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SENATE

Tuesday, November 3, 1992

The Senate met at 1.30 p.m.

PRAYERS

[MR. PRESIDENT in the Chair]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. President: Hon. Senators, I have granted leave to Sen. Martin Daly to be
absent from sittings of the Senate during the period October 30 to November 9, as
he will be out of the country.

SENATOR’S APPOINTMENT

Mr. President: Hon. Senators, I have been advised that His Excellency the
President, has appointed Mrs. Nirupa Oudit to be a temporary Senator with effect
from November 2, 1992 during the absence from Trinidad and Tobago of Sen.
Martin Daly.

OATH OF ALLEGIANCE

Sen. Nirupa Oudit took and subscribed the Oath of Allegiance as required by
law.

SUPPLEMENTARY APPROPRIATION BILL

Bill to provide for the Supplementary Appropriation for the service of
Trinidad and Tobago for the year ending December 31, 1992. [The Minister of
Finance]; read the first time.

Motion made, That the next stage be taken at a later stage of the proceedings.
[Hon. L. Saith]

Question put and agreed to.

PAPERS LAID

1. Annual Report of the Trinidad and Tobago Electricity Commission for the
year 1988. [The Minister of Planning and Development (Dr. The Hon. Lenny
Saith)]

2. Comments of the Chief Personnel Officer on the recommendations contained
in the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the Salaries Review Commission of the
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago [The Minister of Public Administration in
the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. the Hon. Gordon Draper)]
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ORAL ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

National Insurance Board
(Delinquent Employers)

8. Sen. Wade Mark asked the hon. Minister of Consumer Affairs and Social
Services:

Could the hon. Minister state:

(a) The amount of contributions denied the National Insurance Board as a
result of failures on the part of delinquent employers to submit their
contributions to the National Insurance Board since its inception in
1972?

(b) The names of the delinquent employers and the respective sums of
contributions owed to the National Insurance Board over the last five
years?

(c) What measures are being adopted to address the delinquency problem at
the National Insurance Board?

The Minister of Consumer Affairs and Social Services (Dr. The Hon.
Linda Baboolal): Mr. President, the National Insurance Board has estimated that
the accrued arrears to August 25, 1992 amounted to $68 million. The breakdown
of delinquent employers and the respective sums owed to the National Insurance
Board are as follows:-

Private Sector $27 million

Government $12 million

State Enterprises/ Statutory Bodies

$29 million

Total: $68 million

Details regarding the actual debtors are confidential and therefore cannot be
revealed.

The following measures have been adopted by the National Insurance Board to
address the delinquency problem.

(1) Compliance surveillance—Employers are audited at least twice per year.
This figure may increase depending on the circumstances of the particular
case.
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(2) Issue of demand letters to employers three months in arrears and to
ministries, state enterprises and statutory bodies on a quarterly basis.

(3) Face-to-face discussion between management of the National Insurance
Board and heads of state enterprises and statutory bodies regarding their
respective indebtedness.

(4) Execution of warrants—Records of employers are seized.

(5) Litigation—Employers in arrears of five months or more are identified for
litigation; and

(6) Publication of names of delinquent employers in the newspaper.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. President, could the Minister indicate how these large
sums of money are affecting the operations, first of all of the NIB, and secondly,
the contributions the NIB has been making to workers? How have these large sums
impacted on the ability of the NIB to execute that responsibility?

Dr. Baboolal: Mr. President, I did not walk with that information. It was not
asked in the question, but if Sen. Mark wants, I can certainly get that information
for him.

National Insurance Board
(Actuarial Reviews)

9. Sen. Wade Mark asked the Minister of Consumer Affairs and Social
Services:

Could the Minister make available to the Senate all the reports of the
Actuarial Reviews done since the inception of the National Insurance Board
in 1972?

The Minister of Consumer Affairs and Social Services (Dr. The Hon.
Linda Baboolal): The reports of the first three actuarial reviews have been
previously laid in Parliament, and therefore, should be available to Members of
the Senate from the parliamentary records.

The Report of the fourth actuarial review is currently receiving the
consideration of the National Insurance Board. Following this consideration, it is
expected that recommendations will be made to the Cabinet and the report will be
laid in Parliament soon thereafter. Thank you.
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LPG Cylinders

17. Sen. Carol Mahadeo asked the Minister of Labour and Co-operatives:

(a) Is the Minister aware of the dangerous state of LPG cylinders used by
consumers in households throughout Trinidad and Tobago?

(b) If the answer to (a) is in the affirmative, would the honourable Minister
indicate when last did the Factory Inspectorate inspect the factories and/or
companies which fill and sell these highly combustible inflammable gases
with a view to having safety and other standards met?

(c) Would the Minister is also indicate whether or not any prosecutions have
been instituted by the Factory Inspectorate for failure by defaulting bodies
to comply?

The Minister of Labour and Co-operatives (Hon. Kenneth Collis): Mr.
President, the Minister is aware of certain reports which led to an undesirable
situation with respect to the state of LPG cylinders in circulation. Again, the
Minister wishes to advise that on October 7, 1992 a joint inspection team,
comprised of personnel from the Ministry of Energy, National Petroleum
Marketing Company Limited, Fire Services and the Factory Inspectorate, began
inspections of all LPG filling plants and such inspections are continuing. No
prosecutions have been instituted by the Factory Inspectorate to date. Thank you.

Anti-Dumping Legislation
(Irish Meat Imports)

18. The following question stood on the Order Paper in the name of Sen. Prof.
John Spence:

Could the hon. Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism state:

(a) Whether he has used the anti-dumping legislation to impose additional
duties on meat imported from Ireland which is heavily subsidized?

(b) If the answer to (a) is in the negative, could he state when he intends to do
so?

The Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism (Hon. Brian Kuei Tung): I
am sorry, Mr. President, I am assuming that as Sen. Spence is not here, the
question would be deferred. In any case, I had sought to obtain Sen. Spence’s
concurrence to have this question deferred for one week.
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Mr. President: I can confirm that Sen. Spence called me before the start of
the meeting and said that he had a request from you to defer the question for two
weeks. He has agreed to do so, as a result of which he did not make the effort to
be here at this time, but asked to be excused as he would be a little late for the
sitting.

Question, by leave, deferred.

SWAHA (INC’N) BILL

Question put and agreed to, That a bill for the incorporation of SWAHA and
matters incidental thereto, be now read the first time.

Bill accordingly read the first time.

SALARIES REVIEW COMMISSION REPORTS

The Minister of Public Administration in the Office of the Prime Minister
(Sen. The Hon. Gordon Draper): Mr. President, I beg to move the following
motion—

Be it resolved:

That the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the Salaries Review Commission of
the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago be now considered and approved subject
to the recommendations of the Chief Personnel Officer.

Mr. President, the Salaries Review Commission is enshrined in the
Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago and I will begin by reading
from sections 140 and 141 of the Constitution which speaks of the establishment
of the Salaries Review Commission. Section 140 states—

"(1) There shall be a Salaries Review Commission which shall consist of a
Chairman and four other members all of whom shall be appointed by the
President after consultation with the Prime Minister and the Leader of the
Opposition.

(2) The members of the Salaries Review Commission shall hold office in
accordance with section 126."

Mr. President, section 141(1) and (2) speaks of the functions of that
Commission—

"(1) The Salaries Review Commission shall from time to time, with the
approval of the President, review the salaries and other conditions of
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service of the President, the holders of offices referred to in section 136
(12) to (15), Members of Parliament, including Ministers of Government
and Parliamentary Secretaries, and the holders of such other offices as
may be prescribed.

(2) The report of the Salaries Review Commission concerning any review of
salaries or other conditions of service, or both, shall be submitted to the
President, who shall forward a copy thereof to the Prime Minister for
presentation to the Cabinet and for laying, as soon as possible thereafter,
on the table of each House."

1.45 p.m.

Mr. President, the 23rd Report of the Salaries Review Commission Report
was laid on August 30, 1991 by the Attorney General. In laying that report, the
Attorney General made the following statement to the House, from which I quote:

"By letter dated December 19, 1990, His Excellency the President
conveyed to the Salaries Review Commission his approval for review of the
salaries and other terms and conditions of service of all offices within the
purview of the Commission.

The Salaries Review Commission undertook the said review and on
August 20, 1991, submitted its report to the President.

The Report was presented to Cabinet on August 29, 1991 and today,
August 30, 1991, it is being laid on the table of this honourable House."

The Attorney General also indicated at the time that:

"The Cabinet has decided that consideration of the Report should take
place in the overall context of salaries and conditions of service in the entire
public sector and proposes to adopt this course in dealing with the Report."

Mr. President, the 24th and 25th Reports were laid in the House of
Representatives on Friday, August 7, 1992 and October 9, 1992. In laying the
Report on August 7, 1992, I alluded to the following. I quote:

"...on August 2, 1991, the then Cabinet agreed that the posts of Commissioner
of Prisons and Chief Fire Officer be brought within the purview of the Salaries
Review Commission. In pursuance thereof, and in accordance with the
provision of Section 22 of the Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and
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Tobago—Prescribed Offices Act 1980—His Excellency the President made an
Order on September 6, 1991, amending the schedule to the Constitution of the
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago—Prescribed Officers Act—to include the
offices of the Commissioner of Prisons and Chief Fire Officer."

Legal Notice No. 106/91.

"By letter dated November 22, 1991, His Excellency the President,
conveyed his approval to the Salaries Review Commission for the revision of
salaries and other conditions of service of holders of offices of Commissioner
of Prisons and Chief Fire Officer. The Salaries Review Commission then
undertook the review and on May 15, 1992, submitted its Twenty-fourth
Report to His Excellency the President."

in accordance with the provisions of section 141(2) of the Constitution of the
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago.

Mr. President, we meet today to consider these reports which now cover some
160 odd office holders in Trinidad and Tobago, in offices which—if one looks at
Appendix I of the comments of the Chief Personnel Officer—includes officers of
Parliament, the higher judiciary, industrial court, tax appeal board, top managers
in the public service, central bank, public utilities and statutory authorities, senior
officers in the protective services and the defence force, senior diplomatic
representatives, chairmen and members of commissions and boards, the judicial
and legal service, the National Institute of Higher Education (Research, Science
and Technology), Tobago House of Assembly and local government officials.

In laying the 24th Report, and in stating Government's intent to deal with these
reports, I also made the following comment:

"...the Minister of Finance, in presenting the 1992 budget, indicated this
Government's intention to pay to public servants salaries which were awarded
by the Special Tribunal. These salaries have been paid to public servants since
March 1, 1992. The Minister of Finance has also begun discussions with
public service associations and unions with respect to arrears owed to public
officers. Over the last six months, a number of other negotiations with respect
to wages and terms and conditions of service have been settled. These include
a settlement with the Contractors and General Workers Trade Union
representing the hourly, daily and weekly-rated workers employed by the San
Fernando Corporation, as well as settlement with the National Union of
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Government and Federated Workers on behalf of daily-rated workers
employed by Government. In both cases, the settlements were in respect of 11
outstanding collective agreements covering the triennial periods 1984 to 1986,
1987 to 1989 and 1990 to 1992. Utilizing a tripartite approach, Caroni (1975)
Limited has also now agreed on an approach to settle outstanding arrears to
their workers.

The Government is therefore, mindful of the fact that while public officers
outside the purview of the Salaries Review Commission are receiving their
negotiated salaries and other terms and conditions, public servants under the
purview of the Salaries Review Commission continue to serve without
reference to the proposed terms and conditions proposed by the Salaries
Review Commission.

The Government is also mindful of the fact that the retention of staff,
morale and job satisfaction of public servants is a function, among other
things, of their salaries and terms and conditions of service. The consideration
of these issues must be done also within the context of an extremely difficult
economic and financial environment.

Against this background, the Government is considering all the reports of
the Salaries Review Commission and will come to Parliament shortly with
appropriate recommendations."

In short, Mr. President, what we signalled over the last 10 months, was a
recognition that the Government has sought to ensure that all public officers
whose terms and conditions of service and salaries are treated with, within the
collective bargaining negotiating process, that all these persons would now be
receiving their negotiated terms and conditions or that settled by the Industrial
Court.

That therefore, left a group of persons within the public service who, as of
now, would not have received terms and conditions which would have been
adjudicated on by a commission, and which was awaiting the consideration of
Cabinet.

Today, therefore, we come to this House with proposals relating to the
recommendations of the Salaries Review Commission which will seek to treat
with this one group of public officers who up to now have been excluded from the
Government’s attempt to treat with all public officers in terms of current salaries
and terms and conditions of service.
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Perhaps, it is instructive for us, in looking at the recommendations and
proposals before us, to reflect on some of the principles and criteria which govern
the determination of wages, salaries and terms and conditions of service. To do
this, let me look at some of the comments and, indeed, the principles outlined by
the Salaries Review Commission in the 23rd Report, page 4, paragraph 12, which
identifies what were critical principles and criteria governing pay. I quote:

"(i) Fair comparison with current levels of remuneration paid outside of the
public sector for broadly comparable jobs, taking into account, of course,
differences in other conditions of employment;

(ii) the necessity to attract, recruit and retain persons of suitable competence,
experience, knowledge, skills and personal attributes to fill positions of
highest responsibility and trust in the State; and

(iii) the need to ensure appropriate differentials in compensation to take
account of significant differences in the levels of responsibility between
one office and another."

In a sense therefore, the Salaries Review Commission is beginning to point us
in the direction of some of the principles which one needs to take account of in
determining wages, salaries and other terms and conditions of service.

1.55 p.m.

Many persons involved in the area of compensation management would
articulate the importance of looking at both internal equity and external equity, as
elements which will go into the determination of wages and terms and conditions
of salary. In essence, the notion of internal equity would ask that one look at the
relative weight and worth of jobs within an organization to establish where those
jobs ought to fall in the continuum of wages and salaries.

With regard to external equity the concern would be an attempt to look at, as
far as possible, comparable jobs outside the organization to arrive at some sense
of where jobs ought to be pitched within the organization which is being
considered.

