to why he was cursed.  So, is MP Cox an insane 

person?   

Mr. Sharma:  Most PNM. 

Miss Mc Donald:  Something must have prompted—[Interruption] 

Mr. Sharma:  Most PNM Members are.  

Miss Mc Donald:  What is that? 

Mr. Sharma:  Most PNM are. 
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Miss Mc Donald:  No, we did not come here for that, you know, about most 

PNM.  We did not come here for that.  Please.  We came here to deal with 

important matters.  

So, Mr. Chairman, something is wrong somewhere.  I would want to 

find out what prompted him to speak to Dr. Amery Browne about who is 

driving whose car with sticker, and his wife is a Member of Parliament, and 

other people driving cars; and what gave rise to that?  And something 

prompted MP Cox to start cursing.  If he said she cursed, what prompted her 

to do so?  Unless you tell me the woman is a mad woman.  So, she just 

started cursing like that.  Up to now he has not given any reason what 

prompted MP Cox to do that, but I am hearing she cursed.  That is my 

concern.   

Mr. Chairman:  All right, good.  Dr. Moonilal, let me have your—  

Dr. Moonilal:  Yes.  Mr. Chairman, I just want to ask Mr. Griffith to 

establish for the record, the identity of his spouse, her occupation and his 

knowledge of another stranger who, it is alleged, may have been driving a 

vehicle bearing a Member of Parliament sticker.  I also want it to be very 

clear that I believe if the CCTV footage is available, it will at least suggest 

to us who was chasing who.  If we cannot hear clearly who was saying what, 

we will know clearly who was behind whom and who was in front from that.   

The other matter, Mr. Chairman, I just want to say is that one has to 

be cautious here that we do not get outside of our remit.  The remit is there 

was some action which was threatening or intimidating in the precincts of 

the Parliament.  As Members of Parliament, we are exposed to comments 

and criticisms from the public on many issues.  I think unless you are the 

Chair, the Speaker or the President, there is a certain prohibition against 

your decisions, but those are your decisions.   
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One has to be cautious that extraneous matters which are not before 

us, newspaper articles and—I think I read letters to the editor as well—we 

may not wish for bloggers to come and determine our course of action.  

Mr. Imbert:  Having reflected on that matter, and I realize there is no 

complaint with respect to newspaper articles, so I will defer to your 

suggestion that we do not deal with it, okay.  

Mr. Chairman:  I think we have a good appreciation of where we want to 

go.  

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Griffith wrote you a letter on March 07, 2012, there is 

another one on March 04 or 05, but I am talking about March 07, 2012 

where he complained about Miss Cox, “purposely tried to discredit my 

name, and unethical activity, utilize the sanctuary of Parliament,” et cetera.  

Then he speaks about callous statements made by Miss Cox, and he lists 

them as the vehicle with the MP sticker, et cetera, et cetera.  This does not 

seem to be consistent with his oral evidence.  I just want to clear up what 

appears to me to be an inconsistency in what he wrote to you, and what he 

said this morning about not being offended; because this gives the 

impression he was very well offended when I read what he wrote, okay.  So, 

that is another question I want to put to him.  [Cell phone rings] 

Mr. Chairman:  Could you put your cell on silent.  Mr. Sharma, would you 

like to say something on the subject?  

Mr. Sharma:  Yes.  Mr. Chairman, having appeared before the Committee 

of Privileges on a previous occasion, I want to advise that we treat with the 

matter that has been referred to us, and not any other matter, because I have 

seen oftentimes, even this morning in the case of my colleague and friend, 

MP McDonald, asking what obtained in the minds of Miss Donna Cox and 

Gary Griffith for which we cannot answer, but they may not be related.  



 

 

77 

 

Once we start to go outside of what has been referred to the Committee of 

Privileges, we will run the risk of bringing information that will not help us.   

Secondly, we have to be very careful in arriving at the matters that we 

want to treat with, the matters that require our attention and to assist us in 

arriving at some kind of conclusion.  I thought I would bring that to our 

attention.  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.  Could we agree to recall the 

person?  Dr. Moonilal, Mr. Imbert and Miss McDonald, you all have some 

clarification that you all will need to raise.  I will just try to tighten this one 

because as I said we have—now, it is 10.50 a.m., we have two more 

witnesses to come before us. 

[Mr. Griffith enters the room for a second time] 

Mr. Griffith:  [Inaudible] 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, yes, you may.   

Mr. Griffith:  Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome back.  We would like to have a few clarifications 

on your evidence which you submitted a short while ago, and I will ask 

Miss McDonald to start then Mr. Imbert and then Dr. Moonilal.  

Miss McDonald:  Good morning, Mr. Griffith.   

Mr. Griffith:  Good morning, Ma‟am. 

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Griffith, I listened to your statement a short while ago 

and I just have two short questions for you.  In the first instance, you stated 

that you were speaking to Dr. Browne. You addressed Dr. Browne, and you 

spoke to him and you said, what was the nature of the conversation, which 

was basically about whoever was driving MP—what would have prompted 

you to have that type of discussion with Dr. Browne? 

Mr. Griffith:  Sure.  It was based on two factors.  Firstly, Member of 
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Parliament Donna Cox when she stated that persons driving vehicle with a 

Member of Parliament sticker, and other people driving it and non-Members 

of Parliament, it is unbecoming, it unacceptable.  So, it seemed there was a 

precedent by the Opposition that persons who have vehicles with a Member 

of Parliament sticker, it should only be Members of Parliament driving those 

vehicles.   

I was the security manager for the West Indies Cricket Team at the 

T20 world cup, so I am very close to several members of the West Indies 

Cricket Team.  Three of them called me immediately, one was actually in 

Bangladesh, and he said they are fully aware that Lincoln Roberts came to 

national practice on a regular basis with a vehicle, with an MP sticker during 

the PNM administration.  So, I went to Dr. Browne and I asked what was 

Mr. Roberts, if he was a Minister at the time, but I did it jokingly knowing 

full well that that was not the case, but I turned my back and I was actually 

speaking to him very—laughing, unfortunately Dr. Amery Browne seems 

not to be a cricket fan, he did not know who Lincoln Roberts was; so he said 

what are you talking about Gary, and I said never mind, never mind.   

The question—I said Amery, it was along the lines, words to the 

extent:“Amery, Lincoln Roberts, was he a Member of Parliament because I 

was just told that he came to cricket practice on a regular basis driving a 

vehicle with an MP sticker on it?”  And when he said: “What.  What are you 

talking about?”  I realized—I was speaking to him in a manner like that and 

then I said: “Okay, never mind,” and that was when I walked up the stairs 

and then that was when MP Cox— 

Miss McDonald:  So, what prompted you then would have been the 

statements she made during her contribution in Parliament? 

Mr. Griffith:  Well, no.  Showing that there was a set view that only 
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persons must drive vehicles—must be Members of Parliament; but when 

Members of the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team and the West Indies team 

told me that, no Lincoln Roberts was driving a vehicle with a MP sticker on 

it, so I did not know what was the reason that Lincoln Roberts had it.  So, I 

spoke to Amery Browne in that manner.  

Miss McDonald:  Okay.  The second thing you said, they went into the lift 

on the second floor. 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Ma‟am.  

Miss McDonald:  And you started walking up the stairs— 

Mr. Griffith:  To the third— 

Miss McDonald:  And that is when Miss Cox started cursing.  

Mr. Griffith:  No, no.  Apparently, she was already in the elevator on the 

second floor, so I was walking up on the second floor where Dr. Browne just 

outside the corridor by that elevator on the second floor.  When I spoke to 

him, the photographer was at the bottom of the steps coming up because I 

went to call him, after I spoke to Dr. Browne I did not want the media 

person to be using the elevator that MPs were using, so I went up the stairs 

to the third floor.  Now, it so happened by the time I got to the third floor she 

was now coming out of the elevator on the third floor at the same time.  So 

again, when we almost came head to head— 

Miss McDonald:  And it was at that point in time? 

Mr. Griffith:—that she continued.  Then she started telling me if, “did I f-

ing say anything to you about Nicole, why the f you getting involved in my 

business for,” things along that line.  That is when I walked away along the 

corridor to the tea room. 

Miss McDonald:  Okay. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Imbert.  
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Mr. Imbert:  Okay.  Mr. Griffith, I heard you utter these words in a context 

which I did not grasp, so I will like you to give me the context; the words 

are, “you are too ugly”.  You said these words?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.  I recall using the word “ugly.”  In the same line I 

also said, on the third floor.  “You are moving in a very low-class manner 

not becoming of an MP.”  The one with the “ugly” that was the first time.  

When she said “F you Gary, f you, f you, ”I started walking up the stairs, 

then I turned around—I cannot remember the exact words but it is along the 

line that her attitude was very ugly, it was very ugly in character, it was very 

ugly in the way she was operating.  I said it was very ugly.  I cannot 

remember the exact words, but I remember I did say that it was ugly.   

Mr. Imbert:  So, the context?  What is the context, why did you say these 

words, “you are too ugly” or words to that effect? 

Mr. Griffith:  When she said, “f you Gary, f you, f you”— 

Dr. Moonilal:  That sounds ugly. 

Mr. Imbert:  Do not get involved— 

Mr. Griffith:  I remember that I did use the word ugly.  It was in a general 

context of you are very ugly in character, in the attitude and the manner in 

which you were getting on.  It was totally—and then I continued to say that 

it was very low-class and unbecoming of an MP. 

Mr. Imbert:  Well, we will check the verbatim notes because I thought I 

heard you say something different the first time. 

When I read your letter to the clerk— 

Mr. Sharma:  Chairman, can I just get clarity there?  It is wrong of anyone 

of us to mislead—  

Mr. Chairman:  Listen.  Wait. Wait. Wait, please, please.  We have an 

agreement here, any differences we have, keep it in camera.  If you are going 
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to—[Interruption] 

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman, it is in relation to the witness. 

Mr. Chairman:—No. No.  No, please, please, please.  Allow the Member 

to continue, you will come after. Continue, Mr. Imbert. 

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you.  In the letter you wrote to the Clerk, March 04 or 

05, I am not sure which one it is, but you wrote one letter to Mrs. Sampson 

Meiguel in March.  You say that—when I read it, there was an altercation 

between yourself and Miss Cox at three places; one was by the elevator on 

the mezzanine level, which is the Chamber level; the second one you refer to 

it as level three, but I suspect you mean level two, because the lounge is on 

level two; and the third location was in the lounge itself, in the area, I guess, 

where the doubles were being served.  Could you confirm that my 

understanding is correct?  Three different places? 

Mr. Griffith:  Three different places.  The elevator of the second level, the 

elevator of the third level and then the lounge. 

Mr. Imbert:  All right.  Well it is really the mezzanine, level two, okay.  All 

right that clears that up.  Thirdly, what is the name of the media person? 

Mr. Griffith:  Mr. Alva Villarreal from the Guardian.  He was the 

photographer, in fact, who actually took the photograph which was on the 

newspaper on the following day.  

Mr. Imbert:  Was the media person, Mr. Villarreal, present at the three 

locations I have just— 

Mr. Griffith:  No, Sir.  He was present at, I recall two. 

Mr. Imbert:  Which two? 

Mr. Griffith:  The two incidents with the elevator. 

Mr. Imbert:  He was not in the lounge?  

Mr. Griffith:  When I went up to the lounge in the third situation, he would 
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have been behind me, so I cannot verify if he heard or saw her actions in the 

lounge in that one.  

Mr. Imbert:  But you believe that he may have heard what transpired at the 

mezzanine level from the Chamber level, and at the lounge level by the 

elevator? 

Mr. Griffith:  No.  No.  No, he did because he said in the presence of other 

Ministers:“He never heard such filth come out of the mouth of a woman.”  

And he did text me and told me that he hopes good sense would prevail; that 

she would not embarrass herself. 

Mr. Imbert:  I am just clearing up what he may have heard or may not have 

heard, and where, and so on.  All right. 

Mr. Chairman:  Those are the questions? 

Mr. Imbert:  No. No, Sir.  You spoke to Dr. Rowley, I have taken notes 

here.  You firstly told Dr. Rowley something went wrong, then you told him 

you had spoken to the MP, I assume this is Miss Cox, with respect to a car 

with a sticker, then you told him Miss Cox cursed you and threatened you.  

Is my recollection of what is here correct?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.   

Mr. Imbert:  So you told, Dr. Rowley that Miss Cox cursed you, threatened  

you, and there was a discussion over a sticker on a car?  

Mr. Griffith:  I remember that I did mention to him, I cannot remember if I 

gave him the details of what caused the altercation, but I did tell him she 

started cursing and abusing me, and I would like to have it rectified.  

Mr. Imbert:  All right; next question.  You said you were not offended by 

the statements made in Parliament?  Am I correct in my recollection? 

Mr. Griffith:  I was not offended by the statements she made pertaining to 

the MP sticker; that was a trivial matter.   
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Mr. Imbert:  Sure. Sorry, sorry.  You made it clear, you were not offended 

by the statements regarding the MP sticker?  You said that, right? 

Mr. Griffith:  Correct.  

Mr. Imbert:  You wrote the Speaker on March 07, 2012 complaining about 

what you described as false and misleading statements by Miss Cox about 

Gary Griffith in Parliament.  Then it goes on to say, I will just read out part 

of the letter.   

Mr. Griffith:  Sure. 

Mr. Imbert:  “The various allegations voiced by her unfounded 

misleading”, et cetera, “she has purposely tried to discredit my 

name…unethical activity, and utilized the sanctuary of Parliament”, so, so, 

so.  “I seek your assistance to rectify”, and so on.  “The resultant effect of 

such being false impressions of one‟s character unjustly imprint in the minds 

of citizens.  Outlined below are the callous statements made by MP Donna 

Cox: 

1.  that I was sighted using a vehicle with an MP sticker.” 

Now, in this letter you are describing Miss Cox‟s statements about the MP 

sticker as callous, and in the general rubric of unethical, et cetera.  This 

appears to me to be something written by somebody who is upset. 

Mr. Griffith:  No, Sir.   

Mr. Imbert:  Why do you call it callous?  

Mr. Griffith:  At the end of the day what I will take offence with is my 

good name.  Someone making irrelevant statements it needs to be rectified.  

By statements that: if a husband of a MP drives a car and you know fully 

well that it is accepted, that is unacceptable.   

Mr. Imbert:  So, you were offended then?  

Mr. Griffith:  No.  I take offence if my name is being smeared in my 
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position as the National Security Advisor in para (b), when she stated that I 

have been threatening members of the protective services.  That is what I 

will take offence to, my name being smeared. 

Mr. Imbert:  No.  No.  No.  Mr. Griffith, I do not want to keep you here too 

long and other people want to ask you questions, and so on.   

When I read this letter, you talked about unethical behavior, et cetera, 

and then you said:“…outlined below are the callous statements made by MP 

Donna Cox.”  The first one: “that I was sighted using a vehicle with a MP 

sticker.  She is fully aware the MP sticker is for the Member of Parliament 

not the person driving the vehicle.” 

Then you go on to talk about Members of the Opposition who have 

people driving their vehicle with the MP sticker.  And it was prefaced by the 

word “callous.”  Are you saying your use of the word “callous” and the 

introduction about “unethical conduct” did not flow from an offence that you 

had taken?  

Mr. Griffith:  No.  

Mr. Imbert:  So why did you use the word callous?  

Mr. Griffith:  Because what happened is that it is unacceptable, I did not 

take offence to it.  I take offence to my name being smeared.  

Mr. Chairman:  Okay, yes. Dr. Moonilal. 

Mr. Imbert:  No.  No.  No, one more question, actually two more.  I had 

raised it, Mr. Chairman.  You said you were told by Members of the 

Trinidad and Tobago Cricket Team, that someone from the team was 

accustomed driving to practice with a car with an MP sticker, Mr. Lincoln 

Roberts?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.  

Mr. Imbert:   And they called you in the period between the matter being 
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raised in the Parliament and when?   