At paragraph 13 of the 23rd Report, the Salaries Review Commission in
alluding to this goes on however to note:

"Having regard to the wide range of offices within our purview, we hasten to
reiterate that no single principle applies with equal force across the entire
spectrum of offices."
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In a sense recognizing that while there are basic principles which would be
utilized, there will be elements of judgement which will need to be applied as
commissioners and those who comment on their recommendations, seek to
determine what precisely will be the level of remuneration. It means therefore that
while one may establish benchmarks which are external to the organization, it
does not follow that one will establish a wage level which is exactly equal to that
job which is used as a benchmark.

In short, the principles are guidelines which will be used ultimately for the
establishment of wages and salaries.

The Salaries Review Commission goes on however in talking to us about
principles and criteria, looking at the background, the economic circumstances in
which the recommendations are being made at paragraph 15 to state:

"15. Against this background, we are of the view that the principle of fair
comparison in remuneration assumes even greater importance as the
Public Sector is now required to attract, recruit and reward a cadre of top
managers and executives who are expected to remain motivated to meet
the challenges of the changing times.

16. A properly-designed compensation package is crucial to the success of
any organization. This principle applies with equal force in both the
public and private sectors. In designing such compensation schemes, the
unique characteristics of executive level jobs must be given careful
consideration. These characteristics include responsibility for formulating
and implementing organizational policies and strategies, the use of
extensive discretionary powers and the need for minimal supervision."

Here we see the Salaries Review Commission pointing us in the direction of
some other critical considerations in the area of compensation management, to the
importance of compensation to attract, retain and motivate persons within any
organization, not the least of which the public service. It also recognizes that in
addition to those principles already outlined above, that one would normally focus
on other factors to arrive perhaps at a more objective determination of wages and
salaries.

Again, some persons involved in compensation management activity would
speak about the importance of compensable factors in this regard. In paragraph 16,
the Salaries Review Commission itself begins to allude to the need to look at
these factors; factors which very often asked, that as we look at jobs we deal with
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issues relating to levels of responsibility, authority, experience, skill, effort and
training which may be required to operate effectively in those jobs. It is all of
these, things therefore, that are brought to bear on the ultimate determination of
wages and salaries and which the Salaries Review Commission is pointing us to.

Mr. President, at paragraph 17 of that report, the Salaries Review Commission
begins to look at the issue of relationships with the private sector and it states:

"The method of executive compensation in the private sector is such that it
offers an organization the flexibility to structure the pay package of its top
personnel in a manner best suited to meeting its strategic objectives."

What that is beginning to point to, is a reality that in compensation management
practice more and more organizations are beginning to move in the direction of
some levels of flexibility, a recognition that at times one may need to tailor
compensation packages, to the peculiar needs of individual persons, certainly
those at the more senior levels within an organization.

They note however at paragraph 18, that by contrast the method of
compensation in the public service is fairly rigid. An overall classification and
compensation system has evolved based on the duties and responsibilities of the
various offices and the requisite qualification, experience and training. The pay
for performance criterion is not appropriate to most government agencies since the
benefit of the services provided is not easily quantifiable. Notwithstanding this,
executive pay in the public service once properly structured can serve to motivate
top personnel to achieve desired objectives.

Perhaps, comments are appropriate at this stage. One of them is the fact that
the Commission itself is alluding to the emerging reality in organizations outside
the public service to pay for performance arrangements to determine levels of
compensation and merit pay. Indeed, one recent survey on compensation practices
among senior managers in Trinidad and Tobago done by Price Waterhouse notes
that some 80 per cent of the salary adjustments to senior executives over the last
three years were based on some notion of merit. In a sense, therefore, one of the
things that the Salaries Review Commission is beginning to point us to is,
notwithstanding the difficulties which they accept which are a part of the existing
public service arrangements, the need perhaps for us ourselves within the public
service to begin focusing on performance-based pay systems. Indeed part of our
own direction in public service reform is treating with the issue of establishing
more reasonable performance management systems, and may be something which
we would need to look at later on.
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The Salaries Review Commission also, however, is making that comparison
between flexibility outside the public service and rigidity within the public
service.

At paragraph 27, on page 7, the Commission in making reference to surveys
done by local firms states as follows:

"An examination of surveys done by local firms, as well as our own
research, reveal that by contrast, despite a period of austerity in the mid-80s,
regular increases have generally been provided to top executives in the private
sector, albeit not as high as in the late seventies and early eighties. While it is
sometimes difficult to obtain ideal comparisons with positions in the private
sector since many of the public sector offices are peculiar, we consider that in
terms of duties, responsibilities and status, top executives in both sectors do
perform broadly comparable functions. We are of the view, therefore, that
current remuneration of chief executives in the private sector could be used as
a bench-mark for assessing the pay appropriate to top public sector
executives."

2.05 p.m.

Therefore, the underscore at this point is the possibility, notwithstanding some
of the difficulties of utilizing external comparisons, to provide some sense of
where one ought to pitch wages and salaries within the public sector, and which
they have used as one of their benchmarks and guides.

The Price Waterhouse survey of July 1992, to which I referred a while ago,
points to the fact that their survey of chief executive officers in the private sector
shows that the median income of chief executive officers is somewhere in the
region of $206,000.00 for cash compensation annually, with a range of
$60,000.00 to over $400,000.00 for the persons who were surveyed. The use of
external comparators would cause compensation managers to reflect on those
kinds of levels in an attempt to determine where salaries within any organization,
in this case, the public service, ought to be pitched.

These are some of the principles which they utilized in making their
recommendations in the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports. They also alluded to one
other significant feature at page 5 paragraph 20 where they speak of the impact of
market forces, and what that is likely to do to the available pool of skills and
talents available at senior levels in the public service. Paragraph 20 states:
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"Given the pull of market forces, the Public Service is certain to face
difficulty in attracting and retaining suitably qualified personnel to carry out
its functions. Indeed, this concern has been expressed by several of the groups
making oral presentations before us. Several divisions in the Judicial and
Legal Service, for example, are characterized by severe shortages in staff."

We may add, that characteristic continues to this day.

"We must observe, however, that this situation has been a feature of this
Service over a considerable period of time. The observation has been that after
gaining 4 or 5 years experience, many attorneys of the Judicial and Legal
Service are attracted away from the Government Service by agencies either
within the country or abroad. In all cases, the reason given for the exodus has
been that of inadequate compensation."

This is pointing us in the direction of a recognition that the retention of staff is,
among other things, going to be a function of our ability to pay compensation,
which is comparable with that pay for similar work in situations outside the pubic
service. We need to recognize however, that compensation is not the only factor
which will determine attraction and retention, but certainly a critical factor.

In the 23rd Report, in talking about another principle, the Salaries Review
Commission states as follows:

"Another principle which we uphold in this review is that executive
remuneration should seek to ensure that, at the top level, the employee is
provided with an adequate standard of living commensurate with the duties,
responsibilities, status and general expectations attaching to a top office.
Failure to observe this principle could lead to the undesirable situation where
top executives may be placed in a position where the integrity of their office
may be compromised."

We see again, concerns raised here about the relationship between responsibilities,
duties and performance in a sense, and alluding to issues of integrity on the part of
the Salaries Review Commission.

It is against this background, utilizing these principles, that the Salaries
Review Commission submitted their 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports. In 1991, in
laying the 23rd Report, the Government recognized a need to take these
recommendations and look at them against a background of prevailing economic
and financial circumstances. We ourselves, in laying the 24th and 25th Reports
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also took the position that we would need to look at these recommendations and
determine whether in the context of the prevailing economic circumstances, we
would wish to recommend adoption of these recommendations to this Senate.

In seeking to arrive at a position to come to this Senate, as a Government, we
sought to get expert advice, views and comments. In this regard, we invited the
Chief Personnel Officer to submit comments to Cabinet on the recommendations
of the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports. In doing this, we did not at any time remove
the responsibility of Cabinet and the Government of Trinidad and Tobago to come
to this Senate to make recommendations relating to the 23rd, 24th and 25th
Reports.

We recognize, however, that within the public service itself, we had a range of
skill and expertise available in the areas of classification and compensation
management, which we could utilize to guide our own thinking and bring
comments to this honourable Senate. The Chief Personnel Officer was invited to
examine the recommendations of the Salaries Review Commission and to make
recommendations to Cabinet.

It is these comments which we lay in the Senate today and which form the
basis of the proposals which we now make with regard to the 23rd, 24th and 25th
Reports of the Salaries Review Commission. The Chief Personnel Officer in
making his comments indicates some of the principles which guided their work.

We have some of the concerns of the Chief Personnel Officer relating to some
of the principles. Paragraphs 6 and 7 state:

"The CPO supports the principle of fair comparison in pay as enunciated by
the Commission as a means of enabling the Public Sector to attract and retain
managerial and other professional and technical personnel of the highest
calibre.

The CPO also supports the Commission’s recommendation for a delinking
of the remuneration arrangements of the public sector offices under its
purview from those applicable to the general Public Service. The
rationalization of fringe benefits with the objective of simplifying the
compensation package is also desirable."

The Chief Personnel Officer’s comments continue to recognize on page 2, at
paragraphs 9, 10 and 11 some of the other considerations which guided their
recommendations to Cabinet, and which guide our recommendations to this
House. Paragraphs 9, 10 and 11 state:
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"On March 1, 1992, the award of the Special Tribunal on matters 1—5 of
1985 concerning revised pay and other terms and conditions of employment
for public servants was implemented. However, the Public Services
Association had submitted for consideration proposals on revised pay and
other terms of and conditions of employment for public officers for the period
January 1, 1990 to December 31, 1992 and, by tradition, another three-year
contractual period will commence on January 1, 1993.

Revised wages for Government's hourly, daily and weekly-rated
employees have also been settled only up to December 31, 1992.

Against this background, and taking into account the overall financial and
economic constraints facing the country the CPO considers that the
recommendations of the Commission as contained in its Twenty-Third Report
may be accepted, subject to the modifications which are reflected in the
Appendices."

When we examine the Appendices they treat with revised proposals, not only for
wages and salaries, but for a range of other allowances contained in the report of
the Salaries Review Commission.

The movements proposed by the Chief Personnel Officer in those benefits and
allowances vary, but generally are geared to reduce the burden on the public purse
of implementation of the Salaries Review Commission's recommendations. While
the original recommendations of the Salaries Review Commission—taking into
account increases in allowances, wages and salaries—would have cost about $20
million annually, the existing proposals before us cost $12 million.

2.15 p.m.
That $20 million figure does not include some of the other recommendations

of the Salaries Review Commission which included, for instance, the provision of
official cars to a number of office holders, which the Chief Personnel Officer is
recommending that we do not accept. In short, we have come with proposals
which significantly reduce the cost to the Treasury for the implementation of these
awards.

The comments of the Chief Personnel Officer go on in some detail from page
2 onwards to speak of some of these reductions in benefits. They speak about the
reductions in housing benefits, travelling arrangements, changes in loan
arrangements for vehicles and, on page 5, points us to the issue of cost of living
allowance as it applies to persons within the purview of the SRC.
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Paragraphs 19 and 20 of the CPO’s comments state:

"The Commission had observed that a cost of living allowance was not a
normal feature of compensation packages for executives in the private sector
nor was there any evidence that such a provision existed for top offices in
other countries. Accordingly, the Commission had recommended, that the
payment of cost of living allowance to the holders of these offices be
discontinued.

The CPO proposes that this recommendation be accepted."

They also made proposals with regard to reduction in vacation leave and they have
made proposals with regard to other adjustments recommended for certain
officers.

They have noted on page 6, with regard to top managers of the Central Bank,
that consideration be given to removing the offices of Governor and Deputy
Governor of the Central Bank from the ambit of the Commission, as these
remuneration arrangements may be more directly dealt with by the Board of
Directors of the Central Bank. The Cabinet has accepted that view and will take
steps to move those offices out of the purview of the SRC.

On page 7 at paragraph 31, relating to top managers in the public service, we
find the CPO’s comments as follows:

"The offices of Tourism Adviser, Adviser to the Minister of Industry,
Enterprise and Tourism and Special Adviser to the Minister of Energy are
included in the group of top managers in the public service and as such were
assigned revised terms and conditions of service by the Commission.
However, it is the understanding of the CPO that these posts have remained
unutilized for some time and it is therefore recommended that they be
abolished."

A recommendation which again we accept.

So, the Chief Personnel Officer, utilizing his own judgements, his own skill at
compensation and classification, has come to the Cabinet with comments on the
reports of the Salaries Review Commission, which comments have been accepted
by Cabinet and which we bring today to this Senate for acceptance. In doing that, I
think we can feel comfortable that in treating with the recommendations of the
Salaries Review Commission and in examining the comments of the Chief
Personnel Officer, the Cabinet and the Government have been concerned with a
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sense of equity, a sense of fair play, a willingness to exercise analysis and
judgement, a recognition that we need to treat with one outstanding group of
public officers who have not yet been treated within terms of having their terms
and conditions of service brought up-to-date, a situation which, in their case, goes
back some 10 years.

In doing this, we were mindful of issues relating to cost. Whereas the Salaries
Review Commission recommended implementation of their proposals as of July
1, 1991, we are proposing that these revised terms take effect from January 1,
1993. There will be no arrears and backpay. We are looking from there to move
forward.

Even in these difficult circumstances, it is important that we recognize a
responsibility to a group of top managers in our public service who need to have
compensation which is comparable to their levels of authority and responsibility
and to the effort which they are required to put into their task. We need to be
concerned about the challenge within the public service of attracting and retaining
the quality of management which will allow the public service to function
efficiently and effectively.

It is therefore against this background and with these considerations that we
bring to this Senate for acceptance today the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the
Salaries Review Commission with comments by the Chief Personnel Officer and
move that they be accepted, as amended.

Question proposed.

Sen. Wade Mark: Mr. President, the motion that we have before this
honourable Senate today reached my office around 2.15 p.m. yesterday and I am
sure that most of my colleagues would have received that document at almost the
same time or even later.