Mr. Griffith:  To when I spoke to—[Interruption] 

Mr. Imbert:  When did all these calls took place?   

Mr. Griffith:  Between when the statements were made in Parliament by 

MP Donna Cox to when I actually spoke to Member of Parliament Dr. 

Amery Browne, in-between that period.  

Mr. Imbert:  So in-between the statements made by Miss Cox, and the time 

they came out the elevator, or they came out of the Chamber and went to the 

elevator and the first altercation took place, in-between that time members of 

the cricket team called you?  

Mr. Griffith:  They called me and they also liaised with members of my 

staff to pass the information on to me.  

Mr. Imbert:  Well, no problem. I just want to clear this up. 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, correct.  

Mr. Imbert:  Miss Cox made her statements, then MPs came out of the 

Chamber and Dr. Browne was with Miss Cox, and in-between the time Miss 

Cox made the statement, and the time the two of them came out of the 

Chamber to go to the elevator, members of the cricket team called you?  

Mr. Griffith:  And persons connected to my staff, yes.  

Mr. Imbert:  And finally, you said you will apologize to Miss Cox if you 

are told what you did.   

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.  Because I did not want to continue to have a bad blood 

based on a misunderstanding, she started—when she was cursing and getting 

on I realized something obviously had to offend her to the point that she 

would be abusing me like this. 

Mr. Imbert:  I am talking today, if you realize/discover/understand/learn or 

whatever word you want to use, what the problem is here, you will 



 

 

86 

 

apologize? 

Mr. Griffith:  If it is that I know and it can rectify the problem with Donna 

Cox, and I know there was something I did what was wrong and it offended 

her, of course, I would. 

Mr. Imbert:  Okay, fine thank you.  

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Sharma, I see that you are needed for a quorum, I 

would let you go first this time.  He is urgently needed for a quorum that is 

why. 

Mr. Sharma:  Oh, thank you, Sir.  Thank you very much. Mr. Griffith, you 

are entitled to be called Mr. Griffith.   

Mr. Griffith:  Yes I am, Sir.  

Mr. Sharma:  Right. Thank you, Sir.  Captain, would it be correct to say 

that the use of the word “ugly” by you referred to the conduct of the Member 

of Parliament?   

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, I think based on the character, general I was looking—

[Interruption]   

Mr. Sharma:  I just want a yes or a no answer. 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.   

Mr. Sharma:  So for the record, the use of the word “ugly” by you in your 

conversations referred the conduct to a particular Member? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes. 

Mr. Sharma:  Secondly, in your many years as observer of the practicing 

politicians in Port of Spain in particular, you would have seen many of their 

vehicles driven by non-Members of Parliament? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes.  Yes. 

Mr. Sharma:  With the stickers displayed?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir. 
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Mr. Sharma:  Lincoln Roberts, are you familiar with him? 

Mr. Griffith:  No, I have never spoken to him, Sir.  He is a member of my 

cricket club but I am aware of him because of my involvement with the 

West Indies cricket team. 

Mr. Sharma:  And you are aware that outside of Members of Parliament 

from both Houses, and Members of Parliament really mean both Senate and 

House, you are conversant with cars or vehicles driven bearing the MP 

stickers not by the holders of the office.  

Mr. Sharma:  Lincoln Roberts, are you familiar with him? 

Mr. Griffith:  No, I have never spoken to him, Sir.  He is a member of my 

cricket club but I am aware of him because of my involvement with the 

West Indies cricket team. 

Mr. Sharma:  And you are aware that outside of Members of Parliament 

from both Houses, and Members of Parliament really mean both Senate and 

House, you are conversant with cars or vehicles driven bearing the MP 

stickers not by the holders of the office.  

11.10 a.m.  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.  

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Sharma, I understand that you are needed urgently to 

form a quorum elsewhere. 

Mr. Sharma:  Thank you, Sir.  Can I take—am— 

Mr. Chairman: Yes, and you can return, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, I think you are next and then Mr. Samuel. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Well, Chairman, my question became even easier and 

shorter.  Just for the record to establish, Mr. Griffith, your wife is Sen. The 

Hon. Nicole Dyer-Griffith, Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and Communications and a Member of the Senate, is it? 
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Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  We have already asked the witness the identity of Mr. 

Lincoln Roberts—I just want to be clear—has been a former member of the 

Trinidad and Tobago and West Indies Cricket Team? 

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  And this Mr. Roberts we are hearing has, to your knowledge 

from information you received, had been seen driving a vehicle bearing a 

sticker as a Member of Parliament?  

Mr. Griffith:  Yes, Sir.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Thank you very much.  

Mr. Chairman:  Is there anybody?  Miss McDonald, could you just take off 

the mic?  

Mr. Samuel:  Chair, through you, I just want to ask Mr. Griffith, in what 

context did you use the term in your letter to the hon. Speaker of House of 

Representatives on March 07, 2012, in what context did you use the word 

“callous” with the statement—as you said outlined below are the callous 

statements made by Miss Donna Cox.  

Mr. Griffith:  I think the statements were unacceptable and they were 

simply untrue, and that was it.  Again, the concern that I had that I would 

take offence with—if someone makes statements that are totally untrue and 

irrelevant, I would not take offence to it.  I would wish that those matters be 

dealt with and clarified.  What I would take offence to is if my name is 

smeared by a Member of Parliament using the sanctuary of parliamentary 

privilege to make false statements to say that I have treated members of 

national security, which is also what I have in that.  

Mr. Samuel:  So you are saying that the use of the word “callous”, in no 

way suggests that from you it was hurting?  
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Mr. Griffith:  Oh not at all, and this could be confirmed, because that same 

day actually when I saw the Member of Parliament, Donna Cox and Dr. 

Amery Browne, I told the both of them good morning, and, Donna Cox, I 

think she even replied, “Good morning Gary” and Dr. Amery Browne as 

well.  So there was no animosity at all pertaining to when I spoke to Dr. 

Amery Browne about the situation with Lincoln Roberts.  

Mr. Chairman:  Is there any other Member who would like to raise, if not, 

we would like to thank you very much, and if it is necessary we shall call on 

you to come back if there is need for further clarification.  But thank you 

very much.  

Mr. Griffith:  Thank you, Sir.   

[11.12 a.m.: Mr. Gary Griffith leaves committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, I think the next person that is required to come 

before us is Dr. Amery Browne.  

Dr. Moonilal:  The Marshal is somebody we could see.  

Mr. Samuel:  To get video footage. 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Could we get the Marshal?  You know as the 

referee in this game—I am just the referee—I am guiding, Members have to 

finalize the way forward.  May I just remind Members that the issue of what 

the Member of Parliament said in the Chamber is not what is before this 

Committee, because as all of us are aware, a Member of Parliament, whether 

he is Opposition or Government has what is called, absolute freedom of 

speech and is protected by the Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and 

Tobago, and that Member is not supposed to be either molested, harassed or 

intimidated, so as the referee I need to bring to the attention of the Members 

the law, the rights of Members of Parliament.  I say no more on this matter.   

Are we ready for the Marshal?  When we are ready the Marshal is 
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ready so we have him on standby.  Am I getting from the Members that they 

want the Marshal now?  All right, so let us proceed with Dr. Amery Browne.  

Is Dr. Amery Browne here?  Could we invite him in please? 

[11.16 a.m.: Dr. Amery Browne enters committee room]  

Dr. Browne:  Good morning, Sir.   

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning Dr. Amery Browne, thank you for coming 

and thank you for appearing before the Committee of Privileges.  As you 

know the Committee meets in camera and that the work of the Committee 

must not be made public before the Committee reports to the House.  

Therefore, you are advised whatever you discuss here must not be discussed 

with anybody else until that particular report is made available to the House.   

Now, there is an allegation before this Committee and I just want to 

read the allegation for you. 

“On Saturday, March 03, 2012 a stranger committed contempt of the 

House on the following grounds — 

 Accosting and intimidating the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant within the precincts of the Parliament.”  

Now, we have asked you to appear before this Committee to give 

evidence, providing particulars in relation to the events you witnessed on 

that Saturday, March 03, 2012 involving the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, so you can present to this Committee the particulars in 

relation to the events you witnessed on that day, Saturday, March 03, 2012.  

So you are now invited to share with this Committee what you witnessed 

during that particular period that you were in the Chamber or the precincts, I 

should say, of the Parliament on Saturday, March 03, 2012.  So I now invite 

you.  

Dr. Browne:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and good morning to all 
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Members of the Committee and staff.  I will share my recollection of the 

events in question.  I recollect that they occurred on Saturday, March 03, 

2012 during the debate on the Motion of “No Confidence in the Prime 

Minister”.  The Parliament had adjourned, I believe it was for a snack, 

doubles specifically.  I was in the company of the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant, my colleague, Miss Cox and we were exiting the Chamber 

using the Western doorway, the one closest to the Hyatt, closest the 

elevators, walking slowly, I believe we were chatting about the sitting and 

other matters, and as we exited the door I noticed Mr. Gary Griffith standing 

near the doorway, and as we were walking past I said good morning as I 

would normally do.  

I do not recall him answering at that point, and I continued chatting 

with Miss Cox and then realized that he was basically walking parallel with 

us, almost accompanying us as we were making our way toward the 

elevator.  Then I realized Mr. Griffith was speaking, and I heard him saying, 

“speaking about MP sticker why not talk about other people who used MP 

sticker.”  And he may have repeated this twice.  I turned and I asked him, 

“are you speaking to me, Sir?  What are you talking about?”  Because it 

appeared like Greek to me—this talk of MP sticker.  

Then he said, “why don‟t you talk about Lincoln Roberts who was 

using an MP sticker.”  At this point I was totally confused, but Mr. Griffith 

appeared very upset and very angry about something, and he then said, “ask 

her about Lincoln Roberts and her MP sticker.”  That is what he said.  Then 

Miss Cox asked a question, “is it me you are throwing words at there?”  And 

Mr. Griffith said, “yes, you; tell him about Lincoln Roberts nah.”  At this 

point I still had no clue what Mr. Griffith was referring to.  Miss Cox said, 

“why are you carrying on so, you must not take things so personal.”  Miss 
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Cox and myself entered the elevator and the doors closed.  

While on our way up to the dining level she seemed very shaken and I 

asked her, “Donna are you okay?”  She said, “why this man has to stoop so 

low?  Why he has to get so nasty?”  It is at that point I realized that there 

may have been something very offensive and personal in the exchange.  She 

seemed quite shaken.  When we exited the elevator I realized Mr. Griffith 

was poised at the top of the stairway and initiated conversation once again.  

As the two of them was speaking I realized that this was a very unpleasant 

exchange between two Members of the Lower House—well, no, I am sorry, 

it is a Freudian slip, between a Member of the Lower House and Mr. 

Griffith.  I then entered the Lounge and indicated—there were some 

Members seated, their chairs near the entrance to the lounge; I do not recall 

who was there but I just indicated to them—“listen colleagues, there is 

something unpleasant taking place outside and a hostile exchange between 

Gary Griffith and a Member of the Opposition.”  

I then proceeded to—after that I noted that Mr. Griffith had 

subsequently entered the tea room, I, myself had not observed him ever 

being in the tea room.  I saw him in the tea room, I do not know if he was 

there for doubles or not.  I did not see him eating doubles.  While in the tea 

room Miss Cox joined me in the tea room and she indicated that she was 

going—based on what had happened—to speak to the Marshal of the 

Parliament and also to the Speaker of the House because she was extremely 

upset about what had taken place.  There is my recollection of the events 

there to the best of my memory. 

Mr. Chairman:  Is there any other matter that you would like to add or that, 

in essence captures the actual recollection of the events?  

Dr. Browne:  Well, I was a bit slow on the uptake as I had indicated, 
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because there were clearly references to the issues of which I had no prior 

knowledge.  During the exchange it became very clear that there were 

comments being made that were deeply personal and offensive to Miss Cox, 

and as I said, she seemed very shaken by what had transpired, Mr. Griffith 

seemed angry and upset, as I said, at first he did not even acknowledge, he 

did not say good morning, or rather, I did not recall him saying good 

morning or I did not hear him say good morning, and then he proceeded into 

this tirade about Lincoln Roberts, MP sticker; Lincoln Roberts, MP sticker. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right, well I think we have a full appreciation of what 

was said and we would want to excuse you at this time and we may have to 

recall you shortly.  So, thank you for the time being and you would be 

excused and we will call you back in a short while.   

Thank you very much, Dr. Amery Browne.  

Dr. Browne:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

[11.26 a.m.: Dr. Amery Browne leaves committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, do you have any questions you would like to 

ask Dr. Amery Browne?  

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I have some very serious questions to ask this 

witness, I mean, and he is on record here.  I wanted to ask of his relationship 

with Mr. Griffith, because Mr. Griffith gave us a piece of information 

before.  I just wanted to collaborate that.  I wanted to ask him whether or not 

he was aware of why Mr. Griffith may have been in the vicinity of the tea 

room on that morning, and I just wanted him to clarify the state of mind and 

his observations of Miss Donna Cox during those few moments, because I 

am picking up a serious contradiction somewhere.  Those are just the three 

issues I would like to raise.  

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, Dr. Moonilal said something there that 
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confused me, you want to clarify the relationship between Mr. Griffith and 

Dr. Browne, Dr. Moonilal? 

Dr. Moonilal:  Yes. 

Mr. Imbert:  You said you want to clarify the relationship between Mr. 

Griffith and Dr. Browne?  

Dr. Moonilal:  I wanted to know if he knew Mr. Griffith before.   

Mr. Imbert:  You said Mr. Griffith gave you a piece of information— 

Dr. Moonilal:  Yes, Mr. Griffith said he had spoken to him and his hands 

were on his shoulder talking to him, and I wanted to know if he had been—

because he said he was not listening or talking.  It is just to clarify that.  The 

other matter is there seems to be a serious contradiction.  

Mr. Imbert:  I am just dealing with that.  Dr. Moonilal, I do not understand 

what you mean by that, you want to find out what is the relationship 

between Mr. Griffith and Dr. Browne?  

Dr. Moonilal:  Yes, if they knew each other any number of years and so, is 

that okay with you?  

Mr. Imbert:  No, no; outside of Parliament or whatever?  

Dr. Moonilal:  Whether they knew each other two days before the general 

election or 100 years before, is that okay?  

Mr. Imbert:  No, I just want to understand where you are going.  Sure.  

Secondly, I would like to get further information from Dr. Browne on Mr. 

Griffith‟s demeanor, because I heard Dr. Browne say that Mr. Griffith was 

angry over the statement about the sticker.  I just want to get clarification on 

if that is really what happened. 

Mr. Chairman:  Now, I do not want to hold up Members from asking 

questions, but the relevance of these questions is before us at this time, and I 

think that Dr. Browne give has indicated as much as he could recall, the 
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events leading up to this particular matter.  But if Members insist, I do not 

believe, quite frankly, that these questions that have been posed are relevant 

to what is properly before us.  But as I said I do not want to stall Members, if 

Members believe that it will help clarify their minds further on the issue.   

For me, I do not think those questions are relevant quite frankly, but 

just to ensure that Members are satisfied I will bend backwards to 

accommodate Members.  We have a time constraint.  We have Miss Donna 

Cox, so bring back in Dr. Browne please and let us try to fast track these 

issues. 

[11.23 a.m.: Dr. Amery Browne enters committee room]  

Welcome back Dr. Browne, there are three questions that we would 

like to clarify, Dr. Moonilal has two.  Mr. Imbert, would you like to go first 

and then Dr. Moonilal thereafter.  

Mr. Imbert:  Dr. Browne, what was Mr. Griffith‟s demeanor during the first 

encounter?  

Dr. Browne:  The first encounter, well, before we had entered the elevator, 

he seemed very upset; he seemed very angry and very focused.  There was 

clearly a point that he really wanted to get across.  That is the impression I 

got.  