We want vehemently to protest this abuse of the parliamentary process by this
new PNM Government which, to our mind, is making a virtual mockery of our
democracy. A very important motion dealing with very deep implications for top
public officers in Trinidad and Tobago is hustled through, not only elsewhere, and
the Senators here—and I am speaking about our side—only had access to this
particular report yesterday afternoon between 2.00 and 6.00 p.m. This is
tantamount to an ambush. The Government is ambushing not only the country, but
it is now ambushing the Parliament.
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I sometimes wonder if there is a difference between the storming of
Parliament by Abu Bakr and the kind of behaviour the Government is displaying.
It is mind boggling—no dialogue, no consultation, no time to study this motion.
The hon. Minister, who has introduced this motion, is a Management Consultant
with a doctorate in this particular science, and basic principles would remind him
that he needs to give people some time.

What is even more amazing is that with a five-day period from Thursday to
Monday, we were bombarded with three different Order Papers. Firstly, we got
the Petroleum bills on Thursday; on Saturday evening at 6.00 p.m., I got a
Supplementary Appropriation Bill, and then at 2.15 p.m. yesterday, as I said, we
got this shot in the dark, this thief in the dark, like if these men are hungry, not
only for money to fix themselves but they have absolutely no respect or regard for
this institution that is called Parliament.

2.25 p.m.
Mr. President, we on this side view this development as another attempt by the

Government to subvert the Constitution and the democratic process in Trinidad
and Tobago. A very dangerous pattern is emerging and the Government is
establishing very dangerous precedents in its haste and speed to fix itself up.

As you would know, it started only recently when the PNM Government made
an illegal and unconstitutional appointment at the Transport Commission when
they appointed a person to act, and when they realized that they had subverted the
Public Service Commission as an institution under the Constitution, they had to
pull back. But before they did so, they sought to tie licensing officers into drugs.
The same accusation that the previous administration made when public servants
were protesting over the illegal removal of their COLA. In 1987, the Prime
Minister at that time, Mr. ANR Robinson, said in Washington that the public
servants are protesting and they are being supported by drug lords. This time the
Prime Minister of Trinidad and Tobago is accusing licensing officers of being
involved in some direct or indirect way in the drug trade.

Mr. President, we on this side view the involvement of the CPO as a scapegoat.
The CPO is involved in the process of collective bargaining with institutions and
organizations established under the various Acts within the public sector.
Whatever it is, PSA, TTUTA; be it, for instance, the National Union of Government
and Federated Workers, the Contractors and General Workers’ Union, the
Amalgamated Workers’ Union, the CPO is the Government’s chief negotiator.
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How could the Government call on the CPO all of a sudden for advice? This is
the 25th Report of the Salaries Review Commission. We would like to know what
the precedent is. What is the practice when the SRC proposes changes in terms and
conditions of public officers who do not have collective bargaining status? Where
in the past is the evidence that the Cabinet has referred the matter to the CPO?
Instead of the President, seek the advice of the CPO. We do not have the evidence,
maybe the hon. Minister of Public Information can provide us with the precedents.

We are talking about a group of over 600 citizens who have no collective
bargaining status. Here it is, we have the very comprehensive 23rd Report of the
Salaries Review Commission, outlining various rationale for their
recommendations and indicating that they had discussions.

On page 3 of this report, it is stated in paragraph 11:

“Altogether, we issued a total of 40 letters. In response thereto, 33 replies and
memoranda were received. In addition, over the period February to May 1991,
we held discussions with several individuals and/or delegations.”

So the SRC was involved in discussions; they were receiving memoranda and
responses and this is how they arrived at this comprehensive report.

Under section 140 of the Constitution of Trinidad and Tobago, there is a
section that deals with the Salaries Review Commission. I want to quote the
section, because the Government of Trinidad and Tobago is engaged in a
subversion of the democratic process in our country. They are undermining the
SRC by using the CPO as a scapegoat. That is what they are doing. We cannot be
party to that kind of subversion.

Section 140 deals with the people making up this Commission. In 141 it says:

“(1) The Salaries Review Commission shall from time to time with the
approval of the President, review the salaries or other conditions of
service of the President, the holders of officers referred to in section 136
(12) to (15), Members of Parliament, including Ministers of Government
and Parliamentary Secretaries, and the holders of such other offices as
may be prescribed.

(2) The report of the Salaries Review Commission concerning any review of
salaries or other conditions of service, or both, shall be submitted to the
President who shall forward a copy thereof to the Prime Minister for
presentation to the Cabinet and for laying, as soon as possible thereafter,
on the table of each House.”
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Where in the Constitution does the CPO come into the picture? This report was
tabled in August 1991, or thereabouts. It was the 25th Report—they have done 25
reports so far. Where does the CPO come into this picture? We are submitting on
this side that the Government has used the CPO conveniently.

Mr. President, 621 citizens of this country have had no opportunity, audience
or dialogue with the CPO on the question of a revision of this constitutional body
report. This is an amazing development in our country. How can the hon. Minister
stand in this Parliament today and seek to justify the intervention of the CPO when
he know fully well that the Constitution of our country provides the SRC with the
sole authority to deal with public officers’ salaries who do not have collective
bargaining status. We believe, Mr. President, this motion that is before us is
flawed and we call on the Government to withdraw it.

We are dealing with the Constitution of our country and we are saying in no
uncertain terms on this side that the Government has acted illegally and
unconstitutionally by bringing the CPO into the picture and using the CPO—they
bring a report to this Parliament headed “Comments of the Chief Personnel
Officer on the recommendations contained in the 23rd, 24th and 25th reports. Mr.
President, I do no know if any one of us—you have been up for a long time. Is he
on a point of order?

Sen. Kuarsingh: Will you give way?

Sen. W. Mark: I do not want you to derail me at this point in time.

Sen. Kuarsingh: It is not a point of order. Are you prepared to give way?

Sen. W. Mark: Let me go on, I will talk to you at tea time.

I am saying, Mr. President, that at this point in time we believe that the
Government is really on the wrong track and we would like to advise the
Government that they should back away. They are going down a dangerous road
and we, on this side, will not be party to such a dangerous approach that they have
taken in this matter.

Mr. President, we also see this effort here as an attempt to institutionalize
patronage. The CPO did not consult the officers in question. He chops, cuts and
slices people’s salaries and there is no rationale for it. This report, whether they
like it or not, is a comprehensive report and it gives rationalization for what is
being proposed. We get a ten page document—no rationalization. They chop
people’s salaries with no justification.
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How can they justify, for instance, the fact that—and I am not trying at this
time to in any way compromise the integrity of anybody—the President of the
Senate, who acts as the President of our Republic whenever the President is out of
the country, will receive less than the Secretary to the Ombudsman, who will
receive under this report $10,000 per month and the President of the Senate would
receive $8,000. The Salaries Review Commission initially proposed that the
President of the Senate receive $11,000. You chop the man down, cut him down
to bits. What is the justification? How do we compare the Secretary to the
Ombudsman with the President of the Senate, who acts as the President of our
Republic? There is no justification, but it is here in this report.

I said it before and I will repeat it: the hon. Minister is the hatchet man. This is
only the start. He is coming again; the next time he comes, he is going to come for
the civil servants and the teachers. A very quiet and deadly animal.

Mr. President: I do not want to interrupt you, but I hope you will make it
abundantly clear that I have not engaged the professional services of any industrial
relations officer to put forward a case for the President.

Sen. W. Mark: I can tell you, Sir, if you need any professional industrial
relations services, you can count on me. I made it very clear that no improper
motives were intended. I just drew an example in terms of the crazy approach of
this administration. It looked like they are semi-mad, on their way to total
madness. There is an old saying “Those whom the gods wish to destroy they first
made mad.”

Mr. President, certain offices are constitutional offices: judges—which
somebody else on our side will deal with—the office of the Director of Public
Prosecutions. How  can the CPO decide the salary and conditions of the DPP? We
know that the CPO is the Government employer. He is the main negotiating person
for public sector workers. These are critical offices and the Salaries Review
Commission Reports are put before this office and this office is now advising the
Government to chop there, cut there and slice there. No communication,
involvement or consultation with these people. It is unfair. It is a mockery and a
travesty. It cannot be fair to those officers who have no representation to be
treated in that manner.

Mr. President, they do not have a precedent for this action. It is madness and
we object strongly to that approach. If they do not accept this report, they must
reject the report and send it back to the President and let the President tell the SRC,
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“you see these recommendations, not good. Do something, again.” That is what
they are supposed to do. Why do they call the CPO? Is that the Minister’s partner
fixing up?

Mr. President, from a political point of view, we ask the question: How will
these increases benefit the working man and woman in Trinidad and Tobago?
This so-called caring, honest and decent Government, how are they going to
explain to John Public the rationale for this action? We ask the question: Would
these increases for Government Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries and
Senators provide for greater accountability? Or are we going to have the same
kind of situation continuing: The fat-cats enjoying life and the business  of the
people, the question of accountability not being taken into account or addressed?

I am a trade unionist and I understand and know that if you have to remunerate
or offer increases to workers, there must be a basis. What is the basis for offering
the kind of hikes for some of these people who have been virtually non-
performers?

The Express made a faux pas on Saturday, October 31 and came quickly and
corrected it. I was coming to take that to task but they got wind of it and they
corrected it immediately. The article was entitled: “Opposition: We will take that
pay rise”, as if we want the pay rise. Significantly, they came back in today’s
Express in the editorial and it is headed: “Matching pay and performers”. I just
want to read the first three paragraphs because it is not often that the Express sees
eye to eye with us. They are always in the Government’s corner, as you know.
When it was the NAR, they were there and now PNM, they are there, too. I am not
talking about the journalists and that managerial clique.

Mr. President, I am reading:

“Last week, the Opposition voted against the Government motion to
increase salaries to all parliamentarians.

The Opposition did not disagree with the motion in principle. But Mr.
Basdeo Panday insisted that support would be given only on the basis of
parliamentary reforms which would give parliamentarians more power to
monitor the Government’s actions.

Since this was not forthcoming, the motion passed with 20 for and 10
against.

In its approach to the debate. The Opposition was correct on both its
premises.”
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This is a reflection of what is taking place in the society, because the people are
not happy with this kind of indecency, outrage and scandal that is being
perpetuated against this country at this time by this so-called caring Government.
This is a devilish regime; this Government can be no God-fearing government. I continue:

“All parliamentarians exercise a certain level of responsibility and authority.
Government Ministers handle multi-million dollar budgets and oversee
hundreds of people.”

Mr. President, we on this side are calling for greater accountability and we are
also calling for parliamentary reform. That is what we are calling for here. We say
that pay must match performance and we have many laggers and non-performers.
We are saying that the Parliamentarians must be given the kind of authority and
responsibility to police and actually monitor the activities of the Government of
Trinidad and Tobago on a daily basis. Because if we had the authority, this
scandal in the Sunday Express, “Mystery firm gets million dollar Piarco contract”,
would not even arise.

Mr. President: That is just a side issue.

Sen. W. Mark: It is a serious issue.

Mr. President: It is serious, but not relevant to the debate at hand.

Sen. W. Mark: I am dealing with accountability here. We cannot separate
money. If people are given increases in wages, the Government has to account for
that. That is what we are saying on this side. We are, therefore, calling for
Parliamentarians to be made full-time Parliamentarians and not this 1.00 to 6.00
p.m. arrangement. If our salaries are going to be increased, let us work.

We want to perform; we want to provide our country with a better service. We
want greater accountability. We want to monitor the activities of the Government
on a daily basis. We want several parliamentary sub-committees to monitor
different aspects of Government’s operations. We are saying that there has to be a
rationale and a good reason for accepting this increase. If this increase is to be
accepted, let us deal with some parliamentary reforms; let us give Parliament and
parliamentarians greater authority and responsibility. That is what we are saying
on this side.

Mr. President, you are here, the Government does not listen to the Opposition.
We make rich contributions Tuesday after Tuesday and they fall on deaf ears and
giggling faces, but one of these days they will get a shock, too. Some people
giggle to death, you know.
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We are saying that there is no justification whatsoever at this time for the kind
of hefty increases that are being proposed. We think it is insensitive, callous and
indecent. I have a memorandum here because I am a trade unionist, so I am not
getting it through the back door, I get it through the front door. This is a
memorandum dated October 13 and signed by the hon. Minister of Finance. It was
sent to the PSA. I want to quote paragraph 9:

“The above further emphasizes the need for some sacrifice in order to put
the economy on a growth path, an objective which it is hoped will be achieved
by efforts over the next two years, by which time the arrears to the public
service can be effectively addressed.”

They are asking for a moratorium of two years. Whilst they are asking public
servants and public sector workers—because they owe the public sector workers
about $3.1 billion or thereabouts. They are telling people to sacrifice. The hon.
Minister of Industry, Tourism and Trade said recently “a hard and harsh budget is
coming, and we have to be prepared to make sacrifices”. How can we make
sacrifices when some people are getting richer and some people are dying?

Mr. President, one of the difficulties that we have, not only in Third World
countries, but in Trinidad and Tobago, is that we do not have a mechanism to
ensure an equitable distribution of the burdens. How can we justify paying $12
million a year when there are close to 150,000 people unofficially unemployed in
this country? Poverty levels are rising.

How do you explain to people in the East-West Corridor, Laventille or John
John—people’s homes are burnt down, they cannot even get a home yet, no food.
[Interruption]

Mr. President, we are arguing on this side that we cannot talk about sacrifices
of the population when there are people fixing up themselves. The private security
guards are being exploited and raped throughout this country. Some people are
being paid $1.00, $1.50 or $2.00 an hour. A dog is being paid more than a guard
in town: $15.00 an hour for a dog and a man who has to carry that dog is being
paid $1.50. Why does the Government of the country, if they are serious about
poor people, not declare or issue an order to govern the terms and conditions of
private security guards in the country?

The Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of Labour told me recently that by
the end of October they should be issuing this Order. Three years now this thing is
outstanding but they come, they storm the Parliament overnight to fix up
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themselves and 4,000 people—multiply that by five—20,000 people are directly
or indirectly affected by the exploitation that is taking place.

Sen. Kuarsingh: On a point of order.

Sen. W. Mark: Is it a point of order?

Sen. Kuarsingh: I am on a point of order, if you will assist me, Mr. President.
We have not stormed the Parliament nor are we fixing up ourselves. I consider the
Senator’s language offensive and I ask that he withdraw those remarks.

Sen. W. Mark: It is figurative language.

Mr. President: To satisfy the Senator, maybe you can couch it in more
graceful terms.

Sen. W. Mark: You did not like the word “storm”? Perhaps he would prefer
“invade”. He may speak at the appropriate time.

This is the problem, Sir: How do they justify increasing a man’s salary like
that when he comes here to simply read from a little book? He makes no
contribution whatsoever when the time comes. He should be recalled and
completely purged. All he does is rise on a point of order. That is all they pay him
for and they want to increase the man’s salary. Well, they cannot call him
honourable, but he is an honourable man.

Mr. President: Perhaps you could stop the dialogue.

Sen. W. Mark: He disrupted my presentation.

2.55 p.m.

Mr. President, I am calling on the Government to take immediate steps to have
the Minimum Wages Order published so that the poor and defenceless private
security guards in this country, who have been aching and paining under very
difficult conditions, at least, should have some justice. We are saying that these
are some of the things that this Government should be addressing before they
think about fixing up and organizing themselves. Just last week Thursday 40
daily-rated workers employed in the Forestry Division were retrenched. The
Government is retrenching people, saying funds have been exhausted. They have
retrenched workers and want to continue doing so but they come to this
Parliament to try to justify why they must have a hefty increase; the Prime
Minister from $10,000, to $15,000; for what—smiling? Mr. President, we have to
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be serious. We believe that this Government is not serious. They used to give the
Public Services Association a number of scholarships for their workers to go to
the Cipriani Labour College and do some work in labour relations studies. They
have now withdrawn them. Not even under the wicked and cruel NAR Government
was that withdrawn, but under the so-called caring, honest and decent, PNM

Government, they have now withdrawn that.

Mr. President, this motion is coming in the midst of trade liberalization; in the
midst of a threat to a number of firms in the country that most likely is going to go
through and throw thousands of workers on the breadline. How do you justify that
to the ordinary working class man and woman who are hungry. About three
months ago a young child called Alana Mangri died from malnutrition in Sangre
Grande. A young child! She used to eat grass, like a horse. That is what goes on in
Trinidad and Tobago. How do you justify, in this period, that kind of increase?

Mr. President, income distribution in the country is becoming more askew,
more concentrated, more unequal. A person who is a Shop Assistant in Port of
Spain or San Fernando is receiving about $200 a week and in some instances
less—some are receiving $100 a week. How do you justify a Minister getting
$11,000—$12,000 a month, for selling out the country? So we are paying these
men to sell out our country, that is what we are doing. They are privatizing and
selling out the country, and we are giving them more money to do that. But
ordinary workers outside there cannot get a decent wage or salary.

Mr. President, we believe that there is need for what we would like to call
subsidiary legislation. This PNM Government is reckless. We cannot understand,
even though we try to, why the Government would want to rush here like a thief
in the night and have this motion tabled in a few hours and have it passed later.
The Integrity Commission of Trinidad and Tobago has been calling, appealing and
begging this Government—report after report—I have two reports, 1990 and
1991, and they have been appealing to the Government of this country to do
something about integrity and morality, to introduce new legislation in the
Parliament, so that, for instance, the same officials whose salaries they are going
to increase would now continue to engage in corrupt practices. At the present time
because of the looseness of our laws, you have precisely this taking place. On
page 12 of the 1991 Report of the Integrity Commission, it states:

"There are certain other offences which now attract no penalties of the law,
but which go to the root of honest administration and these we would
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categorize as matters which should now be made illegal and subject to new
penalties declared by the Act."

And they list them as follows, Mr. President:

"Conflict of interest"

And we have so many in the Government today. So while people’s salaries are
going to be increased from one level to another, there are parliamentarians,
ministers who are involved in this conflict of interest matter. I referred to one
instance some time ago. Many more are surfacing and we will reveal them
appropriately.

This is something that the Integrity Commission has been calling for. If the
Government is serious about integrity and public morality, why did the
Government not bring to this Parliament, legislation to plug those loopholes that
the Integrity Commission has been talking about for years? For years they have
been talking about conflict of interest—using information gained in public office
for private gain. That is still taking place in the public sector. For instance, they
talk about using the influence of public office to further private interests. That is
taking place today, where people are using their public office to—

Sen. Kuarsingh: On a point of order, Standing Order No. 35(5) says that—

"No Senator shall impute improper motives to any Member of either
Chamber."

If the Senator has information that somebody on our side has used his position
improperly, then please let him present it now or withdraw the remark.

Mr. President: Sen. Mark, are you quoting?

Sen. W. Mark: I said at the appropriate time I will present the information; I
never said at this time. I am quoting directly from the report, as you would know.
You see people are very thin-skinned, Sir.

Sen. Kuarsingh: I have read that report; it does not say that. I wish the
evidence to be presented, otherwise let it be withdrawn.

Mr. President: Are you saying he is not quoting the report accurately?

Sen. Kuarsingh: Yes, Sir.

Sen. W. Mark: He does not have a copy of the report, Sir, so how can he say
that I am quoting the report inaccurately?
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Mr. President: Maybe he has memorized it.

Sen. W. Mark: I have it here, Sir, and I can read it for the record.

Sen. Kuarsingh: Read it.

Sen. W. Mark: Yes, I will read it, Sir.

Mr. President: Afterwards you can pass it to him.

3.05 p.m.

Sen. W. Mark: I will pass it to him at tea time because he likes tea. At this
time, I will continue. The list of matters are as follows:

"—Conflict of interest.

 — Using information gained in public office for private gain.

 — Using the influence of public office to further private interest.

 — Accepting benefits connected to public office, carrying on business
incompatible with public office.

 — Accepting office in the private sector immediately after retirement
involving confidential information obtained as to government policies
while in public office."

These are recommendations that have been levelled by the Integrity
Commission, which they have been pointing out year after year. It is contained in
the 1990 report and repeated in 1991. They are pleading with the Government to
introduce legislation. Here it is we are going to increase people's salaries, add
more perks and benefits, and at the same time there is conflict of interest existing.

I cannot tell my good friend now, but I am telling you, Mr. President, we
cannot run away from the reality. The Constitution Commission that was set up
some time ago, made a very strong statement about this. Hear what was said on
page 9, section (e) of the Integrity Commission Report of 1990:

"Whether or not the Integrity Commission is abolished, the antiquated
corruption laws of the country should be comprehensively reviewed in the
light of local, regional and international developments for the purpose of
repairing and improving them and where necessary, introducing new
legislation."
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They went on to talk about the areas that they wanted to introduce.

Dr. John La Guerre who submitted a minority report on this matter on page 10
of the same Report said, and I quote:

"I do not agree that the Integrity Commission should be abolished. Its present
performance is due, in my view to the fact that it lacks teeth. Instead, I would
propose that its powers be enlarged and that it be provided with an
investigative unit to enable it to enquire more critically into the affairs of those
engaged in public life. At a time when corruption threatens to overwhelm the
entire society..."

This is what this man was talking about.

Mr. President: The speaking time of the hon. Senator has expired.

Motion made, That the hon. Senator’s speaking time be extended by 15
minutes. [Sen. S. Capildeo]

Question put and agreed to.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. President, we are saying, on this side, that the
Government ought to introduce, as a matter of urgency, comprehensive legislation
to protect the integrity of the nation. We would call on them to pay heed to the
recommendations advanced by the Integrity Commission in 1990 and 1991, and
even before.

It is our view, on this side, that this Government just does not care. It is
reckless, insensitive and moving in an indecent haste, whether it has to do with
the $5 million to repair the Prime Minister’s residence, or the cuts that the Prime
Minister proposes for LIDP workers come 1993. The Government is proposing a
reduction in the wages of LIDP workers in 1993 whilst they are fixing up
themselves.

Whether it has to do with the scandalous allowances, concessions and perks
that have been granted to Government Ministers to purchase
vehicles[Interruption] We are different man; anyway, I would not go off on
that at this time.

Mr. President, we cannot, in the circumstances, give any support to this
outrage that is before the Parliament. We cannot, on this side of the House,
support the measures that have been proposed by the Chief Personnel Officer
because the Chief Personnel Officer, as far as we are concerned, is not the proper



Salaries Review Commission Reports Tuesday, November 3, 1992
[SEN. W. MARK]

456

person under the Constitution of Trinidad and Tobago to review the
recommendations of the Salaries Review Commission. We think the Government
has made an error by employing the services of the Chief Personnel Officer to
make his recommendations as far as the Salaries Review Commission Reports are
concerned.

The Government is wrong, just as they were wrong in appointing the
policeman to act as Transport Commissioner and had to withdraw under the might
of the Public Services Association, the Government is wrong once more. They
have, in fact, subverted the Constitution; they are threatening the democratic
process and we call on them to withdraw this motion. The motion before us is
flawed. We cannot support the motion as it is before us now. We believe that the
Salaries Review Commission Report, if it is not accepted by the Government,
should be sent back to the President of our Republic and he in turn can call in the
SRC and say "Gentlemen, this Report is limited here and there, do it over." We
cannot accept the CPO’s recommendations.

It is a dangerous precedent that this Government is setting. How does the CPO

come into this thing? This is a very touchy point. The Public Services Association
stopped them, and they returned through the back door. Well, we are going to stop
them this time. We cannot support the recommendations of the Chief Personnel
Officer on the Salaries Review Commission Reports. We are saying that the
Government is wrong in this matter. They must withdraw this motion, go back to
the Constitution and observe the laws of the land.

Give the Salaries Review Commission the opportunity to intervene in this
matter once more. Allow those office holders who have not had an opportunity, to
be heard. The Chief Personnel Officer has no locus standi in this matter. His
intervention, as far as we are concerned, is another lever being used by the regime,
to undermine our Constitution and subvert the democratic process. On that basis
alone, in law, we cannot support that, not to mention the politics, economics and
social implications of these measures that are being proposed.

We call on the Government as well, to seriously put in place, along with the
Opposition, parliamentary reforms and working committees so we can monitor the
activities of this Government. It has already started with that infamous US $80
million contract. We are going to investigate this matter and get to the root of it. If
we had certain committees in this Parliament functioning and monitoring this
Government, they could not get away with this kind of thing. I am saying that the
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time has come, if we are serious about public accountability, morality in public
affairs, and want to advance integrity at the level of the Parliament, we must lead
by example.

We cannot have poverty, starvation and malnourished children in our society,
and have people who are serving as Ministers, not setting the example. In a
country where so many people are unemployed, how can they come here, trying to
fix up themselves, and giving us less than 24 hours to prepare ourselves? They did
not even give us five days according to normal parliamentary procedures,
although we know the Government has the privilege to introduce a motion at short
notice. The spirit of our Constitution and the rules of the Standing Orders would
have told them that they need to exercise care, but they are impatient.

They are impatient. Just as the Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism said
he never took a vow of poverty, the Government is pursuing that line, everybody
want to get rich quickly.

Mr. President, I issue a warning here today, the situation in Trinidad and
Tobago is getting worse, and not better. It is dangerous for a Government that says
it cares about people to be fixing up itself whilst people are starving, unemployed,
locking people’s neck outside there; you have to burglar-proof your homes. People
are seeing and hearing. There is an old saying: “those who cannot hear would end
up feeling”. We issue a mild warning to the Government that they are on the
wrong course. They should withdraw this motion and do the correct thing. They
should go back to the Salaries Review Commission, through the President, and
withdraw this motion that is flawed, untimely, insensitive and indecent at this
point in time.

Thank you.

3.15 p.m.

Sen. Michael Mansoor: Mr. President, it is seldom that I feel torn before I
speak on a motion brought by the Government. The reason why I feel this way is
that in a previous Parliament, I had the honour to second a motion that called for a
review of the salaries of Ministers of Government. Seconding the motion on that
occasion, would indicate that I am in favour of reviewing the salaries of Ministers.
But the reason why I feel somewhat torn on this occasion is, that we are being
asked, as Senators, to speak on a motion that essentially increases the salaries of
Senators, Independent Senators included. Although I have been a paid employee
for some 20 or 25 years of my life I have never been put in the position where I
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had to adjudicate on my own salary and this is why I feel that we are in somewhat
of a difficult position where we are being asked to speak on a motion that
increases our salaries.

One has to ask the question, why? I would not resort to the easy solution of
“madness” on anyone’s part as has been proposed by another speaker. I think we
have a constitutional problem. There is a Salaries Review Commission which is a
creature of the Constitution and if I read it correctly, there is no specific direction
as to what should happen with the report of the Salaries Review Commission. It
appears that the Commission essentially recommends reviewing of salaries and
increase or decrease in salaries and that the Executive has to adjudicate on the
matter. Unfortunately, the Executive has to adjudicate if we are parties to this
increase on our own salaries and that creates a problem. It has always been a
problem.

I remember in a previous Parliament that the Government did not want to
speak on the matter nor did the Opposition, because it was essentially
embarrassing. How does a Government at any time—because there will never
ever be the right time to increase the salaries of the managers and government—
approach the problem of compensation for its top executives? It would seem,
without going into the legality of it, that the Salaries Review Commission should
not only recommend but, should be in a position to state what the salaries of these
top executives should be. If that does not happen we are in a position where we
are asked to vote upon a motion to increase our salaries; or maybe—and I have
discussed this with my friend, Sen. John Spence—it would be better if a
Parliament can vote on this motion but that the motion does not come into effect
until the commencement of the next Parliament so that no one could accuse us of
supporting a motion because it increases our salaries.