Mr. Imbert:  In that same context therefore, based on that and then when he 

said, did you conclude that he was offended by the reference to the MP 

sticker by Miss Cox.  

Dr. Browne:  Absolutely.  

Mr. Imbert:  Would you conclude that the first words that he said and 

subsequently what he said there were motivated by what Miss Cox said 

about the MP sticker?   

Dr. Browne:  Absolutely. 
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Mr. Imbert:  Okay, thank you. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, do you—  

Dr. Moonilal:  Chairman, I would not detain or delay Dr. Browne with any 

questions. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Browne, it is a pleasure, thank you very much, and if 

necessarily we need you again we shall communicate with you, but thank 

you very much.  

Dr. Browne:  This was a privilege, Sir.  [Laughter]  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, there is one witness, I think, we had been 

saying the Marshal and then we had Miss Cox, I do not know if Members 

would just like to make some closing submissions and let us end this matter 

once and for all, you know and get rid of these things, because I mean we 

really reach a point where, I mean if we really want to talk we could talk for 

another two, three occasions, but really—  

Mr. Samuel:  It does not make sense.  

Mr. Chairman:  Am I getting from Members that we should not call any 

further witnesses.  In other words, if during our discussions there is need, so 

we can close off that particular segment.  

Mr. Imbert:  Yes.  Mr. Speaker, let me be very, very clear—   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes.   

Mr. Imbert:—I think we can discuss this matter now and if we reach 

consensus then there is no need to call any further witnesses.  

Mr. Chairman:  Is that agreed upon?  

Mr. Ramadhar:  Excellent. 

Mr. Imbert:  Right, could I go first?  

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, of course. 
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Miss McDonald:  Speak on my behalf. 

Mr. Imbert:  If you all do not think that I am speaking on your behalf you 

can speak.   

Mr. Chairman:  You can speak.   

Mr. Imbert:  It seems to me, based on the clarification that Dr. Browne just 

gave that Mr. Griffith was angry and that it was obvious and absolutely 

obvious that his anger stemmed from the statements made about the sticker, 

it appears to me on the face of what he said that Mr. Griffith really got 

annoyed about what Miss Cox said and came there to—I am using a word 

but do not take it in the strongest context—retaliate by saying, “look you 

have people driving your car as well” and called the name.  Based on what 

you said, that is not what Miss Cox said that is relevant, whether Miss Cox 

cursed him or not as the case may be or whatever.  It would seem to me, 

what is important is what the stranger did, and it would seem to me Mr. 

Griffith came there with the intention to tell off Miss Cox about the use of 

the sticker, to retaliate against her by bringing up a similar example.  It 

would seem to me that Mr. Griffith has breached privilege and he should 

apologize and we should just stop this whole thing right here.  

Mr. Chairman:  Well, you said that—just press your knob, please.   

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, what got me a little confused, when I 

asked Mr. Griffith the question as to what prompted him to carry on that 

type of conversation with Dr. Browne, he sort of dance around it, and I said 

to him, “was it the statements made by Miss Cox in Parliament about the 

people who are non-parliamentarians driving cars with MP stickers” and he 

more or less said “no”.  Having heard—well, it was not clear, but I am very 

clear in my mind now that having heard from Dr. Browne that Mr. Griffith, 

having heard those statements made by Miss Cox in Parliament, his friends 
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from the Trinidad and Tobago cricket team called him in that little space of 

time there, three o‟clock in the morning, they were listening to Miss Cox, 

and they listened, and they called him at three o‟clock, so by the time they 

left the room downstairs to upstairs he received all these calls, and, Mr. 

Chairman, let me tell you something, from where I sit here, he came there to 

retaliate.  That is why Dr. Browne described him, well; he was annoyed, he 

was obviously annoyed about something, and therefore, that is why—and 

Dr. Browne said Miss Cox said, are you throwing words, why are you taking 

it personal?  It is within that particular context.  I am saying and I am basing 

it on what you said, Mr. Chairman, that despite what Miss Cox would have 

said and all these expletives I am reading here, what is important is that a 

Member of Parliament—I am a Member of Parliament, and Members of 

Parliament cannot and should not be intimidated in any way in what is said 

in Parliament.   

I have a duty of care, when I took my oath, I took my oath and I said I 

would be fearless in what I say and what I do and I want no stranger and I do 

not even want another MP to intimidate me, so I find him fast, fresh and 

furious. 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay, okay, okay.  All right.  

Hon. Member:  Fast, fresh and furious?   

Miss McDonald:  Fast, fresh and facetious.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay!  Okay.  All these things are on record.  I keep telling 

Members, you do not want these things to go in the public domain— 

Miss McDonald:  Take it out please, that was said obiter dicta.  [Laughter]  

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, please.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Chairman, just for the record two o‟clock in the morning in 

Trinidad and Tobago might be two o'clock in the afternoon in Bangladesh.  
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[Interruption]   

Mr. Chairman:  Please!   

Dr. Moonilal:  Just for that.  We say two o‟clock in the morning as if the 

world, the planet was sleeping at two o‟clock in the morning.   

Mr. Chairman, what I gather here is, look, that parliamentary session 

had started, unless I am mistaken, 1.30 p.m. the Friday, we were on to two 

o‟clock in the morning or three o‟clock.   

Mr. Chairman:  It started 10.00, Sir.   

Dr. Moonilal:  It started 10.00?   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Sir; 10.00 in the morning.   

Dr. Moonilal:  We started at 10.00 in the morning.   

Mr. Imbert:  You sure?   

Mr. Chairman:  Ten in the morning.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Ten in the morning we started?  No.  The Motion of No 

Confidence was 1.30 p.m. yes.  

Mr. Chairman:  Okay, I am wrong; I am wrong.  I apologize, I apologize. 

11.40 p.m.   

Dr. Moonilal:  There was a mass pro-government demonstration outside.  I 

remember it before the sitting.  That is my point of reference.  Yes, just to 

get the picture—1.30 p.m.  Now, Members, non-Members, political support 

staff, I mean, people get tired, people get frustrated whether you are a 

Member or staff, long hours of work and intense work.  What happened here 

is that Miss Donna Cox made a statement in the Parliament alluding to Mr. 

Griffith driving a car with an MP sticker.  Miss Donna Cox knows for 

certain that the wife of Mr. Griffith is a Member of Parliament; she knows 

that for certain.  She ought to know.  I do not think that is a well-kept secret 

in the national community.  So in making that statement for whatever 
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purpose—and she is entitled to make that statement, she knows that there 

would be a bona fide explanation of Mr. Griffith if it is that he drives a car 

with an MP sticker.   

Mr. Griffith is at the Parliament, he has a responsibility at 3.00 a.m. to 

assist the parliamentary staff just for the purpose of having the fresh and hot 

doubles at 3.00 a.m., and milo—I imagine, and he is in the parliamentary 

precinct.  He goes on his way now to the tea room which he has to go to 

ensure things are there, accompanied by a media person I think he said, to 

get a few shots and so on, and he mentions to either the media person—we 

are not clear with Mr. Browne yet whether he mentions to him or engaged 

him and I will come to that in a minute, and the name Lincoln Roberts 

comes out of his mouth.  Who he is talking to—it may be the media person 

with him, it may be Mr. Browne, but it was not Miss Cox.  He may have 

been sending that message to her, but he was not involved in a conversation 

with her.  In fact, she said, quite interestingly in her testimony that she was 

speaking to Amery Browne, they were having a conversation.   

Now, if they were having a conversation and she was speaking to him, I 

am not sure how Dr. Browne could be listening to Mr. Griffith at the same 

time while speaking to Miss Cox.  Miss Cox said further in her sitting, she 

said, “We were in the elevator.  I was trying to figure out what was going on.  

We were laughing going up in the elevator.”  This is her testimony here.  

“And I said „laughing with Dr. Browne.‟”  So she and Dr. Browne were in 

this elevator laughing, jovial and then Dr. Browne tells us this morning she 

was shaken by what transpired and she was angry and upset.  She said, “We 

were laughing going up the elevator.”  Now she might have been shaken and 

angry while laughing, I do not know.  She said on two occasions, “I did not 

hear what he was saying.  He was standing with someone.”  She did not 
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hear—“So we did not think he was speaking to either of us.” 

Now she said both of them did not think he was speaking to them.  But 

Dr. Browne tells us today that he was listening.  More than listening, he was 

in a conversation with Miss Cox and then he was able to judge the 

behavioural pattern and conduct of Mr. Griffith at the same time and he gave 

us that today.   

There is one other piece where she said “First Mr. Griffith was 

mumbling.  I did not even hear what he was saying.  I did not take him on.  

But when I reached to the tea room again he came behind me.”  So all this 

thing, from the Lower House floor to the tea room Miss Cox tells us she did 

not take him on.  But Dr. Browne tells us that she was angry and shaken.  

And then she said, “We were laughing coming up in the elevator.”  While 

she gets in the tea room she said, “I saw Mr. Griffith there again and he was 

mumbling.  I did not hear what he was saying.” 

Mr. Chairman, really, let us cut the chase now—the name Lincoln 

Roberts to trip Miss Donna Cox.  When she heard that she said that this is 

her friend and she said in her testimony that Lincoln Roberts is or was her 

friend and that name tripped her and she responded.    Mr. Griffith said she 

responded with expletives and so on.  I do not know if we can ascertain that 

in any way.  She said no.  They had some altercation there.  Mr. Griffith 

claimed he went inside there, organized his doubles.  She came in, MPs saw 

her, she made a report looking for Mr. Griffith—we could look at the 

CCTV, you know, if that would help us to see “who chase who and who 

what.”  But the stark contrast between the testimony of Dr. Browne and 

Miss. Cox leads us to believe that whatever happened there cannot be placed 

at the footstep of Mr. Griffith and may not even be placed at the footstep of 

Miss Cox because she said she did not hear anything because he was 
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mumbling.  It is only when Lincoln Roberts‟ name came up that her ears 

“flap”—that she said, “Ah, I know that name.  Yuh telling me that, is that 

the name yuh throwing for me?  Why yuh doing that?” 

Our business is not with Lincoln Roberts, we do not know who he is at 

all, but she said that he is a friend of hers.  And that tripped her.  But the 

inconsistencies are so much, Mr. Chairman, and that really I think, that this 

matter should just come to an end, let the committee decide, look we have 

heard both of them, we cannot ascertain in a conclusive manner what 

happened.  We know that there was an altercation over the word “Lincoln” 

and the word “Roberts”.  “We not sure who chase who.”  We cannot say 

conclusively the expletives used, but if Mr. Browne‟s testimony was meant 

in any way to support Miss Cox, I submit to you, it did the complete 

opposite because there are stark and irreconcilable differences in the account 

of Dr. Browne and the account of Miss Donna Cox and that critical issue of 

state of mind of Miss Donna Cox.  She said she was laughing coming up in 

the elevator.  He said she was angry, shaken and upset.  She said Mr. Griffith 

was grumbling and mumbling—“I did not hear what he was saying is only 

Lincoln Roberts‟ name I hear”.  Mr. Browne was very clear on what he 

heard while he was supposed to be in a conversation with her.   

So, Mr. Chairman, I really do not think this should detain us.  Let us 

arrive at a conclusion.  Look, we have heard both parties.  There was clearly 

some interaction there, but we cannot come to any conclusion and be 

definitive if any breach was committed, if it was committed by Mr. Griffith 

who is before us, properly, or if it was some other type of incident. 

There is another contrast and serious—yes and I want to add to that 

point in closing, Mr. Chairman, that Dr. Browne said that she was upset and 

shaken.  She said she was laughing in the elevator coming up and he left her 
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in that state and went into the tea room and announced to colleagues that 

something happened.  Now, is he saying that he left her in the vicinity of Mr. 

Griffith who was threatening and menacing her?  Clearly, it cannot be that 

he abandoned her at that time.   

The other key issue for me here is that, Miss Donna Cox who I did not 

get a chance as yet to ask certain questions, because I really do not think it is 

necessary, she has not yet said that she is aware that Mr. Griffith was in that 

tea room there for the sake of organizing the doubles and so on.  So he had 

legitimate business there.  She said when she turned around she did not see 

him in the tea room.  So he did his business and he left.  He did not stay to 

eat.  Dr. Browne told us he did not see the man eating doubles or having 

milo.  He did his business and he left.  We cannot as a Committee—I mean 

important people here all of you—spend a lot of time and effort on these 

types of things which really we have no conclusive evidence of anything. 

The name Lincoln Roberts was mentioned not to her, Miss Donna Cox. It 

was not mentioned to her, “she hear it”, in fact this is the only thing she 

heard.  She did not hear anything else except Lincoln Roberts and then 

something happened.  I do not think something like that—a Member should 

be threatened and challenged and so on, and when she has said in her 

testimony that, “I was laughing in the elevator”.  This is after Lincoln 

Roberts‟ name was called.  She was laughing.  So, Mr. Chairman, really let 

us not detain ourselves with that and let us just say that there is nothing more 

to enquire into and end this matter. 

Mr. Chairman: Yes, I think Mrs. Gopee-Scoon would like to say another 

word.  

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just want to say that from 

all of the interventions there are several conclusions that can be drawn, but 
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to me there is only one matter that remains relevant and that is whether or 

not Mr. Griffith committed contempt of the House by accosting and 

intimidating the Member of Parliament.  It is quite clear that from all of his 

actions and putting all matters aside that he did, in fact, accost and intimidate 

the Member of Parliament.  I do not see the need to go any further on this 

and I think it is very clear that he has committed contempt of the House. 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Speaker, I just want to say a few things.  Firstly, 

intimidation of an MP by a stranger could happen to anyone whether that 

person is a Government MP or an Opposition MP, and therefore it is a very 

serious matter.  I listened carefully to what Dr. Moonilal said.  His account 

of what is in the verbatim record is wholly inaccurate, it is wrong, you are 

wrong, Sir, and you have drawn a wrong conclusion based on a wrong 

recollection of events.  I wish to put into the records now the verbatim 

testimony and then we can decide afterwards with your leave, Mr. 

Chairman, what we are going to do. 

Miss Cox, she is speaking on the last occasion, she said, “I did not 

hear what he said, because I knew he was standing with someone.  I did not 

think he was speaking to either of us.  He stepped forward, he made a 

comment.  I really did not hear, but Mr. Browne turned around and said, 

‟You speaking to me?”  He said, “I am talking about people”—this is Miss 

Cox‟s recollection of what was said—“I am talking about people who is 

standing up in Parliament and saying about others and about people using 

MP sticker and when I see Lincoln Roberts driving MP vehicle with 

sticker.”  This is Miss Cox‟s testimony that this is what she heard. 

“So then I realize, because of the name, so it is the name I heard.  I 

turned and I said, „Is it me you are throwing words at?‟”  This is Miss Cox 

speaking to Mr. Griffith.  “Yes it is you.”  And then he proceeded to say—he 
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repeated that he saw people driving vehicle, he call Lincoln Roberts.  I know 

Lincoln Roberts.  He is a friend of mine.  So I was trying to figure out, why 

you doing this?  Why you come here to harass me?”   

So the fact is, Dr. Moonilal, it is far more than you said.  She said she 

heard Mr. Griffith say that she was—“There are people standing up in 

Parliament and saying things about people with MP sticker.  I saw Lincoln 

Roberts driving MP vehicle?  And, she says to him, “Are you throwing 

words at me?”  He said, “Yes it is you”, and repeated what he had said about 

people driving MP‟s vehicles with stickers and so on.  So it is not what you 

said.  It is clear from her testimony that she has testified that Mr. Griffith 

said, “Yes, I am throwing words at you and yes I am talking about you that 

you, you know, you have Lincoln Roberts driving your vehicle”, and so on.  

It is no way as simple and trivial as you have made it out, Dr. Moonilal.  So 

there is no way I could agree with your conclusion.  No way!  This is not 

inconsistent with what Dr. Browne has told us.   

Dr. Moonilal:  I do not want to continue an argument and certainly not to 

repeat myself. I thought I was very clear.  [Interruption] 

Mr. Imbert:  You are wrong.    