Mr. President, I approach this debate with that conflict that while as I would
prove to seek later, the Minister and several of the positions that we are dealing
with, require and justify high levels of compensation, the methodology by which
we seek to achieve that is somewhat uncomfortable. I think the solution would be
to review the position of the Salaries Review Commission and to make it one that
mandates salaries as opposed to recommending salaries because governments will
always have this problem and we as Senators, will have problems in debating the
motion.
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Mr. President, I want to say at the onset, if I follow my logic very carefully I
should abstain when we are asked to vote on this motion because I have much
difficulty in adjudicating on a salary increase that affects Independent Senators. If
however, we come to the substance of the matter and in particular, if we look at
the salary levels that are being paid to Ministers of Government, to take one
group, we find that a Cabinet Minister will be paid under the new arrangement a
salary of $12,000 a month as opposed to an existing salary of $8,800 per month
and as opposed to a recommended salary of $12,500 per month.

When I saw that I sought to determine what was the basis for that level of
remuneration. I went to the extract from the 23rd Report of the Salaries Review
Commission which was provided to us and saw enunciated there some of the
principles and criteria used to govern the recommended levels of pay which
included the question of comparability of remuneration being paid to Ministers
and others, with the levels of remuneration being paid in the private sector and in
other sectors of the economy.

One therefore has to ask the question: What is a Cabinet Minister with a large
ministry? What is the essence of his or her job? Without being unduly specific, we
find that in most instances, ministers of government handle budgets that can be in
excess of half a billion dollars, they manage bodies of staff that may exceed a
thousand, sometimes two thousand employees and they handle very delicate
matters that affect the condition of living in Trinidad and Tobago.

Let us take for example, the Minister of Education or the Minister of Health.
What he or she does affects in a very tangible way the standard of living and the
quality of life that we enjoy as citizens. Those ministers handle massive budgets.
They have to handle all the complex issues of top management and we find that
they are being paid $8,800 a month on which I presume they pay tax.

One has to ask the question: How does this compare if we are going to follow
the criteria set out in the 23rd Report? How does this level of remuneration
compare with the private sector as an example? How does that compare with the
level of salary being paid in state enterprises whether they are profitable or not? I
have not been able to determine how the criteria of comparability has been
satisfied in these recommendations because I regard the position of a Cabinet
Minister as very similar to that of a chief executive officer in the private sector.
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3.25 p.m.

I accept the fact that the organization chart may be different, that there are
permanent secretaries and a reporting system through Cabinet, but by way of
general comparison, I think it is fair to say that in government, a Minister who is
in charge of a ministry, his position is that of a chief executive officer, given the
fact that there are these legalistic differences. I therefore sought to compare the
salaries proposed for ministers with the salaries which appear to have been paid in
the private sector.

I looked at a survey prepared by the firm H. R. Consulting Associates. I
looked at the 1990 report because I felt that the timing of the report of the Salaries
Review Commission and the 1990 report would be similar. From reading this
report, I found out that in almost every single category of company, chief
executives in the private sector, and I believe in state enterprises, are being paid
salaries at levels considerably in excess of those being proposed for Cabinet
Ministers today.

I ask the question: How has the criterion of comparability been satisfied? If it
is that there has been some intervention that Sen. Mark spoke about, in
adjudicating what should be paid, I would like to ask the Minister—because I feel
certain that he has seen this report—How has the criterion of comparability been
satisfied? For example, why is it that in one category of companies the average
total cash remuneration being paid to a chief executive should be, to be precise,
$254,700.00? Why is it if that is the average salary being paid at that time for that
category of company, the Cabinet Minister is only getting $144,000.00 annually?

I do not understand how the two things are comparable. I would daresay that
they are not comparable. What has happened is that because of the difficulty that
successive governments have had in bringing motions of this kind to Parliament
to increase their salaries, and the conflict of interest which exists because of that
historical situation where it is always difficult—and it will always be difficult for
a government to vote themselves bigger salaries—because of that, the salaries of
ministers have lagged at the level of $8,800.00.

I would venture to suggest that there are clerks in certain state enterprises who
earn more money than $8,800.00. What we have today is a rather contorted
arrangement where government will always be politically embarrassed to suggest
levels of compensation for government ministers, and because of that it has not
been done. Because of that, I would like to believe that the Salaries Review
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Commission would have had some difficulty in suggesting a rate of increase
greater than about 50 per cent. This is probably how they set a limit as it were, for
a salary level of a minister to be $12,500.00. It appears to be what has happened.

This is a very awkward motion to speak about. I accept what the hon. Minister
said, that there must be some level of comparability; that senior managers in
government must be paid for the work that they do at comparable; levels of
remuneration. I find it extremely difficult to understand how the criterion which
the Salaries Review Commission itself enunciated has been adhered to. I ask the
Minister for guidance because I believe that he appears to have had the power of
intervention via the Chief Personnel Officer.

I just want to emphasize the awkwardness of this situation by using one
specific example, which is that of the Auditor General. We as a Parliament, are
adjudicating on his salary. I believe we are being asked to approve a salary
increase from $9,900.00 to $12,000.00 for the Auditor General. The Auditor
General is supposed to review what Ministers and their ministries do. It is
therefore awkward to say the least, that those who are being reviewed and are
subject to the scrutiny of the Auditor General, in reality, determine his salary.

One can say that over time it does not matter, but this is a real issue. I ask the
question again: Why should those who are being audited determine the salary
level of the Auditor General? The Auditor General’s salary is being set at
$12,000.00 monthly. I know a little about the salaries of accountants. I would
venture to say without any fear of contradiction, that relatively junior accountants,
or let us say qualified accountants with two or three years’ experience, in Sen.
Mark's firm for example, are not making very much less than $12,000.00 monthly;
or in the firm that I was a member of and was associated with in a previous life.

The absolute level of remuneration for this Auditor General is really not
comparable with anything, because relatively junior accountants earn this salary.
Go down to any state enterprise and look and see what they earn. Here again, we
see the problem. Because of this awkward situation where salary levels of people
who occupy these positions are reviewed so infrequently, and the political
embarrassment of it, we have a situation where we are perhaps not paying the
proper level of compensation to a very senior position in the society, that of the
Auditor General, who is supposed to be responsible for accountability in every
ministry of government and about 65-odd state enterprises and bodies. We really
need to look at how we approach the question of setting compensation levels for
the positions which are included in this report.
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Sen. Gordon Draper was very correct when he said that the trend in
compensation management is to remunerate managers and employees for what
they do; how they perform and how they satisfy the objectives which have been
set for them. However, Sen. Draper did indicate—and I hope that I am not
wrong—that there is much difficulty in quantifying the objectives which ministers
and their ministries are supposed to achieve. He concluded that it would be very
difficult for compensation levels to be set based on performance. He is right.

It would be very difficult, but I believe that one of the most pervasive—and it
is a fact that there is no accountability in the public sector and in ministries of
government, and we have always defended that position on the basis that it is
difficult to establish the objectives which ministries are supposed to achieve.
There is difficulty in doing this, but there is a whole body of information; a whole
discipline that addresses the question of setting objectives for government
ministries and measuring how managers have performed in relation to the
objectives which have been set.

3.35 p.m.

I would venture to suggest that there are not very many ministries where
precise objectives, mission statements and strategic objectives have really been
set, at the start of any year. Indeed, I have complained—as you well know—that
we move from year to year, from budget to budget, and we merely allocate large
sums of money for the service of Trinidad and Tobago, and this Parliament and
the managers in the ministries, generally speaking, do not have any idea as to
whether their ministries are performing well, not so well, or badly. There is no
basis on which they can measure the level of service they are providing the public
of Trinidad and Tobago.

There is a discipline that deals with that and we should be able to set very
clear objectives for just about every ministry by which we can gauge their
performance, and the absence of those objectives is bad management. There is no
clear definition of what ministries should be accomplishing. All we do in this
Parliament, if we are to adjudicate on how they have performed, is allocate
moneys to be spent by the ministries, and some spend more and some less.

We do not know whether it is with good or bad effect and this absence of
performance criteria affects us in a very tangible way. Let us look at the roads; let
us look at the level of health care provided; let us look at the quality of education
provided. Do we really know whether or not we are being well served? Do we
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really know whether we are receiving value for money? This lethargy in
determining objectives is relevant to this motion because the Minister is saying
that he really cannot tell whether a Minister has performed well or not. I would
wish to suggest to him—as he well knows—that for each area of government,
very specific objectives and performance criteria can be set and those performance
criteria and objectives should be brought to Parliament, which should have some
way of determining whether those objectives have been met or not. There should
also be some sort of compensation, however difficult, in effect, in terms of how
you reward a minister if he performs well, or badly, beyond the measure of the ballot box.

I want to close my short contribution here today by saying that the
methodology by which we approach the compensation levels of the senior
managers in government is an unfortunate one because it presents most of us here
with a conflict of interest. The effect of that is that Ministers of Government and
other managers in the public service do not receive comparable levels of
compensation and the errors of the past are being perpetuated. I think it is fair to
say—although there are some excellent managers in the public service—maybe
the public service has not been able to attract the quality of talent that it would
otherwise have done if the levels of remuneration were more competitive.

What we are talking about today has a very direct impact on the quality of
service which the citizens of Trinidad and Tobago receive. If the Government is
unable to attract the most competent managers, we cannot expect the Government
to deliver best quality service. It just does not work that way. We need managers
who are motivated, well-compensated and talented, to provide an acceptable level of service.

As I have said on so many occasions, if a poll were done asking the average
citizen of this country whether or not he or she is satisfied with the level of service
received at the hospitals, schools or health offices, and in just about most areas of
government service, I do not think that very many people would say that they are
receiving an acceptable and satisfactory level of service. This is because, in some
part, the public service is not competitive in terms of the salaries that it offers. I
say that making the proviso and stating very clearly that there are several dozens
of public servants who perform brilliantly and who go beyond the call of duty. In
just about every ministry, there are about a dozen individuals who work 10, 12 or
14 hours per day to keep their ministry going, but as a general rule I think it would
be fair to say that if the salary levels were more competitive, maybe more persons
of that ilk, who are prepared to work those hours to satisfy the objectives set for
them, would be attracted to the service.
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I do not believe that the salary levels proposed for some of the executives in
government are adequate. I have much difficulty with what we are doing here
today because of this conflict of interest, and I would wish to suggest to the
Government and to the Minister that he make some comments as to how this
problem should be solved, so that we do not end up 10 years from today with no
salary increases given to ministers of government despite the fact that we have
had inflation of 50, 60 or 70 per cent in the intervening period. That problem
needs to be addressed. It is not a mere matter of increasing or decreasing his
monthly salary by $500. The system is not adequate. We need to have a system
that enables Government to properly compensate its ministers as we go along, to
keep abreast of inflation and all the other economic changes that take place from
year to year.

I thank you.

Sen. Muntaz Hosein: Mr. President, I was a bit disappointed when I heard the
Minister, in introducing this motion today, take a rather defeatist attitude with
regard to accountability, performance and compensation. I am disappointed
because I know that he is involved in the exercise of public service reform and I
was looking forward to the results of his work. I believe that this is sadly lacking
in Trinidad and Tobago.

You will recall on several occasions when I spoke in the Senate about public
service reform, I talked about waiting anxiously and hopefully, and I regard
performance with compensation and accountability as the pillar on which we
would organize public service reform. Therefore, I was a bit disappointed to hear
the Minister indicate that this was a very difficult road to travel. However difficult
it might be, I do not believe that we can shirk our responsibilities as a government
and as a people to look at salaries and conditions of employment without looking
at accountability and performance. I believe that no meaningful exercise can be
done without the inclusion of these salient points.

3.45 p.m.

Mr. President, you will recall that the Minister had great difficulty in
addressing terms and conditions of Ministers. He made out quite a justifiable
case—I would think—why public officers should have better salaries and
conditions. But I wonder why there was no reference to Ministers; why did he
skirt the issue? Is the Minister afraid to address it? If he is afraid to address it, then
he ought to tell the Senate so.
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Mr. President, whatever town say is important to hear. The people in town say
the pressure from Ministers who once earned $40,000 per month is the reason
why this motion is being debated today. Whether town is right or wrong, it
certainly seems, by the presentation of the Minister, that the people out there
might be right because what other reason would the Minister have not to address
the issue of compensation for Ministers?

Mr. President, being a politician is not an easy chore. I am aware of that. If we
look at the rationale of the Minister when he spoke about compensation in line
with private enterprise and we look at the recommendations that were accepted,
we would see that they are miles apart. So the case put by the Minister falls down.
Sen. Mansoor was right when he addressed that issue.

I will not go into the question of what is legal and what is not legal. Sen.
Wade Mark, I believe, adequately addressed that issue as to whether the CPO is in
the position to do what he did. Mr. President, who is the CPO’s boss? This is a
question that we must answer. For whom does the CPO work? Who instructs the
CPO? If we understand that and we answer that question, we will then know that
the CPO’s role in this whole exercise is a red herring.

The Government does not have the guts to come to Parliament and say they
want to amend the recommendation of the Salaries Review Commission, so they
push the CPO and make him do the work and they accepted the recommendation.
They come before the Senate and present the motion with no mention of the Prime
Minister’s or Cabinet Ministers’ salaries and so forth, as if to say that was not part
of the motion at all.

Listening to the Minister, one gets the impression that this motion was not
dealing with parliamentarians’ salaries. So that the whole exercise is clouded in
some kind of secrecy; the whole exercise is shrouded as some kind of set-up.

Mr. President, we on this side will not fall prey to that. The question of
whether a Minister is paid $12,000 a month or $50,000 a month is not the issue
today, as far as I see it. What we have to look at is whether it is prudent or if this
country can afford to pay higher salaries and conditions to parliamentarians at this
time.

Some people believe, Mr. President, that it is very difficult to compensate
politicians for the kind of work that they have to do and when they find
themselves out of office, it is very difficult to compensate them for the ridicule
that they have to suffer afterwards. Some people believe it is very difficult to
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compensate politicians who must work 24 hours a day, in many instances, and be
at the beck and call of the public. So the argument from my seat is not how much,
but whether we can afford it.

Is it prudent at this time to compensate Ministers with 50 per cent increases
and at the same time tell other people in Trinidad and Tobago that they must band
their bellies, hard times are coming”, if we are to use the words of the Minister of
Trade, Industry and Tourism? However, I am in agreement with him, because you
will recall, Mr. President, in the budget  debate I made mention of the very same
thing to the Minister of Finance. I alluded to that argument and I told him it was
going to get worse but at that time he either did not have the foresight to see it, or
he did not have the guts to make the statement. So it pleases me to see that the
Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism has found some guts. He has started to
speak the truth and that is a good thing for this country.

The only problem is that we have to be consistent. Consistency demands that
you do not ask the other sectors of the country to hold on, do not look for heavy
increases, band your jaw, while at the same time bringing a motion in this
Parliament to increase parliamentarians’ salaries by 50 per cent. What I am
saying, Mr. President, is the timing is totally wrong. But this Government feels
itself so much.

Mr. President, they won the election in 1991. Following that, they won the
local government elections. Some people cannot win anything, they can only clap,
but we have to have them on the side, too. [Interruption]

Mr. President, it is lousy timing, but this Government has started to feel
invincible. They believe that they can do anything they want and get away with it
in this country. They can do anything some of the time, but not everything all of
the time. I want to warn the Government that what they are doing is wrong; their
timing is bad. Take this motion and bring it back at the right time.

I have no problem with looking at the other public officers. They could have
addressed other public officers and brought that bill and held back the politicians.
The politicians are high profile people in this country and because of the PNM

Government, have a bad name.

Only yesterday, I read in the newspaper, Mr. President, that a young gentleman
from Canada won an award for writing a book about a man called John
O’Halloran. This is the level to which this regime’s predecessors sank—some of
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the current Members, of course, were involved in the PNM of that time. As a result
of that the politicians in Trinidad and Tobago do not have a good name.

The Members across the floor must be aware of that and they must do
everything in their power to address that issue and to make amends, but we are not
going to do it the way they are doing it. This is totally wrong. However, it is not
too late. The Leader of Government Business could take this motion back.

Mr. President, whether salaries are increased or not, or whether you do it two
years down the road or five years down the road when we have the money to do it,
we must address the question of whether the performance of the politicians merits
the increase.

It is, in my view, unfortunate that some politicians do little or nothing; they
are part and parcel of whatever is happening with regard to their salaries and
increases. So we must be aware that some kind of measure of merit—and the hon.
Sen. Gordon Draper is fully aware of what I am speaking because that is the way
he operates. The Senator comes from the private sector and he understands.

I am a bit disappointed that he was not able to influence the other side to:

(a)  look at the performance rating; and

(b)  to advise them not to raise salaries of the managers of the country when
the country is almost broke.

Mr. President, we are borrowing to the hilt. We owe over $11 billion dollars.
We are mortgaging the lives of our children and our grandchildren and
compensating the managers. What kind of crazy madhouse is this? These are the
people who put us into that problem. Their predecessors started it, the B-team
continued and the C-team is going along like a group of horses harnessed to a
wagon. They are unable to get out of that rain.

It is as though somebody wrote a manual for the PNM that says to them, this is
the only way to manage: Put the whole country in debt. They are telling me to
compensate them, give them more money.

I had high hopes, Mr. President. The Leader of Government Business comes
from the private sector, as well, and it pains me that between himself and Sen.
Draper they could not come together and break away from that train to which the
PNM is accustomed.
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Mr. President, I have a major problem with going bankrupt and raising salaries
for the people who are putting us in the bankrupt situation at the same time. I also
have a problem with people hiding behind other people’s coats. Why the haste?
Why is this motion so important that Senators are given less than two days to
study the reports when they come on the heels of four other bills which we had to
study within the last four days? Are we getting a devaluation and somebody must
buy the Mercedes Benz tomorrow? Is that the reason? The Minister must explain
what the haste is.

I do not mind, Mr. President, that I probably got two hours’ sleep last night,
but I want to know that if I do that to prepare for a debate, I must have a good
reason for the haste and the Minister has not explained that yet. Perhaps, in his
winding up, he will tell us why the haste to rush through this motion.

Mr. President, the signs are ominous. We are starting to see and smell the
rotten eggs, already. The stench of sulphur is in the air. The Airports Authority is
ready to blow. One wonders if this insensitive and wicked motion that has been
brought here—I want to make it very clear that I am not speaking about the
remuneration for public officers. I am talking about the remuneration of
parliamentarians. I am not speaking about the remuneration for the President of
the Senate or the President of the Republic; I am talking about other
parliamentarians with specific reference to Ministers.

Sen. Ojah-Maharaj: The Leader of the Opposition.

Sen. Hosein: Mr. President, I am afraid that when the history of this country is
written, this Government is going to go down as being very insensitive. They say
that they care but what they forgot to tell the population is that they care about
themselves. That is how they will go down in history.

I feel ashamed today that I am standing here in the Senate of Trinidad and
Tobago. I am ashamed that my Government will bring a motion on the heels of
the country’s bankruptcy to support the Ministers who are responsible for the
bankruptcy.

I thank you.

Sen. Rev. Daniel Teelucksingh: Mr. President, the TV-6 People-Meter Poll,
on Friday, October 30, 1992 asked the question: Should parliamentarians get a pay
rise? The answer was: 11 per cent said yes and 89 per cent said no.
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Now I am certain TV-6 will not claim that theirs is the most scientific poll in
Trinidad and Tobago, but it can be useful, it has been serving a purpose. But there
may be good reasons such an alarmingly high percentage of viewers are against a
pay rise for parliamentarians.

Probably we do not deserve it; maybe we do not work hard enough. Or is it we
are already overpaid?—says the man in the street, or the television viewer. Or is
the salary we are receiving right now just right?

I wish, though, that the meter poll had included other categories in the 621
persons considered in the recommendations of the Salaries Review Commission,
since parliamentarians account for only a small percentage of that list. The focus
might have been shared among officials whose existing salaries are in the higher
ranges and who enjoy certain perks; one of which is described in the report as
“super grade residence”; that was a new one for me.

Mr. President, the public is sharing today in this debate and I have heard
certain comments. It has been asked why top officials need an increase in salary as
a motivating factor in the performance of their duties? Why should money be an
incentive for better service to the population? It is a searching question. Are
people being paid more in order to give better service? In fact, it has been
established that improved salaries do not always improve productivity. This is for
sure.

It seems as though, in Trinidad, the higher up the ladder we go and the bigger
salaries and pay packets, the easier the life is and the less we do. It is then we lord
it over others. Furthermore, why are salaries to be padded? The question is being
asked. Probably to minimize the temptation of using unethical means to make
ends meet. Or why, with our present salaries can we not make ends meet? Those
figures are good figures, $8,000, $11,000 and so forth.

Mr. President, it is not always true that a good salary keeps one contented. The
Arabs have a proverb which advises that money is like sea water, the more you
drink it, the thirstier you become.

On another issue, I have yet to find a satisfactory answer as to why we have
perpetuated a system which permits salary increases but at the same time such
increases are made to look so ridiculous by heavy tax deductions. I cannot
understand this. For example, a public servant receiving a salary of $4,713 per
month, although he is told he gets an increase, this public servant is helpless as
$1,293, almost $2,000, is deducted as income tax.
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Instead of increasing salaries, there should be a substantial reduction in
personal income taxes. I believe our tax regime needs revision. Increasing salaries
create a ripple effect in this society and very soon others will be calling for
increases in their salaries, too, because we are setting the example up here. In
Trinidad, and Tobago, we need a wage and price freeze in all sectors.

Mr. President, why should 621 public servants and top officials receive salary
increases at this time to the tune of $12 million annually? I feel very guilty, Sir, to
support the proposals of the Commission. My conscience rebels against the report
of this Commission to this honourable Senate since there are too many of our
people who have no salaries whatsoever and it bothers me. Here we are approving
legislation to increase salaries that are already $7,000, $8,000, or $9,000 per
month, right-sizing, down-sizing, retrenchments and layoffs are adding to their
long list of victims on a regular basis.

Mr. President, the question I want to ask is: What of the thousands of young
people graduating from high school with no work opportunities for them? What
about the thousands of children who could have been placed in even a junior
secondary school a few months ago because there were not sufficient places when
they wrote the Common Entrance Examination? It is not that they failed, it is that
we did not have enough schools. Mr. President, could we take that $12 million
and build three secondary schools, instead? Or probably initiate a few
employment projects and programmes?

If a national sacrifice is to be made—and we have all been hearing about this
sacrifice—somebody has to make a sacrifice, could this begin with top officials?
The same top officials we were considering all along? Why not? I would like to
include executives of both public and private sectors. That is very important. They
are the first ones to order the world’s expensive cars and to flaunt their wealth in
the face of the downtrodden and the poorer masses.

4.15 p.m.
If I may quote a statement in one of our newspapers, then maybe we will be

rushing in for some of those million-dollar “condos”, with floor tiles from Italy.
Mr. President, ask the population about top officials and, of course,
parliamentarians counted too—those senior public servants. What do we see?
Sometimes it shows up, maybe not all, but sometimes the image is one of luxury
and material profusion. Sure, the private sector is also featured in this.

One of the nation's most serious problems comes from people who already
have jobs and a regular salary. They are the ones who make the most noise. They



Salaries Review Commission Reports Tuesday, November 3, 1992

471

are always complaining. Listen to the complaints and threats, all those who tote
placards are people who have salaries and jobs. They make the most noise in the
country. Salaries are never sufficient and this is one of our biggest social
problems. Salary negotiations are always moving too slowly in Trinidad and
Tobago; and once a settlement is determined, Mr. President, another round of
talks must begin immediately. This is what I cannot understand.

A settlement took three years to determine, it is now fixed and another one
must begin at the same time. There is endless bargaining on behalf of the salaried
and employed in this country; it is now a national pastime for the employed to
express dissatisfaction with what they receive in their pay packets. The more we
have the more we want. We are creating a society that is callous and selfish, and
this is dangerous. Who, Mr. President, will bargain and negotiate for the hungry
and unemployed? When they walk with their placards it may be judgment day for
those who think that they are here to make as much money as they can at the
expense of others.

Mr. President, I fear that we are fast moving to appropriate a description of an
ancient society whose corruption was reflected in the affluence and wealth of the
privileged who thought only of their own ease and comfort. I quote:

"Those who lie on beds of ivory and stretch themselves on couches and eat
lambs from the midst of the stalls; who sing idle songs to the sound of the
harp; who drink wine in bowls and anoint themselves with the finest oils; they
sell the righteous and the needy for a pair of shoes and they trample the heads
of the poor in the dust of the earth."

Mr. President, I close by reminding you, Sir, that our social needs are
multitudinous, some of which we can certainly address with that newly-found $12
million. So my contention, Sir, is that salary increases at this time are undoubtedly
injudicious. I thank you.

Sen. Harry Kuarsingh: Thank you for recognizing me, Mr. President. I had
not intended to speak in this debate. But so much has been said, particularly those
who said that we on this side have come to fix ourselves, that I feel that I must
answer this and deal with the matter.

There are two cases to answer here. There is the general case which I wish to
answer in all seriousness, and there is the specific political case which I also seek
to answer, because we are a political party and a political party must never disdain
or refrain from discussing political issues.   
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Let me begin by assisting the six Members of the Opposition Senate. They are
so much against this increase that I wish to make a proposal to them. Ladies and
Gentlemen, let the six of you and me contribute our salaries to charity. I make you
the offer that if you are prepared to contribute your salaries to charity—

Sen. Hosein: On a point of order. Mr. President, the Senator is addressing the
Opposition, when he should be addressing the Chair.

Mr. President: I did not hear him suggest that the President of the Senate
should contribute his salary too.

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: This is a most serious matter, Sir, and I thank you for
your assistance. It is beneath all of us to come here and argue salary increases for
ourselves; and therefore I suggest, through you, in all seriousness, that if the six
Members of the Opposition Senate are so unhappy with this matter, that I am
prepared to contribute my salary in total, not only the increase, to some charitable
cause which we seven can agree to.

Hon. Senator: You mean one from here and six from there?

Mr. President: For the assistance of the staff, is it including tax, or after tax?

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: Sir, since this is such a serious proposal, I mean that my
salary that I get from the Senate, together with theirs, be given to charity. It would
be left to how we can govern this.

Sen. Hosein: We are sending you to join Perot.

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: I am moved by the words used by Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt.
She said some time ago that people in the Chamber seemed to be afraid to speak
out on such matters. Well, I intend to speak out on this and it may well be the
reason why this would be the last time that I will speak, but speak out I will. I
believe that the matter before us—[Interruption]

Mr. President: Order, order, please let the Senator make his contribution.

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: Thank you, Sir. Thank you for helping me. I believe that
the matter before us is one that goes to the root of our problem. Therefore let me
begin seriously by answering the general case.

In our country there are only two matters of importance as far as the economy
is concerned. Firstly, we must find a way to increase the gross domestic product.
Secondly, we must find a way to sell more of the products we make abroad. With
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this in mind, let us ask ourselves how we are going to achieve this. Are we going
to achieve this by pauperizing the 621 senior officers in the Government? The
answer is no. If we accept, therefore, that we cannot, as a deliberate act of policy,
pauperize the senior 600 members of the bureaucracy, then we must act honestly
and understand that these 621 officers—

Sen. Hosein: Will you give way, Harry?

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: No, I am not giving way. I, too, wish to present my case.

Sen. Hosein: Mr. President, on a point of order. The Senator is imputing that
the 600 public officers, or whatever the number is, are paupers now. I think he
should clarify that.

Mr. President: I do not think it is a point of order actually.

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: Thank you, Sir, for assisting me. If we agree that we
cannot take steps to pauperize the senior men in the bureaucracy, then we must act
sensibly. Let us understand that this group of close to 600 people have had no
increase for approximately 10 years because they are not represented. We must,
therefore, take steps to be sure that their standard of living, remuneration and
compensation in some way relates to what they have to do in the society.