Dr. Moonilal:  And the issues I was quoting from Miss Cox‟s statement, I 

only quote what has been stated for the record.  Mr. Imbert will do whatever 

he needs to do, I am sure.  Could I ask—it is now 12.00 noon and we have a 

time constraint upon us.  I will want to pursue some questions with Miss 

Donna Cox since, clearly, Mr. Imbert has a different view, I think I need to 

go further with her, because it may well be that I am misinterpreting what 

she says in black and white.  So we will want to reserve that right to speak to 

her on a next occasion.  We also have the business of the Marshal and the 

CCTV and so on because apparently our friends are not convinced that thing 
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has been—to me it is a waste of time, but anyway, if they want to pursue 

it— 

Mr. Chairman:  All right, what I would like to say is this, the Marshal is on 

standby.  It is clear to me that there are two sharply conflicting views on this 

matter, so further witnesses are required in this matter.  If Members are so 

inclined, it is now just five minutes to 12.00, we have Miss Cox waiting 

because she was invited and we also have the Marshal on standby.  

[Crosstalk] 

Dr. Moonilal:  What happens is that when we do these things we end up 

rushing through with a witness and not properly contemplating, questioning 

and then the Chair is eager to finish and so on.  So, we have the Marshal, we 

have Donna Cox to speak to and then we will make another concluding 

statement.     

Mr. Chairman:  It appears that some Members, I should say, would like to 

have this meeting adjourned at this time.  We resume by calling Miss Cox 

first, and then the Marshal after, next week Friday, and we start at ten 

o‟clock next Friday, so we could try to conclude this matter in terms of 

witnesses because I do not want people to say that they have to go out and 

then we do not have a proper quorum and so on.  I do not want that.  I want 

us to meet as a team.  So in those circumstances I would like to put to the 

Committee that proposal.   

Mr. Imbert:  We also need to call the media person, Mr. Villaroel.   

Mr. Chairman:  Members, again, that is another matter because—

[Interruption]  Yes, but, you see the problem here is that in the absence of a 

consensus among the Members of this Committee, then we will need to 

really pursue these matters.   So we will have Miss Cox, we will have the 

Marshal and the member of the media.  Okay? 
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Members, may I put for the record again so Members will understand 

the sequencing of what we are doing next Friday at 10.00?  We are inviting 

Miss Cox for final areas of clarification.  We will then invite the Marshal to 

provide clarification on a number of matters raised in testimonies given and 

Members would want clarification on those things, and the final person 

would be the media reporter, Mr. Villaroel.  We agree?  [Members nodded]  

This meeting is adjourned to Friday, May 11, 2012 at 10:00 a.m.  Thank you 

very much, Members.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, could I ask please if Members will be 

available on Friday 11.00.  You do not want to fix a day and then discover 

that Members are not available.  There are Members who may have travel 

arrangements and so on.    

Mr. Chairman:   Well the Chairman is certainly available.  Is there any 

other Member who would not be available, who would be travelling, 

anybody?  Mr. Prakash? 

Mr. Ramadhar:  No. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal? 

Dr. Moonilal:  No. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Samuel? 

Mr. Samuel:  No. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Sharma? 

Mr. Sharma:  At this point in time [Inaudible]. 

Mr. Chairman:  Miss Mc Donald? 

Miss McDonald:  No. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Imbert? 

Mr. Imbert:  I will be here. 

Mr. Chairman:  So could we agree that we adjourn to next Friday the 11th, 
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at 10.00 in the morning?  Thank you.  This meeting is adjourned.  Thank you 

Members   

11.59 a.m.:  Meeting adjourned. 
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VERBATIM NOTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SECOND 

SESSION (2011/2012), TENTH PARLIAMENT HELD IN THE 

ARNOLD THOMASOS ROOM (WEST), TOWER D, LEVEL 6, 

WRIGHTSON ROAD, PORT OF SPAIN, ON FRIDAY, MAY 11, 2012 

AT 10.05 A.M. 

Present 

Mr. Wade Mark Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal Member  

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar Member  

Mr. Rodger Samuel Member 

Miss Marlene McDonald  Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma Member 

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson Meiguel Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob Assistant Secretary 

Mrs. Annika Fritz Senior Legal Officer 

Miss Crystal Lewis Clerk 

 

Absent 

Dr. Tim Gopeesingh Member 

10.05 a.m. 

Mr. Chairman:  I would like to call this meeting to order and welcome all 

Members to the Committee of Privileges.  We have circulated the Minutes.  
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We have circulated the minutes of the last meeting from on Friday, May 04.  

I have been informed that one of our Members, Dr. Tim Gopeesingh, is out 

of the country and he has been accordingly excused from today‟s meeting.   

If we can go directly to our Minutes of our last meeting, and again, I 

have to take it that Members would have read these minutes.  I would ask a 

Member to have these minutes confirmed.  Can I ask someone to have these 

minutes confirmed?  

Confirmed by Ms. Marlene McDonald. 

Can I have a seconded?   

Seconded by Mr. Colm Imbert. 

All right.  Let us deal with Matters Arising from our Minutes.  Page 2.  

Page 3.  Page 4.  Page 5.  Page 6.  Thank you very much, Members. 

Members, again, I would like to remind Members before we get into 

the meat of our discussions, our meeting I should say, this morning that the 

Committee‟s business is to be conducted in a professional and non-partisan 

manner, that as a quasi-judicial body it must follow procedures that can 

withstand public scrutiny, that the verbatim records of its meeting, our 

meeting that is, will become part of our committee‟s report and will be 

subject to the examination and scrutiny of the public and others, and that all 

disagreements, if any, should be resolved in camera and not in the presence 

of witnesses.  As we are all aware, there are well-established rules for the 

conduct of the committee‟s business that have withstood extensive 

challenge.   

Now, we want again to reiterate when it comes to the examination of 

witnesses, there are guidelines that we have established which I just want to 

reiterate.  We will invite, through me, the witness to appear before the 

Committee.  When the witness is here, we will thank the witness for 
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appearing before for us, welcome if he has or she has advisors.  We will 

remind the witness that the Committee of Privileges meets in camera and 

that the work of the committee must not be made public, and then, I will 

proceed to read the allegation that has made been, et cetera.  The Chairman 

will inform the witness why he was asked to appear.  We will invite the 

witness to explain the events surrounding this particular matter.  We will 

excuse the witness; we will formulate questions, and if necessary, re-invite 

the witness.   

Members, may I advise that when we last met, the order or the 

sequence of appearances would have been: one, Laventille East/Morvant 

being recalled at 10.00 a.m., then the Marshal and then the photographer, 

one Mr. Alva Viarruel.  Now, what happened is that Mr. Alva Viarruel has 

asked the Secretary, because of some commitment he has this morning, if we 

would allow him to appear very early—as you know, No. 1, the first 

witness—and then we will go on to Ms. Cox, the Member for Laventille 

East/Morvant and then the Marshal.  So, I put it to Members here that that is 

the request that has been made of this committee that he comes —he was 

supposed to be last and he is now asking to be first because he has another 

commitment.  He is a journalist and he has other obligations.  Is there any 

objection, Members?  Or can we proceed to invite Mr. Viarruel?    

Mr. Sharma:  Proceed. 

Mr. Chairman:  Proceed.  Right.  Now, we will invite Mr. Alva Viarruel. 

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor entered the meeting at 10.16 a.m.]  

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning, Mr. Alva Viarruel.    

Mr. Viarruel:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman.    

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome and thank you for coming before the Committee 

of Privileges.  You would be familiar with some of our Members.  We have 
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Mr. Rodger Samuel, Dr. Roodal Moonilal, Mr. Chandresh Sharma, Mr. 

Prakash Ramadhar, Ms. Marlene McDonald, Mr. Colm Imbert and Mrs. 

Paula Gopee-Scoon.  They all make up, along with myself and the Secretary, 

the Committee of Privileges.  One of our Members, Dr. Tim Gopeesingh, is 

absent.  So, we want to welcome you here this morning, and, of course, your 

Advisor.   

I would like you to, first of all, introduce yourself formally and you 

may take the opportunity to introduce your Advisor for our record.  

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir.  I am Alva Viarruel and I am the Photo-Editor at 

the Guardian newspaper, and with me is my Editor-in-Chief, Judy 

Raymond. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.  Now, as I said, you are appearing 

before the Committee of Privileges of the Parliament and the House of 

Representatives in particular.  We conduct our work in camera, it is private 

and confidential, and therefore, whatever evidence that you provide to this 

committee must not be made public before this committee reports formally 

to Parliament.  So it is private and confidential—whatever you say. 

I wish to also inform your Advisor that she would be allowed to 

advise you but she would not be allowed to address this Committee or 

question any witnesses.  Now, there is an allegation before this Committee 

and it is as follows: 

An allegation that on Saturday, 03 March, 2012, a stranger committed 

contempt of the House on the following ground: accosting and 

intimidating the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the 

precincts of the Parliament.   

Now, we have asked you to appear before us, that is the Committee of 

Privileges, today, so that you can give evidence, providing particulars in 
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relation to the events you would have witnessed on Saturday, 03 March, 

2012, involving the Member for Laventille East/Morvant and Mr. Gary 

Griffith.  I would now take this opportunity to invite you to address this 

Committee as far as you recall the events, particulars, surrounding that 

particular matter that is currently before this honourable Committee.  So you 

are now invited to address us. 

Mr. Viarruel:  Thank you, Sir.  I was the assigned photographer to cover 

the debate—the No Confidence Motion debate—in the House.  When the 

House took a break—I do not recall, I think it was 4.30 in the morning or 

somewhere thereabout—I was the only photographer in the Chamber at the 

time.  Mr. Gary Griffith came to me and said they wanted to get a 

photograph of the Prime Minister having breakfast of doubles upstairs in the 

tea room.  I said no problem.  I think I had just exited the Chamber, in fact, 

because it was cold and he came to me so I had to go back in to get my 

camera, and he walked ahead of me.  So, I went back in, got my camera and 

proceeded—he said meet him upstairs so I proceeded to walk up the stairs.   

As I was going up the stairs, I was hearing loud voices, someone 

quarrelling obviously, and when I got to the platform, like midway to the 

step to get up on the floor, I saw Ms. Cox speaking to Mr. Griffith.  He 

turned in my direction when he saw me coming up the steps, and then he 

turned and walked away to the door, which would be the door facing 

Wrightson Road to enter the tea room, at which point Ms. Cox then turned 

the other way and went through the other door.  I continued upstairs, walked 

through the door that Mr. Griffith went through and saw him waiting for me 

in the corridor, I asked him if to follow him, he said “yes”.  So, I continued, 

waited for time to take the photograph.  I did take the photograph and left.    

Mr. Chairman:  And that is all that you recall as far as that event unfolded 
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on that evening or that morning?    

Mr. Viarruel:  That morning.  Yes, Sir.    

Mr. Chairman:  Would you like to share any other matters, material or 

information with this Committee or that is as far as you are concerned?    

Mr. Viarruel:  No, Sir.  I mean, like I said, I just heard the raised voices and 

by the time I got to the platform, I saw Mr. Griffith turning to go towards the 

door and Ms. Cox, in fact, turned the other way and went through the other 

door. 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Well, at this time, I would want to excuse your 

good self and your Advisor, and we will conform ourselves, and we will 

probably need you to come back in just to clarify a few points.  So, you are 

now excused for a few moments.  Thank you very much.  

Mr. Viarruel:  Okay.   

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor left the meeting at 10.22 a.m.]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members of the Committee, you have heard the evidence 

given by the witness.  I do not know if Members would like to formulate any 

questions for him so we can invite him to return.  Mr. Imbert.    

Mr. Imbert:  I would just like to get some clarity on Mr. Viarruel‟s location 

and a sense of the time that he was present at the Mezzanine level, the tea 

room level and that is it.  I just want to get a better sense of where was he, at 

what time and in which place, specific to the Mezzanine level and the 

Chamber level; in other words, his ability to overhear or to hear what was 

taking place.  I just want to try to find out that. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal. 

Dr. Moonilal:  No, Sir, there is nothing that I wish to add.  

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Chandresh Sharma. 

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman, I think it might be an abuse to ask this witness 
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any question because from what he has offered, he heard nothing; he saw 

nothing that can assist this Committee in my respectful view. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Prakash Ramadhar. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I have no questions. 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Well, I think that if the Member wishes to clarify a 

point, I think that he should be free to and it would not take long.  So let us 

re-invite the gentleman and just allow Mr. Imbert to raise that question 

rapidly and we go on to the next witness, please.   

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor entered the meeting at 10.25 a.m.]  

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you for returning.  Just one area of clarification that 

one of our Members would like to have you, you know, elucidate—Mr. 

Imbert, so he will ask the question and you will answer to the best of your 

ability.  

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir.  

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Viarruel, I just want to confirm, clarify or clear up exactly 

where you were when you heard what you referred to as “raised voices”.  

You said you had been asked to take a photograph of some event and you 

went back into the Chamber to get your camera and on your way out—

correct me if I am wrong—on the way up the stairs, you heard voices.  

Correct? 

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes. 

Mr. Imbert:  Now, that would have been the Chamber level.  You walked 

out of the Chamber then walked up the stairs to the level where there is the 

Members‟ Lounge.    

Mr. Viarruel:  Right. Yes, Sir.   

Mr. Imbert:  Correct.  When you walked out of the Chamber on that 

level—it is called the Mezzanine Level by the way—did you witness any 
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exchange of words or any altercation or anything at all between Mr. Gary 

Griffith and Ms. Donna Cox when you walked out of the Chamber?  

Mr. Viarruel:  The Chamber—no, Sir. 

Mr. Imbert:  You did not?    

Mr. Viarruel:  No.   

Mr. Imbert:  So, it is when you were going up to the next level, you heard 

and that was happening above you? 

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Imbert:  And then you got up there and they each went their separate 

ways.   

Mr. Viarruel:  Yes, Sir.    

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman:  Well, we would like to thank you for appearing before us 

and if there is need for you to come back in future, we will communicate 

with you.  But, thus far, we want to thank you for coming so you are now 

free to leave.  Thank you very much.    

Mr. Viarruel:  Thank you.   

[Mr. Alva Viarruel and his Advisor left the meeting at 10.28 a.m.]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, before we invite the next witness consistent 

with our approach—we have Ms. Cox as the next witness—Members who 

are desirous of asking questions, could we get your questions so that we can 

have them noted so that we all are on the same script when it comes to the 

question and nobody is taken by surprise.  Any Member?  

Mr. Imbert:  Just one.  I just want to ask her if she can recall anybody being 

present or in the vicinity at the three locations— 

[Microphone distortion]   

Mr. Chairman:  Somebody‟s cell apparently is on.  There is some vibration 
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somewhere.  

Mr. Imbert:  Oh sorry, actually it is mine.  Whether she can recall anybody 

being in the vicinity at the three locations where it is alleged that an incident 

took place which would be the Mezzanine level by the elevator, the Lounge 

level by the elevator and inside the Lounge itself by the food preparation 

area?  That is all.  I just want to ask her if she recalls anybody being close 

nearby in the vicinity.  That is all. 

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal, I remembered the last time you had some 

areas that you— 

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I have no interest in asking any questions to 

the Member for Laventille East/Morvant. 

Mr. Chairman:  Anybody else?  All right.  Could we invite—she is not 

here as yet?  [Discussions with Ms. Jacob]  No, but is Ms. Cox on the 

premises?  We are trying to determine so let us pause.   

[Ms. Jacob left the room] 

Mr. Chairman:  All right.  I understand that she is parking and it is raining 

heavily.  Could we, in the circumstances, call the next witness, the Marshal, 

who is on the premises?  Before we call the Marshal, I want to invite 

Members to receive a statement—could you pass on the statement?  The 

Marshal has prepared a written statement which I understand that is his 

evidence.  Mr. Imbert, you have a statement here.  Do I have your agreement 

that we can proceed to call the Marshal?  

Mr. Sharma:  Sure. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right, let us invite the Marshal in the meantime.   

10.32 a.m. 

[Mr. Modeste enters committee room]  

Mr. Chairman:  You could have seat, Sir.   
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Mr. Modeste:  Thank you, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you for coming and appearing before this 

committee.  As you are aware, you are appearing before the committee of 

Privileges and we welcome you have at this moment.  I wish to remind you 

that this committee is meeting in camera and that the work of this committee 

must not be made public before the committee reports to the House.   

I just want to bring to your attention an allegation that is currently 

before this committee.  That is why we have asked you to appear before us.  

The allegation states that on Saturday, March 03, 2012, a stranger committed 

contempt of the House on the following ground: accosting and intimidating 

the Member for Laventille East/Morvant within the precincts of the 

Parliament.   

Now, we have asked you to appear before our committee to give 

evidence, providing particulars in relation to the events involving the 

Member for Laventille East/Morvant and Mr. Gary Griffith, which came to 

your knowledge directly or by way of reports made to you on that Saturday, 

March 03, 2012, and to present this committee any closed-circuit television 

footage which may have captured the events in question.  You have provided 

this committee with a written statement which has been circulated to all 

Members, so I now invited you to present whatever information and 

evidence and particulars that you would like to present.  I would invite you 

to read, first of all, your statement for the record since it is a written 

statement that you have presented to this committee.  If you could read your 

statement for the record and thereafter if you wish to elaborate or further 

clarify matters, you would be welcome to do so.  You can now proceed and 

read into the record your written statement which is currently before this 

committee.   
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Mr. Modeste:  Thank you very much, Sir. 

“On the morning of March 03, 2012, I left the Chamber while the 

House was in session.  While standing outside the Chamber door, the 

one used by the Presiding Officers, I saw Mr. Gary Griffith walking in 

my direction, looking down at his phone which was in his hand.  As 

he approached me, he looked up and he said “she vex or what?”. 

He then asked if he could be allowed to sit behind the Government 

Bench against the wall, so that he could face her.  I then realized that 

he was referring to Miss Donna Cox who, at that time, was making 

her contribution on the No Confidence Motion.  I remember telling 

him “leave the lady alone nah man”.  I also told him that I cannot 

allow him to do that because those chairs were provided for 

Government Senators.  He then walked away.  The next time I saw 

Mr. Gary Griffith, he was seated in the Public Gallery.   

I was later informed by Sergeant Straker that Mr. Gary Griffith 

reported to him that there was an altercation between Miss Cox and 

him.  Sergeant Straker told me that he asked Mr. Griffith if he would 

like to make an official report, but that Mr. Griffith said: “no”, he only 

wished that the matter be reported to the Marshal for information.   

Based on the report I received from Sergeant Straker, I reviewed the 

footage from the camera located on the mezzanine floor in the vicinity 

of the elevator and secured the footage.  I have that footage in my 

possession, Sir.” 

Mr. Chairman:  Would you like to elaborate on your statement or would 

you like to add to what you have said?  Do you want to share any further 

information with this committee?  Do you have footage of the—?   

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir. 
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Mr. Chairman:  You mentioned in your statement that you had footage of 

the mezzanine floor, do you have footage of other floors?   

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir.   

Mr. Chairman:  You have that  

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir, the cameras that are situated on the back side of the 

Members‟ Dining Lounge.    

Mr. Chairman:  All right, if you have nothing further to add.  You have the 

footage with you?   

Mr. Modeste:  Yes Sir I, do.   

Mr. Chairman:  Members, would you want him to be excused or let him—

[Interruption]  before the footage.  Okay, could you excuse us for a moment 

and we would invite you back in a short while.   

[10.38 a.m. Mr. Modeste leaves committee room] 

All right, Members we have heard and we have before us, and now on 

record, the statement by the Marshal.  Are there questions Members would 

like to ask the Marshal before we proceed to getting a view of whatever 

footage he may have in his possession, as it concerns that particular matter?  

Mr. Imbert? 

Mr. Imbert:  Yes.  There is a statement or some words in his statement that 

I would just like him to clarify and explain to me why he said them and 

those are: “leave the lady alone nah man.”  I just want to ask him why he 

said that.  That is it.  

Mr. Chairman:  Anybody else, Dr. Moonilal, Mr. Chandresh?   

Mr. Sharma:  Yes, Sir.  I would like to know approximately how far was he 

from Captain Gary Griffith when he heard Gary Griffith ask or claimed to 

have asked: “she vex or what?”  Secondly, how close were they in physical 

contact when Captain Gary Griffith asked if he can sit behind the 
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Government Benches?   

Mr. Chairman:  All right, any further questions or those are the questions?  

If those are the questions, could we quickly re-invite Mr. Sebastian Modeste 

and Mr. Imbert and Mr.— 

[10.40 a.m. Mr. Modeste re-enters committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much for returning Mr. Modeste.   

Mr. Modeste:  Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  There two areas of clarification that the committee would 

like you to at least elucidate.  Mr. Imbert will first ask one of the areas that 

the committee would like to have clarified, followed by Mr. Chandresh 

Sharma.   

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Mr. Modeste, in your statement 

you said that, after you realized that Mr. Griffith was referring to Miss Cox, 

you remember telling him “leave the lady alone nah man.”  What motivated 

you to say that?  Why did you tell him “leave the lady alone nah man”?  

Mr. Modeste:  I got the impression that there was a running battle between 

the both of them, if I may use that phrase.  All that would have transpired 

and all that would have been said in the past, I felt he could have left it alone 

and just allow it to die a natural death and not pursue the thing anymore.   

Mr. Imbert:  That is it.   

Mr. Sharma:  Thank you, Sir.  Mr. Modeste, when Gary Griffith was 

approaching you, when he said to you “she vex or what?”  how far were you 

away from him?   

Mr. Modeste:  When he used the comment, he was standing right in front of 

me.   

Mr. Sharma:  Okay, I save the second question.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Could I? 
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Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Dr. Moonilal.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Marshal.   

Mr. Modeste:  Sir. 

Dr. Moonilal:  The statement that Mr. Griffith is reported to have said to 

you: “she vex or what?”  what would be have meant by that?   

Mr. Modeste:  Initially I did not know what he was speaking about, but 

when he asked to go sit in the Chamber so that he could face her, I assumed 

that he was referring to Miss Cox.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Or you did not know who he was referring to?  Fine.   

Mr. Imbert:  Now that Dr. Moonilal has asked a question which we did not 

discuss I want to ask a question.  With respect to that same matter, if you do 

not mind, Mr. Chairman, I get a sense from your statement that initially 

when he said that, you did not realize who he was talking to, but you say that 

you subsequently realized that he was referring to Miss Cox when he asked 

whether he could face her or not.  Okay? 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir.  

Mr. Imbert:  Thank you.  

Mr. Chairman:  I want to get clarification on something.  Why—you made 

some remarks earlier, as if you knew or you had a kind of appreciation of 

what probably could have been taking place between Mr. Gary Griffith and 

Miss Donna Cox.  Do you want to share with this committee why did you 

use such familiar language, giving the impression as if you had known 

something going on and it was just— 

Mr. Modeste:  Just to clarify, are you referring to the remarks that I made: 

“leave the lady alone nah man?” or— 

Mr. Chairman:  Why were you so familiar with him?   

Mr. Modeste:  With him? 
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Mr. Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr. Modeste:  We are all—when I say “we” I mean Mr. Griffith and 

myself—ex-members of the Defence Force.  I have known Mr. Griffith for 

quite a number of years, Sir.  

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Would you proceed now, seeing that we have 

exhausted those areas, to provide us with some footage of what you have in 

your possession as to what took place on that particular morning?   

[10.45 a.m. DVD footage shown] 

Mr. Modeste:  The information was gathered on this coming off the 

mezzanine floor.  If you look at it, there is a camera on the mezzanine floor 

as you get up to staircase or you exit the lift.  This is where it all started.  

This is what we have.  Now, allow me to fast forward a bit.   

Mr. Chairman:  Let us have audio.  It looks like it is a still shot we are— 

Mr. Modeste:  It is, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  No audio? 

Mr. Modeste:  No, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Or, I see.  That was very fast.   

Mr. Modeste:  We are not there as yet, Sir.  Here we are seeing Miss Cox 

and Mr. Hypolite coming to the—[Interruption] 

Mr. Speaker:  No, that is Dr. Amery Browne.   

Mr. Modeste:  Sorry, Dr. Amery Browne coming to the elevator.  In a little 

while, you will see Mr. Griffith coming from the same direction to meet the 

both of them at the lift.  There he is.  Mr. Griffith disappears— 

Mr. Samuel:  In the elevator?   

Mr. Modeste:  No.  He did not go into the elevator. 

Mr. Samuel:  It did not seem so.  Play it back.  Play it back again. 

Mr. Samuel:  Play it back again.  It seems like he went in the elevator. 
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Mr. Imbert:  No, he did not.  Suppose he dashed in the elevator? 

Dr. Moonilal:  This is in real time or fast forward? 

Mr. Modeste:  This is real time.   

Mr. Chairman:  Have we any other? 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes.  I wish that we just continue to view for a moment.  It is 

still rolling.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay.  Is that all the footage?   

Mr. Modeste:  I think that is the—I am not too sure.  Again, I do not know 

if they were looking at him going up the stairs. 

Mr. Modeste:  That is the gentleman who just passed. 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  So, who are those people? 

Mr. Modeste:  Reporters.  I do not know who this one is.  He seems to be—

[Laughter]  he seems to have had a—It appeared to me that he was lost, not 

knowing where he was or where he wanted to go. 

Mr. Samuel:  He should be here.  He do not know if to go down or up. 

Mr. Modeste:  That is it, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  That is it?  Marshal is that all the footage? 

Mr. Modeste:  They are asking—we have— 

Mr. Chairman:  Could you explain to us why there are no cameras outside 

the dining room area?   

Mr. Modeste:  You would see both of them traversing the corridor over a 

period of time, but at no point in time were they together.  The reason why 

there are no cameras on this level to the front is simply because nobody 

other than Members of Parliament is supposed to be on that floor, nobody, 

nobody.  

Dr. Moonilal:  I have a request here, Mr. Chairman.   

Mr. Chairman:  You were saying that no person is allowed to use the lift, is 
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it between the mezzanine floor and the dining room area?   

Mr. Modeste:  Only Members on sitting days.  No one else is supposed to 

have access to that floor. 

Mr. Chairman:  Which floor? 

Mr. Modeste:  The floor that brings you to the Members‟ Dining Lounge to 

the front.  Nobody other than Members is supposed to be in that area.   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  But there is no control.  No one is standing there.  

There is no control over that.  No one is standing there to see who goes in 

there.   

Mr. Chairman:  All right, I think we better—is there any further footage 

you have to show?   

Mr. Modeste:  No, Sir.  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, I would like to—we could probably ask some 

supplementals on the footage. 

Dr. Moonilal:  I have no question, I just wanted to ask the Chair if you will 

permit me for one moment again to see that footage at the elevator again; 

that important critical footage.   

Mr. Chairman:  Okay. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Just those few seconds, I think, is very valuable.  [Footage 

shown]  

Mr. Chairman:  I just wanted to clarify something, Mr. Sebastian Modeste. 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:  Control, you said that the floor where Members dine is out 

of bounds— 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman:—and is restricted only to Members.  But the controls, 

where are the controls?  We just saw something there where the doors are 
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just there.  I am not seeing any police officers stationed.   

Mr. Modeste:  The floor that you are looking at is the mezzanine floor.  The 

floor that I am referring to is the floor for the Dining Room, that is the 

second floor. 

Mr. Chairman:  But, there are no cameras for there? 

Mr. Modeste:  No. 

Mrs. Sampson Meiguel:  There needs to be. 

Mr. Chairman:  But why?   

Dr. Moonilal:  Is not a public place. 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes, it is not open to the public.  It was strictly for Members 

of Parliament on sitting days.  Again, the security measure that, I want to 

say, is in place is that we have police officers to the front and to the back of 

the Members‟ Lounge, both entrances, and they are to stop persons who are 

not authorized to go beyond that point.  Again, that was a decision that we 

had made even before coming here, as we looked at the security concerns for 

the building.   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  When you say you have officers at the front and at the 

back, you are saying at the top of the stairs or so, there is usually a 

policeman there? 

Mr. Modeste:  Yes. 

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Was there someone there on that day?   

Mr. Modeste:  At this time, no, there was not.   

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Apparently not. 

Mr. Chairman:  And probably that is why you need a camera. 

Mr. Modeste:  In hindsight, yes we do, Sir.   

Mr. Chairman:  Members, is there any further question?  Mr. Modeste, we 

would like to thank you for coming.    



 

 

127 

 

Mr. Modeste:  You are welcome, Sir.  May I be excused, Sir, please?   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, you are. 

Mr. Chairman:  Thank you very much.   

[10.59 a.m. Mr. Modeste leaves committee room] 

Mr. Chairman:  Members, we have one further witness.  We are recalling 

Miss Cox.  I think you said you had a question?   

Dr. Moonilal:  I have no question. 

Mr. Chairman:  Mr. Sharma, you have a question? 

Mr. Sharma:  I have an observation off the record.  [Off the record 

discussion]  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, we do not need Miss Cox again.   

Mr. Imbert:  I do not think so.  I saw the attendants there.   

Mr. Chairman:  Dr. Moonilal.   

Dr. Moonilal:  I want to propose that, with the leave of colleagues, at this 

juncture we can discuss the matter, summarize our views and take a decision 

on this matter.  I do not see any need to delay further witnesses and that type 

of thing.   

Mr. Chairman:  Could I propose to the committee, for your consideration, 

whether Members of this committee would want the Secretariat to provide 

you with the relevant evidence, for want of a better word, that has come 

before this committee and have those sent to you and you can ponder on the 

material that we have been able to gather and we would put it in a form that 

is easily digestible and you can then come to your own conclusion and we 

arrange for another meeting where we can finalize the way forward?  But, at 

least have the facts that came before this committee and we will put it in a 

form acceptable to Members, so that they can all digest it and then you 

ponder on that matter.  You go through whatever additional information you 
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have in your possession, plus what we would give you and, therefore, when 

you come next time, we can all come to our final thought so that the 

secretary could be so guided.   

Just remember, I want to remind Members, that decisions must be 

based on evidence.  That is why I am suggesting that Members be provided, 

by the Secretariat, with all the evidence that we have before us and we 

would send that to you.  You would ponder on those things and then we set a 

date when we can come back.  I do not want us to make flash point decisions 

on a very important matter.   

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Speaker, precisely.  I have been reading the verbatim 

notes.  I do not know if my colleagues have been doing so, but the evidence 

of Mr. Viarruel and the verbatim notes and the evidence of Mr. Griffith and 

the footage are at odds.  They are completely contradictory of each other.  I 

think we need to digest this because Mr. Griffith gave certain testimony.  It 

is here, I am reading it, and what I saw on the camera is not what he said and 

what Mr. Viarruel said is not what he said.  It is completely at variance.  I 

need to digest it.   

Mr. Chairman:  That is why I suggested before we come to any tentative 

and speculative conclusions, and then everyone would want to intervene, the 

best approach is for us to make available to all Members, the evidence in a 

format that is digestible, so that Members can look at it and then we take a 

decision now.  When are we going to meet?  How soon, secretary, are we 

going to get that information?   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I want to agree with you.  This is a lot to 

digest and we should digest slowly.  I want to propose that we meet on 

Friday, June 08, 2012. 

Mr. Imbert:  Why?   
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Dr. Moonilal:  I have to digest a lot. 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Speaker, the Parliament is going to lapse on June 14. 

Mr. Chairman:  No, the Parliament is on June 26.   

Mr. Imbert:  Okay, June 26, or whatever.  “Ah mean, dat doh make sense it 

too long.” 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay, what I can say. 