I know of no case where any corporation that has been in financial or
managerial difficulties has been brought out of those difficulties by reducing the
compensation to the senior executives. It is easy to play to the gallery and say let
us cut their salaries. Gentlemen, I have given you an option. If you do not want the
money, join with me and let us give the money to charity. But, Mr. President, I say
to you honestly, all of them there, with the exception of Sen. Surendranath
Capildeo, are here for the very said money.

4.25 p.m.

The Chief Justice in England receives over £60,000 per year, and very
justifiably so. Our Chief Justice, even with the new proposed increase, will
receive less than TT $160,000 per year. That is about one quarter of what the
Chief Justice in England receives. Let us be clear on this. If we play to the gallery
and say that the senior administrators in our society must be kept at a poverty
level to meet some nebulous demand so that we can say that all of us are poor
together, we will achieve no aim and purpose.
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The truth of the matter is that the senior administrators in our country, in
private industry, public enterprise and the bureaucracy should be paid according to
their merit. The one way that we can best guide ourselves, is to ask ourselves:
what does a man in a comparable position in private industry get? We should try,
as far as is possible, to see that those in the bureaucracy receive the same.

It is a matter of common knowledge that the state is not in a financial position
to meet what private enterprise affords its own people, therefore, we have to
accept that at the present time we may not be able to go as far as they can. We will
get productivity and, most importantly, we will draw the best talent to the public
service, only if we feel that we can recognize these men to the same extent that
private industry recognizes them.

Let me give another example. I see on our list that we have senior people in
the police service and defence force. One of our problems is that we have not been
able to attract the most talented, in part, because we have not offered proper
compensation. That is the end of the matter.

Parliamentarians are included in this package too, and a case can be made that
Parliamentarians who are not serving in Government, should receive no
compensation. If it is the wish of the other side to say that Members of Parliament
should have a decrease in salary, then say so, move it as a motion, come honestly
and plainly, but we have to understand that no useful purpose can be served by
pauperizing those who are in Parliament.

Let me tell you of a story that was published in a Times  magazine, but very
related to us. In many countries in the Third World those who control the society
pauperize the Parliament, so that the Parliamentarians are like beggars looking for
little crumbs. In those circumstances they go along with whatever is proposed.
Ladies and Gentlemen, I ask all of you, through the President: Is that what you
want? Come openly and say so.

I will say this for the PNM Government, it may have made errors and it may
make errors in the future, but it has had the courage to address matters that need to
be addressed. The truth of the matter is that remuneration for the top 600 or so
members of the bureaucracy lags behind and it must be addressed. This is not to
say that this bureaucracy can be excused for not performing up to standard. That is
a separate issue which must be dealt with.

Having dealt with the general case, I want to now deal with the political case.
The Opposition has made heavy weather about the PNM’s dishonesty, but I tell
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you, the Leader of the Opposition has, in his political actions, encouraged nothing
but envy and jealousy in the society. He receives several salaries, some of which
pass as allowances, and has been a principal mover in suggesting that we should
not increase Parliamentarians’ salaries. I ask, through you, Mr. President: What is
he going to pay Members of Parliament? Let him say what he intends, and we will
discuss the matter openly.

Nothing could be further from the truth to say that Members of Parliament or,
Members of this Government are over-compensated. The truth of the matter is
that, if anything is the case, the opposite is. The society cannot expect to have it
both ways. We cannot have quality managers come forward and be paid nothing.
Therefore, for those of you, on the other side, who would wish to see Members
have a decrease in salary, I look forward to hearing specifically, what you have to
say. To all Members of the Senate, I make the appeal, that the public interest
would be better served if we recognize that the senior managers in our country
must receive compensation adequate to the task laid before them. Nothing less
will suffice.

I will end my short contribution by making the point that the country will
better benefit if we come to recognize that we, as a people, must understand that
we benefit most if we have, at the top of our society, those who are given the
incentive to perform and those who are asked to account for the performance.

Thank you.

4.30 p.m.: Sitting suspended.

5.00 p.m.: Sitting resumed.

Sen. Salisha Baksh: Mr. President, the first question I ask myself is: Is this
some kind of a nightmare? Am I dreaming that I am in hell, or is this reality? Are
these really live devils that we are dealing with here today?

Mr. President, in the words of an esteemed colleague who said, "like an active
volcano whose thunderous roars of impending eruption fall on deaf ears", so too,
have the problems of our people escalated to crisis proportions because the
Government continues to ignore the continuous rumblings of imminent danger.

Simple problems remain neglected and unattended despite the numerous
warnings and alarm signals of very knowledgeable observers who recognize the
catastrophic effects of our complacency in serious matters.
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Trinidad and Tobago, Sir, has witnessed a drastic change in its economy from
a position of mere subsistence; it enjoyed a period of good living in the boom days
until about 10 years ago, when it began going down in the dumps. Today, we are
faced with an economic loan which has impacted adversely on our country’s
ability to provide adequately for its citizens. We are faced with children and adults
who are resorting to suicide, crimes, drugs, vagrancy. Our environment is
gradually being destroyed. It is treated with scant regard although it provides us
with the three basic necessities of life. For instance, we have had bush fires which
destroyed over 2,399.46 hectares of forest which is one simple example of the
environmental catastrophe which confronts us. Despite numerous seminars,
constant representation and voluminous reports there has never been one single
bill in Parliament with respect to an environmental issue. Not one single bill. But
lo and behold what do our self-acclaimed political messiahs bring to us? This
document which has been described, as you have heard in this Chamber, as
callous, uncaring and I am going to repeat those words—as insensitive, as a
betrayal and even some words which I dare not use in this Chamber.

Mr. President, this is a motion before us here today to increase, among other
things, salaries of Ministers, etc. I am only going to deal with one specific aspect
of this entire document. They come here, they sit with serious faces, with the
audacity of trying to justify this irresponsible act.

In no uncertain terms they have betrayed the people of this country. I would
like any one of the Members to get up and tell me where in this document, they
told their supporters that this is what they were going to do? Where?

In this country roads are repaired when they become totally unfit for use or
when an election date is announced; drains are barred and proper pavements are
provided when a child drowns as in the case of where I live, not too long ago;
leaning rotten electrical poles are replaced when they eventually fall and damage
passing vehicles; bridges are rebuilt and strengthened when they collapse and the
list goes on and on. But what does the hon. Prime Minister do? He spent millions
to renovate his home, and on overseas travel, now he is spending millions on
salary increases when there are thousands who go every day without food,
clothing, houses; people who cannot afford to send their children to school;
people who cannot even afford to buy footwear for their children to got to school.

We see five and six-year olds begging and selling on our streets and highways.
How can they in all honesty, as men and women of this society drive in their posh
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air-conditioned foreign vehicles with their windows rolled up, accept salary
increases on these poor kids’ heads? They cannot be human beings, with a
conscience. Every agency of social control in this country would reveal a deep and
probably irreversible crisis.

There are allegations of drug cartels in the police service. Several patients died
at a mental institution in this country. In any other country ministers would have
no other alternative but to resign in total disgrace.

5.10 p.m.

But what do we have here? Here, we have the Minister responsible, appearing
on a popular call-in television show, and do you know what he was complaining
bitterly about? He was complaining about some ridiculous agreement he had
before going on the show, so that he would not be questioned on the issue of St.
Ann’s. Do you know what took place? Apart from the poor unfortunate host of the
programme being publicly castigated and almost fired, the Minister received an
apology, and now a pay increase from his master. Only in this country this can
happen.

We do not really have to show the people the bunch of sycophants they are
dealing with because their actions are self-explanatory. The commercial banks
have underwritten over $325 million of government borrowings on the market.
Government is entitled to soak up all of this money so no wonder interest rates in
commercial banks are so high.

Ever since I received this document, I have been asking myself: Why this
increase? How can this be? There is not one single institution in this country that
is not collapsing or in some sort of financial difficulty. Is it that we are in a society
where these people cannot reason and establish where wrong is right; where
stupidity is fashion; where incompetence is genius and crooks are smart? What is
it? This has been a government so far of announcements without actions. In spite
of all the statements and signals sent, they have not yet—in their 11 months in
office, not even one year—taken a single concrete action to put their new
economic structure in place.

I see the Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism is not here, but the
dismantling of the negative list cannot even be described as such an action,
because the imposition of punitive tariff barriers against the previously interdicted
goods have essentially robbed that action of its full effect, and that will continue
to do so for some time to come.
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Usually, at least, this is what I know, that pay increases are given for a job
well done. Are they saying then that the fact that about 14 per cent of the total
unemployed were put on the breadline during the first quarter of their rule, is a job
well done? Are they saying—and this point was mentioned before and I am going
to reiterate it—that with an estimated 30,000 youths leaving school with no jobs
for them to go to, that is a job well done? Are they saying that the fact that their
leader promised that the construction sector would have performed a miraculous
rescue act on the economy, and this very sector was the actual one which, I
believe, according to the reports, produced the most lay-offs during the first three
months in office, is a job well done? That is approximately 21.9 per cent of its
workforce in this sector was laid off. Are they saying that this is a job well done,
that they are now rewarding themselves? Is that what they are telling us?

Then we have a Senator getting up and speaking nonsense about contributing
salary towards charity.

Mr. President: Senator, you cannot describe another Senator’s contribution as
nonsense. You may disagree, but you cannot describe it as nonsense.

Sen. S. Baksh: Mr. President, I take your guidance. Although that is the way I
feel, I would not describe it like that.

What about employment? In the area of employment they held a national
symposium in which there was much talk, at the end of which a number of
projects were announced for immediate implementation. Of course, we have
others sent to a special committee; a proper project evaluation and packaging and
all the fancy terms that Minister Draper is accustomed to. Here too, is an absence
of real action. Apart from re-opening a greatly reduced LIDP which obviously we
did not need a symposium to decide upon, I am not aware, nor is any Senator on
this side, of any new meaningful employment-generating project being undertaken
to help solve in any way, or to make a difference to the unemployment crisis that
this country is facing presently.

What do we do for all this talk, dearth of action and failure of will? The
Leader says, "I shall give my boys and girls an increase in salaries for this dismal
failure". I ask, like many speakers before me, why could this money not be put to
better use for the development of this country? Thousands were fooled and led to
believe that a transformation of a political party that was once in power, and then
sitting on the borrowed benches of the Opposition, but it is now becoming very
easy indeed to pierce through the veil of deception, hypocrisy and blatant lies.
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Hon. Senator: Words! Words! Government of deception!

Sen. S. Baksh: I hope you can understand the meaning of those words.

Then, let us look at it. Let us be practical here. This is what the so-called old
PNM represented. The Leader of this so-called new PNM was conceived and
nurtured within the womb of the old PNM. So, what can we expect? This reminds
me of the saying: "One cannot plant a mango tree and expect to reap oranges”.

According to this so-called, “we care about you” fiasco, what the electorate
thought is that whenever the political leader stood up on political platforms and
said, "we care about you", these unfortunate people thought this person was
addressing them, when, in truth and in fact, he was addressing members of his
future Cabinet, because they cannot complain and say their leader does not care
about them. No Minister in his right mind can say that this leader does not care
about him. Look at the rewards! That is care!

They said to the nation, "Put us in office. There will be a great reduction of
VAT. VAT is a regressive form of taxation. We have a plan for unemployment".
Where is it? Would it now be revealed seeing that the Ministers' salaries will be
increased? Would it now be revealed seeing that they have decided to give
themselves an increase at the expense of the taxpayer? Is this what this is all
about? You give me, then I will give you. Is it?

They owe people money in this country, but where is the money? Is it coming
after these salary increases? How come money was found to increase these
salaries and people's money cannot be found? They owe people outstanding
amounts of money. Is it a case of priority? During his first visit to Tobago, the
hon. Prime Minister announced, "I extend to you in Tobago, an olive branch". The
second visit was preceded by a punitive and hefty price increase on air travel
between the two islands, you see there is no more need to subsidize travel for
Tobagonians who need to come to Trinidad for just about everything. We ask
ourselves: When is the price increase coming for sea travel? After the salaries
increase?

5.20 p.m.

So you see, what we have to assume is that, with not even a year in office,
after having been completely satisfied with their performance, the boys and girls
are rewarded. The wolves in sheep’s clothing are being disrobed. We now see for
ourselves the dragon, under the dove-like feathers, with an olive branch. He
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described himself as the king in the pack when in fact what we have seen is he
has, after a few short months, blossomed into a real morocoy.

I just want to quote a few bits from an article in the Trinidad Guardian dated
Wednesday, October 7, 1992. It is headed "TT’s economy on the slide?":

"The Trinidad and Tobago economy, which recorded a 1.8 per cent growth
at the end of 1991, following eight years of decline, could be dipping again.

’We’re in a definite downturn,’ economist Frank Barsotti, a former
permanent secretary in the Finance Ministry told CANA.

The latest bulletin from the Central Bank reported Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) declined 1.9 per cent during the second quarter of the year after
first quarter growth of 1.8 per cent.

The second quarter slowdown reflected declines of 1.3 per cent in the
petroleum and 2.2 per cent in the non-petroleum sectors of the economy.

’The evidence suggests that if these declines are not decisively reversed in
the second half of 1992, it would be difficult to achieve positive real growth
for a second successive year’, the Bank commented in the report."

I will go further down in this article where the Chief Economist of the Central
Bank said:

"We really have to steer a straight and narrow course over the next 12 to
18 months, maintaining fiscal discipline and tight monetary policies."

The report goes on:

"Barsotti also said because of low economic activity in the country, the
manufacturing sector was pushed into losses for the first half of the year.

’Government has kind of a cash-flow problem now and that is a serious
matter, so I don’t think that we can look forward to great happenings towards
the end of this year...

I believe that what we need to do is to try and maintain some kind of
stability, at least stop the decline and move the country forward
again...because 1993 is also going to be a difficult year...’"