Dr. Moonilal:  But I am proposing more time. 

Mr. Chairman:  It is a proposal.  It is just a suggestion.   

Dr. Moonilal:  I am proposing for digesting. 

Mr. Chairman:  What I would like to suggest is that I myself would not be 

available next Friday.  I am in another jurisdiction carrying out Parliament‟s 

business.  So, I would like to suggest that the following week, Dr. Roodal 

Moonilal, that we come on May 25.  So, in other words, we provide 

Members with two weeks to digest the material and then we come back on 

May 25, and take a decision on the way forward.  Could we agree that we 

return on May 25?   

Dr. Moonilal:  At 11.00 a.m.   

Mr. Sharma:  Agreed. 

Mr. Chairman:  Members, if we need two weeks to digest the material then 

June 01, would be that two-week period that we are talking about.  Then we 

would have enough time to get the material to you.   

Dr. Moonilal:  No, June 01, there would be no Parliament meeting.  

Mr. Chairman:  Members, May 25, at 11.00 a.m.  Is there any other 

business that Members would like to discuss?  Members, this meeting is 

adjourned until Friday, May 25, 2012 at 11.00 a.m.  Thank you very much, 

Members.   

11.08 a.m.: Meeting adjourned.  
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VERBATIM NOTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SECOND 

SESSION (2011/2012), TENTH PARLIAMENT HELD IN THE 

ARNOLD THOMASOS ROOM (WEST), TOWER D, LEVEL 6, 

WRIGHTSON ROAD, PORT OF SPAIN, ON FRIDAY, JUNE 15, 2012 

AT 11.10 A.M. 

Present 

Mr. Wade Mark Chairman 

Dr. Roodal Moonilal Member  

Mr. Prakash Ramadhar Member  

Miss Marlene McDonald  Member 

Mr. Colm Imbert Member 

Mrs. Paula Gopee-Scoon Member 

Mr. Chandresh Sharma Member 

 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel Secretary 

Ms. Chantal La Roche Legal Officer 

Mrs. Annika Fritz Senior Legal Officer 

Absent 

Mr. Rodger Samuel Member 

 

Mr. Chairman:  Good morning.  May I call this meeting to order?  It is now 

11.08 a.m. or 11.10 a.m. or thereabout.  We have a quorum.  The quorum is 

three persons, and we do have many more than that number.  I would like to 

welcome all Members to the Fifth Meeting of the Committee of Privileges of 
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the Tenth Parliament.  Have we received any excuses?  We have received no 

excuses so far.  So, I expect all Members who are not here to be here shortly.   

Members, I would like us to go to the Minutes of Friday, May 11, 

2012.  I would assume that these Minutes have been read and, therefore, I 

would just go through quickly these Minutes.  Starting on Page 1.  Page 2.  

Page 3.  Page 4.  Page 5.  Can I ask for someone to confirm these Minutes?  

Do I have a person who will move that these Minutes be confirmed or do 

Members need two minutes to read them?  Is it okay?  Can I ask somebody 

to move?  

[Confirmed by Dr. Roodal Moonilal]  

[Seconded by Ms. Marlene McDonald] 

Members, you will recall that our last meeting on May 11, 2012, we 

did give an undertaking that we would compile a document outlining as far 

as possible, given what is before this Committee and which was brought 

forward by witnesses, that we would compile the evidence and circulate 

same to all Members of this Committee and to invite, of course, your 

comments.   

So, we have circulated this document.  Does everyone have a copy of 

the document?   

Hon. Member:  Yes.  

Mr. Chairman:  Right, very good.  May I just remind Members as we 

proceed with this particular matter, that we would like to get your views and 

thoughts on the way forward, conscious of the fact that Parliament is 

imminently poised to end its Second Session.  May I remind Members that 

the 10th Parliament is about to end its Second Session and, therefore, we 
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have a responsibility in whatever form to submit a report to the House.  So, 

Members, I would now open the Meeting for your consideration.   

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman on Page 2—[Interruption]  

Mr. Chairman:  Of this document?   

Mr. Sharma:  Yes. 

Mr. Chairman:  Right.   

Mr. Sharma:  In the introduction. 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr. Sharma:  The definition of “a stranger”, as I understand it, is someone 

who is not connected with the Parliament, and it does not only mean persons 

outside of Members of Parliament.  For instance, the staff of a Member of 

Parliament or of the Parliament, that person is not a stranger from my 

understanding.  Am I correct?   

Mr. Chairman:  That is what I thought.  Chandresh, the meaning is clear.  

Once you are not a Member of Parliament or an officer of Parliament, which 

would include the employees in this instance—that is employees who work 

with the House—all other persons are considered as strangers as far as I 

understand it, and have a knowledge of this.   

Mr. Sharma:  The officer who accompanies a Member of Parliament in the 

discharge of his or her duty, is that person a stranger as well?   

Hon. Members:  Yes, definitely.   

Mr. Chairman:  Even the Librarian of the Parliament is a stranger.  Is only, 

for instance, the offices like the clerk who is inside—[Interruption] 

Mr. Sharma:  My limited reading suggested those who have nothing to do 

with Parliament are considered strangers.  Those who are involved in the 

discharge of duties, on and on behalf of the Parliament are considered not 

strangers.  So, is Ms. Sampson a stranger?   
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Mr. Chairman:  Ms. Sampson is the Clerk of the House.   

Mr. Sharma:  Is she a stranger based on the same ruling you just gAve?   

Mr. Chairman:  No, she is an officer of the Parliament for purposes of our 

definition of the House.  She cannot be a stranger.   

Mr. Sharma:  So, the police officer who works in the Parliament is also an 

officer of the Parliament.  

Mr. Chairman:  Yes.   

Mr. Sharma:  So, by extension, the Parliament has an office for the Leader 

of the Opposition; there is also an office for the Prime Minister: members of 

their staff are strangers?   

Mr. Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr. Sharma:  But then we are splitting the definition immediately.   

Mr. Chairman:  Because remember, the Leader of the Opposition is a 

Member of Parliament.  The hon. Prime Minister has two portfolios: she is a 

Member of Parliament and she is also the Prime Minister of the country.  

But she is a Member of the Parliament first in that regard.   

[Mr. Imbert enters the Meeting]   

Mr. Sharma:  Yes, but by extension, those who work in the office in the 

Parliament, we are splitting the definition.  We could continue.  I am guided 

by your ruling, Sir.   

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, I do not exactly know where my colleague 

is going with this, but if I am to take one step beyond, maybe he wants to 

ask whether the person under review here—the person we characterize as “a 

stranger”—is, indeed, a stranger within the meaning as submitted here.   

Mr. Chairman:  Well, he did not ask that and I do not want to enquire into 

his mind as to what he—what is clear to all of us is that that is clear in our 

definition.  So what you have just asked, there is no question or query or 
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ambiguity.  That is clear.  That person is a stranger.   

Mr. Sharma:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, thank you.  Mr. Chairman, I was asking 

in the second to last line in the introduction where it is reported—

[Interruption] 

Mr. Chairman:  What page? 

Mr. Sharma:  Page 2,  “A stranger did, in fact, accost the Member for 

Laventille.  I thought the matter that has been referred to the Committee of 

Privileges is to find out rather than arrive at a conclusion.   

Mr. Chairman:  That is what the Leader of the Opposition reported when 

he rose in the Parliament.  That was just reported.  

Mr. Sharma:  The statement says a stranger did in fact.  

Mr. Chairman:  That is what he reported.  Remember, the Committee has 

the responsibility of deliberating based on the evidence that comes before it, 

but that is what was reported.   

Mrs. Sampson-Meiguel:  If you read the paragraph, Mr. Sharma, it is in 

inverted commas, so it is a quote—[Interruption] 

Mr. Sharma:  I understand that.  I am simply asking that I thought when a 

matter comes to us that the accusation is considered.  But when it is reported 

this way, it would appear as if we are arriving at a fact.   

Mr. Chairman:  No.  That is why it is in quotation.  If there were no 

quotation, that would have been a different thing.   

Mr. Sharma:  Agreed. 

Mr. Chairman:  Welcome, Mr. Imbert.   

Mr. Ramadhar:  Mr. Chairman, I got word from Mr. Samuel that he would 

be here in about 20 minutes.  He had an emergency in his constituency.   

Mr. Chairman:  Who?  Oh, Mr. Samuel.  

Mr. Ramadhar:  Yes. 
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Mr. Chairman:  Okay, thank you very much.  [Pause]  

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman, can we continue?   

Mr. Chairman:  Just now, yes.    

Mr. Sharma:  On Page 5, the style of reporting at 3.1—No. 1, where Dr. 

Rowley reported it occurred around the time that a doubles break was taken.  

While we know what he was referring to, I think the proper context should 

be reported.  It is not proper for a Member of Parliament to be saying any 

silly things, and this would be recorded.  So, it must be what the Parliament 

was adjourned to or for.  The next time we would eat shark and bake and one 

day it would be cassava bread. 

Mr. Chairman:  What it is?  It was doubles? 

Mr. Sharma:  No, no, we did not take a doubles break.   

Mr. Chairman:  No, well I know, but that is what the Member—

[Interruption] 

Mrs. Sampson-Meiguel:  What do you want us to say? 

Mr. Sharma:  “So, as a result...” What the Parliament had adjourned at that 

time for, the Hansard record would have it and it must reflect that.   

Mr. Chairman:  “It was suspended for a tea break.”   

Mr. Sharma:  Whatever it was suspended for.   

Mr. Chairman:  “It was a morning break.” 

Mr. Sharma:  Whatever it may have been for. 

Mr. Chairman:  I do not think this is going to materially affect what 

decisions we have to arrive at.   

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman, we are leaving the records for the future— 

Mr. Chairman:  I understand.  

Mr. Sharma:—and it must be reported as a Parliament.   

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Speaker, could I just ask you, what Agenda item are we 
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on?  I know I am late.  [Crosstalk] 

Mr. Chairman:  May I suggest to Members when witnesses come before 

us, and they use language whether it is doubles, triple or quadruple, it must 

be recorded as such, and that is what this is about.  So when the Member 

came before us as a witness he spoke about doubles break.  That is what was 

recorded by the Hansard.  We cannot go and alter what the Member said.  

So, I understand what the Member is attempting to advance, but we have no 

authority to alter the language of a witness.  But when we are reporting to 

the Parliament, as a Committee, we will put language that is reflective of the 

Committee in terms of what we are advancing.  But this must be recorded as 

what the Member said.  I do not think that is a matter that should detain us, 

particularly when the time is 11.25 a.m. and we have to—[Interruption] 

Miss McDonald:  Mr. Chairman, just a little interjection.  My colleague is 

well aware of all that, but I just think that we are going around the mulberry 

bush, so colleague—[Interruption] 

Mr. Sharma:  I do not like that bush.   

Miss McDonald:  Let us move on.  

Mr. Sharma:  I do not like that bush.  Can you change it to “black sage”.  

[Laughter]  

Miss McDonald:  You see what I mean, he is on joke.   

Mr. Chairman:  I would ask you, Member, do not take on the other 

Member.  I have opened this meeting to all Members, which include you 

Member, so I would like Members to advise the Chair how we should 

proceed having regard to what is before us, and having regard also that we 

have a sitting in a short while, and we have to report in some way or the 

other.   

Miss McDonald:  That is right.  I defer to my colleague.   



  

137 

 

Mr. Sharma:  Thank you.  Mr. Chairman— 

Miss McDonald:  Not you, my colleague on my right.   

Mr. Sharma:  The last point I want to raise is on page 8—3.3.  I think Gary 

Griffith has earned and the President has so assigned that he continues to be 

identified as Captain Gary Griffith.   

Mr. Imbert:  What?   

Miss McDonald:  No, no. 

Mr. Sharma:  My information, Sir, and that was asked in his presence and 

it was recorded that Gary Griffith is Captain Gary Griffith.   

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, if you look at the evidence, you would see 

“Keith Rowley”, not Dr. The Hon. Keith Rowley.  You see, “Donna Cox”, 

not “Donna Cox, MP”.  It is just the common names of the person.  So, we 

must be consistent  

Miss McDonald:  Captain Griffith, what?   

Mr. Sharma:  Mr. Chairman, that is two different things.  “Mr.” in front of 

“Imbert” does not apply.  But “Captain” applies and “Dr.” applies it is an 

earned title that stays with the recipient like “Dr. Roodal Moonilal”.  

Mr. Chairman:  Are there any other critical points?  [Crosstalk]   

Mr. Imbert:  Can we move on?   Delaying tactics! 

Mr. Chairman:  Before you speak, Dr. Moonilal, I think Mr. Imbert was 

going to say something.   

Mr. Imbert:  The point I made is, when one looks at the way the evidence 

has been presented, the names of the persons who were called as witnesses 

are presented as their first names?  [Interruption] 

Mr. Chairman:  Please, do not detain us on that point and let us deal with 

something substantial.  We know that time is of the essence, and the more 

we waste time is the more we are coming faster to the hour when we have to 
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convene Parliament.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I have had the opportunity to reflect on the 

evidence provided by all witnesses.  I have had the opportunity like the 

Committee to view on multiply occasions the short video footage that has 

been available to us.  I have had the opportunity now to read the record of 

evidence that the Senior Legal Officer has compiled.  I would like to submit, 

Mr. Chairman, that it is my view that the evidence as presented by our 

witnesses and video footage has left me, certainly, in a state where I cannot 

determine yes or no.  I cannot determine whether, as a matter of fact, the 

identified stranger committed any breach of a privilege.  There are several—

and I really do not want, at this stage, to go into detail but I could—points of 

contradiction between all the witnesses, every single one.  

The video footage, at least the part that we saw, demonstrated that 

there was, at best, a few seconds of passing interchange between Dr. Amery 

Browne and Capt. Gary Griffith, and I did not glean from that video any 

interfacing, any verbal communication between Capt. Griffith and MP 

Donna Cox.  

These matters of molesting, intimidating, preventing a Member from 

conducting their business, are very, very serious contempt.  They are very, 

very, serious matters, and I want to submit that there is a risk that we can 

water down, belittle and understate the depth and the weight of such serious 

allegations.   

Mr. Griffith, while being deemed a stranger, is someone who is 

known, I think, to all Members of Parliament, and Miss Cox, herself, 

indicated that she knew him before.  This is not a complete stranger in the 

literal sense of the word, who has uttered something to the face, directly to a 

Member, that the words uttered and the manner in which it was uttered, the 
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emotion and the passion suggest that it is an assault or an intimidation or 

molestation.  These are people who have known each other for several years, 

at best.   

To me, the gravity of these allegations suggests that a Member is 

coming to the House or leaving the House, and a stranger a member of the 

public approaches them directly and either blocks them physically or utter 

words which are akin to a threat, to abuse, to intimidation to assault, to insult 

and so on.  But those words must be clear from both sides; the person who is 

listening and the person who is uttering them.  The physical confrontation 

should be something that the evidence suggests that is also clear. 

In this matter, at best, Miss Cox may have been in a position to 

overhear something that Dr. Browne is in a discussion with Capt. Griffith, at 

best.  I still do not want to go into the contradictions.  There are just so many 

that we can talk about.  I am of the view that based on the evidence 

presented by all and based on the video footage that we have seen, time and 

time again, on the last occasion, I cannot—and other Members will speak for 

themselves, of course—come to any conclusion as to whether or not Capt. 

Griffith breached any privilege, and that is where I would like to leave it. 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, Mr. Imbert. 

Mr. Imbert:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have read the evidence.  There were, I 

believe, six witnesses who appeared before the Committee, I believe so.  I 

did a little count just now, five or six.  Mr. Griffith had told us that his 

evidence would be corroborated by Dr. Amery Browne and Mr. Alva 

Viarruel—I cannot pronounce it too well.  However, when one reads the 

evidence of Dr. Amery Browne, it is in direct contradiction to the evidence 

of Mr. Griffith; complete contradiction.  Dr. Browne has stated that there 

was a very unpleasant exchange between Miss Cox and Mr. Griffith, and he 
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said that several times; there was a very unpleasant exchange between the 

two of them. 

In fact, towards the end of summarized version of his testimony, he 

said that he went to the Member‟s Lounge and indicated to a number of 

Members that there was a very unpleasant and hostile exchange taking place 

between Mr. Griffith and a Member of the Opposition.  So that Dr. Browne 

did not confirm Mr. Griffith‟s evidence.  In fact, he contradicted it.  If you 

go to Mr. Viarruel, he too, although—Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman, I just 

thought you were distracted—not explicitly, contradicted Mr. Griffith‟s 

evidence.  

Mr. Griffith alleged that while the first altercation was taking place at 

the Mezzanine Level, that “a Member of the media”—I am reading now—

“whom he had never spoken to in his life, who he had no relationship with, 

was behind him and being fully aware of the security cameras along the 

corridors of the Second and Third Levels, he did not make a statement or 

shout or curse Miss Cox even though she was ridiculing, cursing and 

shouting at him.”  And then he goes on to speak about the member of the 

media accompanying him up the steps and so on.  

Mr. Viarruel does not say that.  Mr. Viarruel says that he was not 

there.  He said he went into the Chamber to get his camera.  When you look 

at the video footage, he is not there in the video footage.  In fact, the video 

footage shows him coming out of the Chamber long after Miss Cox has gone 

into the elevator.  The elevator door has closed and Griffith had gone 

somewhere elsepresumably upstairs.  So, Mr. Viarruel did not support Mr. 

Griffith‟s version; Dr. Browne did not support Mr. Griffith‟s version.  

Therefore, the only evidence that Mr. Griffith has is his own.  He has no 
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corroborating witnesses and nobody came to support him in terms of his 

version of events.  

I think if we make a finding that what Miss Cox said was not true, 

then we must also make a finding that what Dr. Browne said was not true 

and also what Mr. Viarruel said is not true.  I think on the preponderance of 

evidence, I have no choice but to believe Miss Cox‟s version of events.  Mr. 

Griffith has nobody supporting him in this evidence.  He is alone and I think 

it would be a travesty.  This is an Opposition MP, but it could happen to a 

Government MP where a Member of the public or some other stranger is 

sufficiently incensed.   

It could be somebody working with an Opposition MP in the same 

way that Mr. Griffith is employed with the State; it could be somebody 

working in an Opposition MP‟s Office, just hypothetical, who could become 

so incensed at something a Government MP might say that they accost them 

outside the Chamber and this sort of unpleasant exchange takes place.   

I think it will be a travesty of the Parliament if this Committee does 

not express its strongest condemnation of what has taken place.  It is clear to 

me that Mr. Griffith molested the Member.  I want to repeat, Mr. Griffith has 

nobody in his support.  He could not produce a single witness to corroborate 

what he said.   

 

11.40 a.m. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful to you.  Let me just say 

how very troubled I am by the evidence which has been disclosed before this 

committee, but I am aware of human failings in terms of memory and 

recollection. But we are dealing with something very serious.  Forgive me, 

but coming from a court background, he who alleges must prove, and I think 
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that is also relevant here.  

Taking from my friend, Mr. Imbert‟s comments, that Mr. Griffith has 

nobody in support of him, I would agree to an extent, but then that would 

have been shifting the burden on Mr. Griffith and, therefore, it is wrong on 

that premise, that innocence does not necessarily need a witness.  I am not 

making a comment whether he is innocent or not, of the allegation, however, 

I would ask you to look at the evidence of Alva Viarreul, as my friend 

alluded to, but seem not to have noticed at 3.5.3:   

“Mr. Viarreul proceeded from the mezzanine level up the stairs to the 

third level—Members‟ lounge level.  While walking up the stairs he 

reported he heard loud noises, that someone was obviously 

quarrelling.”   

Then he goes to 4.   

“When he got to the platform midway to halfway up to the flight of 

stairs leading to the third level, he saw Miss Cox speaking to 

Mr. Griffith.”  

 So, clearly, something occurred there.  There is grave conflict between the 

evidence of Miss Cox and Mr. Griffith as to what transpired there, not 

forgetting for a moment that Mr. Griffith had made allegations of abusive 

language coming from Miss Cox.  So that Viarreul did hear quarrel, first of 

all, but the person he saw and heard speaking was Miss Cox to Griffith, not 

the other way around. 

Now, I don't know how must we could play on that, but then that 

brings me now to where this incident is supposed to have occurred, 

remembering the allegation from Miss Cox is that they were about to enter 

the elevator when Mr. Griffith came and made certain comments, and that 

she was laughing on the way up.  Mr. Amery Browne who was with her and 
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the witness, indicated that she was quite shaken.  I do not know how we 

could reconcile those two very things. 

So at the end of it, we are left with grave uncertainty to find, on the 

preponderance of evidence, that Mr. Griffith was the perpetrator of 

molestation or so.  I would have grave difficulty on that.  What I could say, 

something occurred.  But on the physical evidence that we saw, we all 

remember the video; there was almost a friendly putting of the elbow on the 

shoulder of Mr. Browne and the walking was very, very quick.  I did not—

we did not hear the audio from that but, certainly, there was no—what shall I 

say—the body language did not disclose aggression or hostility, in all 

fairness. 

And how do we reconcile that, then, with Miss Cox herself saying that 

she was laughing going up, but Mr. Browne, who is independent, saying that 

she was quite shaken.  But then, surprisingly, when we reached to the next 

level, Mr. Browne does not help us whatsoever as to what transpired there 

between Miss Cox and Mr. Griffith, except that an ugly incident is occurring 

outside.  He walks away.  Is there any inconsistency with what Mr. Griffith 

has said, that there was really an ugly incident occurring outside?  

So I find myself in grave difficulty in reconciling this, even—it is not 

beyond a reasonable doubt that one has to prove it, but on a balance of 

probabilities.  But I ask for us to reflect upon this, that we cannot take a 

higher level of believability because one is a Member of Parliament, to that 

of a stranger.  It is unfortunate.  Something did occur and I think it is very, 

very important for us to reestablish the necessity that no Member of 

Parliament should ever be interfered with by any comment or action taken.  I 

think that is beyond query.   

The issue at hand is whether the actions of, and the words of, Mr. 
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Griffith, amounted to the molestation or intimidation or whatever, and I find, 

unfortunately, with all great conscience, to find, on the evidence presented 

before us, because of the inconsistencies in it—and I am not saying that they 

might be deliberate inconsistencies; I am saying that one can have failed 

memory or when one tries to reconstruct what has happened, you know, you 

could have these inconsistencies coming.  But something did happen.  

So that is where I am.  I cannot find, on a preponderance of evidence, 

that there was a deliberate act of molestation on the evidence before us. 

Mr. Chairman:  Members, do you think that at this time that you need 

some more time to sift through this evidence?   Before you speak, I would 

really like to suggest that because of what is before us, that as far as is 

practically possible, I always advance that there should be consensus 

emanating from a Committee of Privilege and, therefore, I would like to 

suggest for Members‟ consideration, if they need more time to converse, 

engage in some confab, as to what we are reporting—because I really would 

not want us to go to the Parliament divided.  I believe that there must be, as 

far as possible, we move towards some kind of consensus as a grouping.  

Dr. Moonilal:  I share that view Mr. Chairman.  

Mr. Chairman:  And, therefore, I want to ask Members to consider that.  

Mr. Imbert? 

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, I have listened to Mr. Ramadhar very 

carefully.  I just want to clear up a few things in my own mind.  We are not 

required to achieve the criminal standard of proof.  I listened to Mr. 

Ramadhar when he began and I got the impression that he wanted us to 

arrive at the criminal standard of proof when he said “He who alleges must 

prove”.  That it not what is required here.   

If you look at your own document that you have circulated to us, Mr. 
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Chairman, the guidance you give us is that the committee has to assess 

whether the allegation, more likely than not, is true or false.  It is not a 

question of Miss Cox having to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that this 

occurred; it is just what was the most likely occurrence that took place.  So 

in my own mind I am satisfied as to the level of proof that we require.  It is 

not the criminal standard of proof.  That is number one. 

Number two:  I have looked at the verbatim notes, and on the last 

occasion, and on this occasion, Mr. Ramadhar has said certain things which 

are not consistent with the verbatim notes nor are they consistent with the 

evidence.  Okay?  When you look at the verbatim notes, it was I who asked 

Mr. Viarreul, just clarify for us, “were you present when this exchange took 

place—alleged exchange took place—between Miss Cox and Mr. Griffith on 

the Mezzanine level?  This is right outside the Chamber.  I asked him 

specifically: “Were you there when all of this—you know—cussing and so 

on took place on the mezzanine level?”  And he said, “No.”   

If you go into the verbatim notes Mr. Viarreul is very, very, very, very 

clear.  It is all here and I am going to read from it.  I just want you to 

confirm.  This is me talking to him: 

“…clarify or clear up exactly where you were when you heard what 

you referred to as „raised voices‟.  You said you had been asked to 

take a photograph of some event and you went back into the Chamber 

to get your camera and on your way out—correct me if I am wrong—

on the way up the stairs, you heard voices. 

Mr. Viarreul: Yes. 

Mr. Imbert: Now, that would have been the Chamber level. You 

walked out of the Chamber then walked up the stairs to the level 

where there is the Members‟ Lounge. 
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Mr. Viarreul:  Yes.   

Mr. Imbert: When you walked out of the Chamber…—it is called 

the Mezzanine Level by the way—did you witness any exchange of 

words or any altercation or anything at all between Mr. Griffith and 

Miss Cox? 

Mr. Viarreul: —no, Sir.” 

Okay?  So Mr. Viarreul has said, categorically, that he was not present and 

he did not witness any exchange between Mr. Griffith and Miss Cox at the 

Mezzanine level.  However, Mr. Griffith has come and told us, categorically, 

that Viarreul was standing right next to him when Miss Cox was cursing 

him.  I am telling you.  I see you shaking your head, Mr. Ramadhar, but I 

will refresh your memory.  Listen to what he said: 

“Mr. Griffith reported that a member of the media whom he had never 

spoken to in his life was behind him and being fully aware of the 

security cameras along the corridors of the second and third levels, he 

did not make a statement or shout and curse Miss Cox, even though 

she was cursing him."” 

Then he went on to tell her, her conduct was unbecoming, so and so. 

“Mr. Griffith stated the media person in question said in the presence 

of other MPs that he never heard such filth come out of the mouth of a 

female.”  

This never happened. So Mr. Griffith has put blatant misrepresentations on 

the record.  I have no choice but to say that I cannot believe what Mr. 

Griffith has said.   

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I want to— 

Mr. Ramadhar:  You know, maybe I have read it wrong, but, clearly, what 

Mr. Griffith—I am looking at paragraph 14 of his evidence, when he says: 
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“Mr. Griffith stated that the media person in question, Mr. Viarreul 

then said in the presence of other Members of Parliament that he 

never heard such filth come out of the mouth of a female.” 

This is in relation, as I understand it, to be upstairs at the dining area, and 

Mr. Griffith had said that the photographer, while at the Chamber‟s level, 

was behind him.  So, you know, I think we will be splitting hairs, but that is 

what the evidence discloses here. 

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I just want to make two points, and very 

quickly I want to say.  A couple years ago I, while speaking in the House, 

made certain statements about a Member of Parliament—a female Member 

of Parliament.  That very evening in the tea room, the female Member of 

Parliament who was then a Government Minister, invited her acquaintance 

to the tea room.  That person came up to me and said:  “Do you know who I 

am?”  I said, “No.”  He said to me, “But you are talking about my wife so. I 

coulda meet yuh in a dark alley in Port of Spain and you doh know who yuh 

seeing.”  I looked at him in astonishment and I left.  

In my world and the way I think, these are, you know the Trinidadian 

way of talking.  The person is the husband or partner of a Member and they 

respond that way.  I never at any time reported it.  Now, I should have.  

Maybe I should have, but I never saw the need at that time.   

Now, these are people known to each other, where, unlike that 

occasion—unlike my experience; this is where a gentleman came up to me 

directly in my face; he did not say it to somebody where I could hear—I did 

not take it on.  In this matter, I do not think it is as even as grave as the 

experience I just give you there.   

I would like to ask that this meeting be suspended for 15 minutes or 

adjourned to another time.  I have asked for the verbatim report of the—I 
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have asked to again refresh myself with the verbatim testimony of both 

Mr. Amery Browne and Miss Donna Cox,  because while we are very 

grateful for the compilation of evidence here, it is not, of course, the 

verbatim report.  I have asked for that to look at it, because I want to quote 

again and put on the record that deep contradiction between Dr. Amery 

Browne—and I say, “Dr.” deliberately, because Dr. Browne is a trained 

medical man and would be in a position to glean, not just, you know, 

insights into persons‟ health and so on, by looking, because you have a 

trained eye as a medical doctor, but also to glean, you know, their emotional 

state and so on.  And I find it hard to believe that Donna Cox, the MP, could 

state that she was happily smiling and going up the elevator and Dr. Amery 

Browne, a trained medical man, could look at her and say that she is startled 

and shaking and frightened, while she herself, the person who is making the 

accusation, says otherwise.  I think that contradiction between Dr. Browne 

and Miss Cox is at the heart of this matter and I would like to ask that we 

either take a break and reconvene or adjourn to another date when I could 

put on the record the exact words of both Members. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Before we consider that, could I just, for the sake of 

clarity—and I am grateful to my friend, Mr. Imbert, because if one looks at 

the evidence of Alva Viarreul, basically he is saying that he has not 

witnessed anything at the Mezzanine Floor outside the elevator, whether he 

was there or not.  But that is no inconsistent with Mr. Griffith‟s evidence, 

which is that it was a casual statement with his—as we saw on the video—

elbow on the shoulder of Mr. Browne.  So that there was no incident there, 

according to Mr. Griffith.   

So that even if Mr. Griffith could not be sure, or he verily believed 

that Mr. Viarreul would be behind him, he was not seeing him.  So there is 



  

149 

 

really a non-issue on that point, except to say that nothing of significance 

occurred at the Mezzanine Floor, and nobody independently.  [Interruption]  

We could go on and on.  But to put the record straight, when I opened, I 

made it very clear that I appreciate it is not beyond a reasonable doubt and 

that the standard we are using here is, as I understand it, on a balance of 

probabilities. But I think the overwhelming and overriding consideration 

which my friend alluded to is on the basis that he who alleges must prove.  I 

think that that standard still applies to these proceedings.   

Hon. Members: No.  

Mr. Ramadhar:  I am asking for guidance on that.  

Mr. Chairman:  I am guiding you on this one.  

Mr. Ramadhar:  I appreciate that.  

Mr. Chairman:  That standard of proof does not apply to our proceedings at 

the level of the Committee of Privileges.  What applies is what is stated in 

the report.  If you look at page three of my report—page three of my report 

is clear in terms of our report.  The burden of proof is based on the balance 

of probability.  It is not on any who alleges must prove and so on.   

Listen, Members, I really want to appeal to Members, if you want to a 

five-minute break, take five minutes, but I am saying that as Chairman of 

this committee, I have to report.  If there is no consensus between the 

parties, I am going to ask the Clerk, the Secretary of this committee, to 

prepare a report which will be circulated to each Member before the sitting, 

and that report would be tabled in Parliament this afternoon.  We must report 

consistent—well, saying that no consensus has been arrived at, and all the 

evidence that have been adduced will be put in the public domain, and let the 

public make a judgment call at the end of the day.  Because if we cannot 

arrive at a consensus on a matter that is before you, my view is that we 
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should not continue to waste time.  

 If the Members wish, I can just suspend for five minutes and see if 

you all can meet together and arrive at something.  If you all cannot arrive 

after five minutes, I will have to seek your support and indicate to you that I 

am going to direct the Clerk—the Secretary—to prepare a report indicating 

that no consensus has been able to be arrived at and, as such, we are going to 

prepared a report,—bare bones—attach all the minutes, all the evidence, all 

the verbatim notes, and table them in Parliament, and let the Members of the 

public, and wherever they are, judge at the end of the day.  But we cannot 

continue the way we are going.  

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I finally got my piece of 

information here, and the piece of information I raised earlier, I did not have 

the facts then, and I will just real from both.  From the statement of Miss 

Cox, she said:  

“When we were going up that elevator we were laughing going up the 

elevator.” 

And from Mr. Browne, he said:  

“While up to the dining room level Miss Cox seemed shaken.”  She 

was shaken.  He could not understand it.  Now, what exactly was her mood 

in the elevator?  We have two Members of Parliament; we have two 

completely different views.  One is a medical personnel, I want to state.  

Now, based upon this, I want to support your suggestion—your 

recommendation—that a report be made to the House to which we are 

accountable, indicating that we could not find consensus, and giving the 

facts as they are—the evidence that is, that we have received. 

Mr. Ramadhar:  Mr. Chairman, forgive me, please— 

Mr. Imbert:  How much time we would talk on that?  
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Mr. Ramadhar:  Just to have it clear.  There is a difference between the 

burden of proof and the standard of proof.  My position is that the burden of 

proof remains on he who alleges.  The standard, however, is on the balance 

of probabilities. 

Mrs. Sampson-Meiguel: Mr. Chairman, if I may please - in the Committee 

of Privileges, there is no burden of proof on anyone similar to a what is 

applicable in a Court of Law.  Because remember, the last session of 

Parliament we had a Member before the committee.  There was an allegation 

made by a person that that Member did something.  The person who made 

the allegation did not have to prove anything.   

The burden of proof does not rest on anyone before this committee.  

The committee looks at all that is before it and the committee decides.  That 

is all that the committee does, and the Committee must be consistent in its 

procedure which is the same; I have worked with many previous 

Committees of Privileges.   

Therefore Dr. Rowley did not have to prove, when he made the 

allegation in the House, that a contempt was committed.  Dr. Rowley is the 

one who made the allegation; he did not have to prove that the contempt was 

committed.  The committee simply had to hear all the different pieces of 

evidence and determine whether, more likely than not, something occurred 

that should not have occurred. It is for the Committee to decide. 

But may I say something, Mr. Chairman?  Dr. Moonilal made a 

point—very important point, if I may—of a statement that was made to him 

some time ago by someone who may not have been aware that when he 

made the statement he was doing something that is wrong, and I am 

wondering, if I may,—because from the words of Captain Griffith himself, 

whatever else happened, Captain Griffith himself has admitted to have said 
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certain words intending them to go in the direction of Miss Cox.  That is a 

fact.   

And it may be, Mr. Chairman—it may be—that the time has arisen for 

this committee to consider whether a proper statement as to what is right and 

proper to be said to Members by strangers should not be circulated 

somehow.  … I think that might help the Committee to move forward.  

Mr. Chairman:  And just to add.  It is not only what a stranger could say to 

a Member of Parliament; it is where a stranger is permitted to be on the 

precincts of this Parliament.  So a statement will be issued by the Speaker of 

the House on these matters; what you can say and where you are not 

permitted to be on the precincts of the Parliament.  And I think that will go a 

long way in protecting and safeguarding the rights and privileges of every 

Member of Parliament from any invasion, incursion, by any stranger on the 

precincts of this Parliament.   

I think that if we cannot arrive at a consensus as to whether the 

gentleman committed contempt of this Parliament and against a Member of 

Parliament, the least we can agree to is a statement be prepared by the Chair, 

in his capacity as Speaker, to be circulated to the entire Parliament, and 

strangers would be aware what they could do and what they cannot do when 

they arrive in this place.   

Because I am telling you, as a Member of Parliament, my 

responsibility in this capacity, is to protect and safeguard and defend.  I am 

the guardian of the rights and privileges of all Members, be they 

Government or be they Opposition, because it can happen to a Government 

Member, and we have to protect that Member because he is a Member of 

Parliament.   

So I think that we have to be very conscious of where we are and what 
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we are doing, and if it is that we cannot arrive at a consensus so that we can 

report, at least we can report that there was no consensus; let the evidence 

speak for itself and a statement be issued subsequently to the Parliament as it 

relates to strangers from here on end, and those rules and principles that will 

be outlined in the statement will be rigidly enforced by the security service 

in the Parliament.  And I think if we can go that far, let us go.  That is what I 

would like to propose to the hon. Members of this committee.   

Mr. Ramadhar:  I agree thoroughly with you, Sir. 

Mr. Imbert:   Mr. Chairman, I do not think it would be correct to say there 

is no consensus.  There is consensus among the three of us here.  The three 

Members of the PNM are convinced that on the balance of probability Mr. 

Griffith committed a contempt.  Mr. Griffith's evidence—I want to repeat—

is not supported by any of the witnesses that he claimed would support him.  

I want to repeat that. He said Dr. Browne would support him; Dr. Browne 

did not.  He said Mr. Viarreul would support him; Mr. Viarreul did not.  The 

evidence is staring my friend, Mr. Ramadhar, in his face. “Ah doh 

understand.”  So I want to make it clear, whatever report you put, Mr. 

Chairman, I am asking you to state that the three PNM Members of 

Parliament are satisfied that on the balance of probabilities, Mr. Griffith 

committed a contempt.  You could also say that there is no consensus, that is 

fine, but we have consensus over here. 

Mr. Chairman:  I cannot say that.  What I can say is that three Members of 

the committee advanced, or agreed, that there is enough findings for a 

contempt and three Members— 

Dr. Moonilal:  Five Member, Sir. Others have expressed that view even 

before— 

Mr. Chairman:  Yes, but we are dealing with who is here now.  So I am 
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saying that, for instance—I am asking the Secretary to generate that report; 

have it circulated to all Members before the sitting, so that we can report to 

the House of Representatives today.  Is that okay? 

Dr. Moonilal:  Mr. Chairman, I want to indicate that in a report such as that, 

the fact that you state in the report there was no consensus suggests that the 

committee was divided.  To me, I would not like to go in a direction of three 

Members as against three Members.  I do not think that is wise in the 

circumstances, but the verbatim notes and the minutes will demonstrate who 

is who.  And I want to say I will reconsider whether or not I sign such a 

report, because I have the right not to sign.  To do that; to suggest in a 

report, three said this and who were the three and so on— 

Mr. Chairman:  Okay, I understand the point that you are making.  So we 

could say the committee was divided and there was no consensus, and when 

people read the notes they will know what is going on.  But we do not have 

to put that in the actual final report.  

Mr. Imbert:  Mr. Chairman, I would not be able to sign a report that does 

not identify that myself, Mrs. Gopee-Scoon and Miss McDonald are 

satisfied that Mr. Griffith committed a contempt. 

Mr. Chairman:  All right, cool. No problem.  But could we—if there are no 

further views that Members would like to advance, I would—sorry, Mrs. 

Paula Gopee-Scoon. Yes, Ma‟am? 

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  I think the 

question that we are being—[Interruption] 

Mr. Chairman:  Please, please, please, please, allow the Member to speak 

in silence.  Continue, Member.  

Mrs. Gopee-Scoon:  I think the question that is before us is whether Mr. 

Griffith, a stranger, had committed contempt of the House by molesting, 
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accosting and menacing the Member of Parliament, Donna Cox.  Miss Cox, 

by virtue of parliamentary privilege, is entitled to freedom of speech in her 

debate, and it is clear that during her debate she said some things which had 

offended the stranger, Captain Griffith.  

It is a fact that Captain Griffith is not allowed to respond—even 

though that is so, he is not allowed to respond in any way by molesting the 

Member of Parliament which, to my mind, is what he did.  The evidence, to 

me, is very clear that Captain Griffith intended to direct statements at 

Miss Donna Cox.  Even though in his statement he claimed he addressed Dr. 

Browne, Dr. Browne was in close enough proximity to Miss Cox.  Even 

though he was speaking directly to Dr. Browne, it is very clear that his 

speech was directed to Miss Cox.  Based on that, it is very evident to me that 

he did molest Miss Donna Cox and therefore he is guilty of contempt. 

Mr. Chairman:  That is what was directed by Mr. Imbert in his 

contribution. 

Miss Mc Donald:  Mr. Chairman, I am going to be very brief.  I just want to 

say that I endorse what my colleague, Mr. Imbert has said, but just to add, I 

read this document since last week or thereabout, and as at today, as I speak, 

I cannot see anywhere, in any of the evidence, anyone corroborating what 

Captain Gary Griffith has said.  That has left me with the understanding that 

what he has said and what he described, as far as I am concerned, did not 

happen, because it was not corroborated.  So I just want to endorse my 

colleague. 

Mr. Chairman:  Listen, I think that we are going in circles now.  We have 

agreed that there is no consensus, so there is no need for us to repeat, and 

repeat, and repeat.  Let us agree that we have arrived at no consensus, the 

committee is divided, a report is being generated, it will be circulated to all 
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Members before the sitting and it will then be tabled later.  This meeting is 

adjourned.  [Laughter] 

12.13 p.m.:  Meeting adjourned.   
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From the Desk of 
G (j) Ith 

National.  Security Advisor 
Office of thei Prime'Minister 

7th March 2012 

Honourable Wade Mark 
Speaker of the House 
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago 
Office of the Parliament 
Tower D, Levels G-7 
Port-of-Spain International Waterfront Centre 
lA Wrightson Road, 
Port-of-Spain 

Honourable Speaker of the House, 

Re: False and Mislea.dinz Statements by Donna Cox about Gary Griffith in 
Parliament . 

This letter serves to voice my utmost concern and displeasure: with the 
slanderous statements made about me in Parliament during the motion of no 
confidence on 2nd March 2012 by MP Donna Cox. The various allegations 
voiced by her are unfounded, misleading and malicious: in nature. She has 
purposefully tried to discredit my name with her unethical activity and has 
utilized the sanctuary of Parliament to safeguard her mischievous actions. 

In earnest, I seek your assistance in rectifying this situation. If this matter 
goes unaddressed, it serves to set the precedent that Parliamentarians can 
make false statements/accusations about citizens and smear their names 
unjustly with little course for redress. This situation has become all the more 
grievous now as Parliamentary proceedings are broadcasted live, allowing such 
damning statements to be disseminated to the members of the public. The 
resultant effect of such being false impressions of ones' character unjustly 
imprinted in the minds of citizens of Trinidad and Tobago. Outlined below are 
the callous statements made by MP Donna Cox:- 

1) That I was sighted using a vehicle with an: MP sticker_ 

a. She is fully aware that the MP sticker is for the Member of. 
Parliament and not the person driving the vehicle. There are 
several Members of Parliament, including members of the 



Opposition who have people driving their vehicles with the MP 
Sticker, even when they are not in the vehicle. . 

b. If she claims to be unaware, my wife is a Member of Parliament 
who in contrast to other Parliamentarians does not have persons 
other than her driver or spouse driving her vehicle. 

2) That I directly call Heads of Department of the Ministry of National 
Security and the Protective Services to give them instructions and 
furthermore I move to threaten their jobs if they do not comply. 

a. This is= a very serious allegation for which no names or proof was 
provided to lend credence to this claim 

b. It has done nothing other than scandalized my name and position.  

I request that Ms. Cox produce evidence to substantiate these accusations or 
she be made to retract these statements, nonetheless in Parliament, since it 
was there she so boldly proclaimed them. 

Mister Speaker, your noted attempts to continuously keep the proceedings of 
the House impartial is the reason that I approach you for rectification of this 
situation. Bearing in mind that these circumstances weigh heavily on the side 
of unjust and biased aspects of Parliament toward citizens of Trinidad and 
Tobago, I continue to seek your intervention. 

Regards, 

Gary Griffith 
National Security Advisor 



From the Desk Of 
Gary Griffith 

National Security Advisor 
Office of the Prime Minister 

13-15 St Clair Ave 
Pod of Spain 

4 March 5, 2012 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson- Melguel s 
 Clerk of the Parliament, 

Republic of Trinidad and Tobago 

Attention- Honorable Wade Mark, Speaker of the House 

Report on MP Donna Cox — Verbal Abuse 

Dear. Mrs. Sampson-Meigual, 

I wish to report to you a matter whereby on Saturday 3 March 2012, at approximately 0230 hrs., I was 
cursed and verbally abused and threatened by MP Donna Cox in the corridors of the Parliament 
building. 

This matter was immediately reported to Cpl Lincoln of the TIPS who was on duty in Parliament, and 
also to the duty Sgt. 

I attempted to report it also to the Marshall, but he was speaking to the Clerk of Parliament, and 
returned to the Chamber. 

At approximately 0230 hrs, I walked downstairs to the ground floor to acquire a media reporter, so he 
could take a photograph of the special breakfast that I was asked to arrange with a Doubles vendor 
serving Members of Parliament in the Members Dining Room. 

On my arrival with the said photographer at Level Two, MP Cox and Amery Browne, were just exiting 
the Parliament Chamber and heading to the elevator. 

I said "good morning 'to both, and I believe Ms. Cox even acknowledged. 

I then walked to Mr. Brovvne, placed my elboW on his shoulder and asked him a question. 

Mr. Browne said he was not aware of what I asked him. 



At this time, Ms. Cox was in the elevator, waiting for the door to close, whilst Mr. Browne and I spoke in 
the corridor. 

When I finished my conversation with Mr. Browne, I started walking up the stairs, and then Ms. Cox, in 
a very loud tone, shouted " Fuck You Gary, Fuck You Fuck you " 

I never returned the favor and cursed or abused her in that way and I instead continued my walk, 
accompanied with the media photographer to Level Three, where the Dining Room was located. 

On my arrival at Level Three, Ms. Cox came out of the elevator and continued cursing me, and started 
to invade my space and moving towards my face, and her abusive language continued. It is again to be 
noted that the media photographer was behind me, as I was taking him to the Dining Room, and he 
was overhearing her abusive towards me, whilst at no time, did I gesticulate, curse, threaten or shout at 
her 

I did tell her after being constantly cursed and shouted at, that she is acting not in the class expected of 
a Member of Parliament and a female. 

After being attacked for a few minutes by MP Cox, I then continued my way along the corridor to the 
Dining Room to take the photographer, on my arrival there, MP Cox, once again started shouting and 
screaming. 

She was totally out of control, and started making statements to embarrass me such as 'what is Gary 
Griffith doing here t, 'Where is the Police "etc. 

I can have several MPS from both sides who would verify that even in the Dining Room, I never once 
said a word to her, whilst she continued the same aggressive and hostile behavior that she exhibited in 
the corridors of Level 2 and 3. 

I then walked away, yet again. 

The photographer then said in the presence of Minister Warner that he never thought he would hear 
such words coming out of the mouth of a Member of Parliament and a female at that. 

I then went to the Police Desk downstairs to make a report and was told that I should report it to the 
Duty Sgt, which I did. 

Hence, after being the victim and being cursed and shouted at by MP Cox, I was alarmed to hear that a 
report was made on me threatening Ms. Cox, which was totally false and misleading. 

I can confidently state that I wish that the CCTVs should be used, which are placed in the corridors, to 
confirm who was the aggressor, and who was encroaching on the other's space. 

I wish to take this opportunity to also voice my concern that there seems to be a pattern whereby MPs 
can continue to slander the names of citizens under the sanctuary of Parliament, and there is little 
recourse, but such protection is easily provided for opposing Parliamentarians, and rightly so. 

I can refer to a contrast, whereby last year MP Rowley referred to me as a Clown, and nothing was 
done, but during the No Confidence Motion, he generalized a statement that the Government brought 
the class clown, and he was rightly stopped. 



What is even worse is that MPs apart from using Parliament to make slanderous statements on citizens 
under the confines of Parliamentary privileges, are now also using the corridors of Parliament to curse 
and abuse citizens, and I seek your intervention in this matter. 

Gary Griffith, 
National Security Advisor 
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