I have not heard any Government spokesman deny the authenticity of this
article and it is obvious that as a nation we are getting poorer, and instead of using
his people to generate jobs and to make this economy better, he decides to give
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them an increase to make them richer. Do you know what he should have been
telling them? Go out there, create jobs, generate foreign exchange and if you fail
to do that by “X” period, you would suffer a decrease in salary or be fired
forthwith. He should be telling them that for non-delivery they will suffer. Instead,
he is rewarding them for non-delivery. What does he expect the poor people to
do? Not continue!

How can he explain this to a population where there is already a pervasive
feeling of uncertainty and unease? How can they justify this action when there is
this deep-seated feeling by the people that as a country we are making no
headway? Is this Prime Minister giving himself an increase for his lack of ability
to steer this ship out of our current economic and social hell? Is this what this
increase is all about? I can tell you, we may have come here on different ships but
we are certainly in the same boat now and we are stuck with a captain barren of
worthwhile ideas.

Tell me what calibre of leader will spend $12 million to increase salaries and
ignore the many, my colleague, Sen. Mark, referred to, such as the six-year old
child who died in Sangre Grande because of hunger. What calibre of man can do
this? What about baby Adam who has no milk and who, with his family, sleeps on
the dirt floor? In one of the weeklies there are pictures to prove that. There are
many more like him. Is this how they care? Is this what their care is all about?

This was mentioned before but the point is so important I have to bring it
home again. What about the trade minister's prediction that the Government in its
next budget would call on the population to make sacrifices? Is he going to refuse
his increase? What is amazing is: How is it that this plan was not indicated to the
masses during the local government elections? How is it that they did not go to
the masses to get a mandate? How is it that the gallery is not packed with their
supporters saying that they support them for this? Do you know that they spent
time during the local government elections telling people that the Opposition was
responsible for blocking the new financial year, and that they had some goodies in
store which we did not want them to get?

5.30 p.m.

They come now and slap this on us. Why was this not revealed? Hypocrisy,
lies, deception; that is why. How can they take it upon themselves to reward
themselves when, to date, their blueprint for any economic reform is yet to come?
These are the answers that I want in this debate.
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Mr. President, on the economic front, the facts are glaring: Very little is
happening anywhere that is adding value, creating wealth, generating jobs or
yielding any sort of new income. In fact, what we have is receivership,
unemployment and retrenchment all up on the high end—so, too, are our interest
rates.

Mr. President, how can they pat themselves on the back when all they did
about unemployment was talk, consultation and no action? How can they send out
these signals by this increase? How can they accept this increase when this
country is reeling under a substantially deficient burden which has played havoc
with the Government’s budgeting?

Mr. President, how can they accept this increase when this country now finds
itself virtually under siege, pressed hard by international financial institutions
which have imposed their conditionalities? How can they take a pay rise when
they are telling us that we must surrender some of our sovereignty in order to
survive?

Today we are unable to care for our own poor and that is a fact. Borrowing
seems to be our sin. We are taking new loans to pay off interest on old ones which
will not go away. How can they come here and insult our intelligence and
principles by asking us to support this motion when the country’s crown economic
jewels are next on the auctioneer’s block in order to pay off loan interest? How
can they even think that they can come here and expect us to accept this kind of
parliamentary dictatorship which passes for democracy?

Mr. President, I will end now by just saying this very simply: This motion, our
support and God’s face they shall never see.

Thank you, Sir,

Sen. Prof. John Spence: Mr. President, my contribution will be very brief. I
had not intended to participate in the debate, but I would just like to put forth my
position.

I do not think that there is any doubt that the officers listed  in this report need
to have much greater remuneration than they now do. So I am fully in support of
the increases that are suggested. Indeed, I do not think they go far enough. It has
been a problem for some time that Ministers are very badly paid. In the last
Parliament, we had a motion in the Senate which addressed and discussed this
point.



Salaries Review Commission Reports Tuesday, November 3, 1992

483

The problem, however, is that it is a very difficult exercise for
Parliamentarians to address their own emoluments, and that includes Ministers. It
is not only in our country that this is a problem; in the United States, as well, we
read of the difficulties that occur when the House of Representatives or the Senate
want to increase their own salaries and the reaction they get from the population.

In those circumstances, it seems necessary to find a device which will avoid
that difficulty. My own position the last time we had this debate and now, is that
the only way we can get around it is to have the increases take effect with the
following Parliament and not with the existing one. If one does it in that way, it
means that the existing people cannot be accused of having feathered their own
nests or given themselves increases.

My position is that certainly the increases are needed. I do not think that the
sums of money involved are significant. For example, when one compares the
difficulty the Minister of Finance has reported with respect to losses through
difficulties with CustomsI think the figure mentioned was some $400
millionthat is something that we should be spending much time discussing
rather than this one, which to me is a very clear case with respect to the increases.

Mr. President, my position would be, yes, the increases are needed, but I am
concerned about the effect that it will have with respect to how the population
views the leaders at this moment. I do not think that I would take the position that
those leaders are in error in feeling that these increases are necessary. But I am
concerned that, at a time when we need to be sure that the whole population is in
support of its leadership, to do anything at this stage that would make their job
more difficult, I do not think it is in the best interest of the country.

I think we should not take pay increases at this time even though they are
justified. In fact, we should let them come into effect with the next Parliament.

Thank you, Sir.

Sen. Surendranath Capildeo: Mr. President, I look at this motion and I
wonder whether this country has taken leave of its senses. Have we all become
non compos mentis?

How can anyone contemplate bringing such a motion now? A motion which
screams to the high heavens of either callous, calculated inequality or blatant
stupidity. This motion is not only injudicious, it is irresponsible and downright
dangerous.
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Mr. President, I want to demonstrate to this honourable House what this
Government has set out, either wittingly, to do with preposterous impudence. In
one motion it seeks not only to increase salaries for a certain class of people, but
simultaneously—and this is where it is most dangerous—it continues the slow but
inexorable death of the judiciary. Wittingly or unwittingly, we are driving another
nail in the destruction and death of the judiciary.

Mr. President, I will deal later on with the general principle of increases in
salary but, for now, with your permission, I want us to look at what this motion
does to the judiciary and, by extension, to the administration of justice. I sat and
listened very carefully to this Minister to see whether, in his presentation, he
would become aware of the danger that the passage of this motion presents to our
administration of justice. It is with great dismay, Sir, that I realized—what is the
expression in law—I would not use it, I do not want to insult anybody here, but
ignorance is no excuse.

Let us look at what this motion means to the judiciary. This motion says:

“Be it resolved that the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the Salaries Review
Commission of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago be now considered…”

That has a meaning all unto itself. It goes on:

“…and approve, subject to the recommendations of the Chief Personnel
Officer…”

Now who or what creature is it that the Chief Personnel Officer could look at the
judiciary and say, “I will recommend what is to take place with you”.

That, Sir, goes to the heart of the administration of justice. If their advisors are
not aware of it, let them be aware and take note of the damage they are doing to
the Constitution of this country. The Chief Personnel Officer is a minor official as
compared with the administration of justice. He is a non-entity. He simply does
not exist where the judiciary is concerned. He is not even a termite in the
judiciary. He comes under Chap. 23:01, section 13:

“(1) There is hereby established for the purposes of this Act a Personnel
Department which shall be under the general direction and control of the
Minister to whom is assigned responsibility for the administration of that
Department.

  (2) The staff of the Personnel Department shall comprise—
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(a) The Chief Personnel Officer who shall be the Head of the Personnel
Department.”

Section 14(1) goes on to establish the powers and duties of that department.
Section 14(2) says:

“(2) The Minister of Finance may from time to time make recommendations
with regard to remuneration to be paid to civil servants.”

So you have the immediate boss of the CPO, who is the Minister of Finance and
the section goes on to say that the Minister of Finance shall take into account
certain considerations and those considerations include, in accordance with the
law, negotiations by the Chief Personnel Officer with recognized bodies.

Who is this creature who dares to come to this Parliament and say, “I say that
is going to be the salary of a Chief Justice; that is going to be the salary of a
judge” It is impossible, it cannot be done. The motion flies in the face of the
Constitution. It is the thin end of the wedge. It is a way to get around the Salaries
Review Commission.

The Salaries Review Commission comes under section 140 (1) of the
Constitution which the Minister read and that section is as clear as daylight:

“(1) There shall be a Salaries Review Commission which shall consist of a
Chairman and four other members all of whom shall be appointed by the
President after consultation with the Prime Minister and the Leader of
the Opposition.”

Section 141(1) of the Constitution sets out what the function is:

“(1) The Salaries Review Commission shall from time to time with the
approval of the President…”

Not the CPO, not a Minister:

“…review the salaries and other conditions of service of the President, the
holders of office referred to in section 136 (12) to (15), Members of
Parliament, including Ministers of Government and Parliamentary Secretaries,
and the holders of such other offices as may be prescribed.”

Once the report of the Commission is prepared, Sir, by virtue of section 141(2),
which says:

“(2) The report of the Salaries Review Commission concerning any review of
salaries or other conditions of service, or both, shall be submitted to the
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President who shall forward a copy thereof to the Prime Minister for
presentation to the Cabinet and for laying as soon as possible thereafter,
on the table of each House.”

Mr. President, that took place.

The 23rd Report of the Salaries Review Commission of the Republic of
Trinidad and Tobago was laid in both Houses in August 1991 and this is like Alice
in Wonderland; it gets curiouser and curiouser. But it is so dangerous that it is no
longer a comedy; it is no longer something that you can laugh at and giggle over,
this must stop because in the Salaries Review Commission, Appendix I, of the
officers over whom the Salaries Review Commission has authority is the CPO,
himself.

Appendix I, page 125 of the 23rd Report, section 6, item number (6), Top
Managers in the Public Service, Director of Personnel Administration. Who is he?

Mr. President: The DPA is not the CPO.

Sen. Capildeo: I am sorry, Mr. President, the Chief Personnel Officer. Who is
he over whom the Salaries Review Commission has authority? Who is he to
advise the Minister about the report of the Salaries Review Commission which
has gone to the President and which has come back to both Houses of Parliament?
Who is this man; where does he get his authority from? He gets the authority,
because once the report is laid, the Constitution is silent, it does not say where you
go from there.

When a report is laid, then it is the duty of Cabinet either to carry it through or
to say “we reject it”. If they say, “we do not accept it”, it goes back to the
President, it goes back to the Salaries Review Commission. What has happened?
They have come by way of motion, because there can be no debate on the SRC

report if it is merely tabled. There can only be a debate if there is a motion on it.
But it does not come by way of a motion simpliciter: “Let us debate this report”, a
report which has gone through the motions prescribed by the Constitution. It
comes in the form of a motion which, as I say, is deadly and dangerous to the
Constitution of this country. It comes with a motion which says it must be
considered and approved subject to the recommendations of the Chief Personnel
Officer.
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The motion is flawed. It is bad in law. It goes against the grain of the
Constitution and it damages the judiciary in a way that is so hurtful I do not think
the ladies and gentlemen on the other side understand what they have done.

Already in this country we have a crisis in the administration of justice.
Already in this country we have a crisis with the judges. We have a crisis in
getting advocates and attorneys to act as judges. We have a crisis in attracting the
brightest legal minds to go and sit as judges in this country. It is an admitted
crisis. It began in the days of Sir Isaac Hyatali and has been spoken of as brandy
which has been watered down—I understand recently it has ended up as kerosene.
It may soon end up as gramoxone for the rest of us.

Mr. President, the crisis is real. We are unable to attract to the bench of this
country the bright legal minds of the bar—[Interruption]. Let me explain for the
benefit of the Senator so he will understand. You attract these men by telling
them, “Look, you are not a civil servant. You are special because the state
understands that it is the crowning glory of a successful advocate or attorney-at-
law, at the end of his career, having achieved the pinnacle, that he will serve the
country by accepting a judicial post.

You tell such a man—the Hindi word is “sewah”, service—“you will come
and do service to your country after having successfully practised at the bar and
we will protect you because we have a creature of the Constitution known as the
Salaries Review Commission. Your salary and conditions of service will be
protected. You will not be treated as a mere civil servant.”

We already have the problem of attracting these people. You are telling the
potential judge-to-be, some bright young advocate out there that in the year 1992,
this Government, with all the legal talent available to it, comes to the Senate and
to the other place with a motion that has a rider attached to the Salaries Review
Commission and that motion says, “We will listen to the recommendation of some
creature called the Chief Personnel Officer when we are looking at your salaries.”

You are telling the potential advocate, a bright young man who says, “when I
finish as a bright young lawyer, my crowning achievement will be to become a
judge.” That is the pinnacle he will achieve. Judge, Chief Justice, Court of
Appeal, that is the highest he could go.

You are telling such a person in advance, “you are no longer protected by the
Salaries Review Commission. We do not care what that Commission says. We do
not care what the President says, when everything is done and all the moneys and
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time spent and all the documentation and research done, we go to the CPO and we
are going to revise your salary.” You are telling that potential candidate that.

You think anybody is going to leave his private chambers to subject himself to
the dictates of some CPO? A CPO who has to face an ad like this page 5 of the
Express of Tuesday, November 3:

“Calling all PSA Members? Time to  prepare for struggle. General membership
meeting city Hall.

The public service and agencies are the target of serious attack…Long
outstanding collective agreements, outdated travelling allowances,
retrenchment to public sector agencies.

Already gone: Nipdec—34; Racing Authority—5. At WASA & Airports
Authority, thousands threatened.

Political interference in appointments. Arrears outstanding since 1987.
Scholarships halted. No pension plans at several of the agencies. Public
service status threatened—decentralization of health service. No job security
is TDA, IDC, Namdevco and other agencies.

Uncertainty of future for verbatim reporters.”

The CPO is the man who is dealing with this thing and you are telling a potential
judge he will fall under that? They will not get judges. That is the danger of this
motion which should be thrown out of this House completely. If the Minister
understands what I am saying, his conscience will not allow him to pursue this
motion, notwithstanding the dictates of the party.

The law stands supreme. The administration of justice is above and beyond
and it ought not to be touched or questioned in any way whatsoever by this
Parliament and that is what they are doing.  They are interfering with the
Constitution of the country, telling the judges of this country, who have no
bargaining status with the CPO, that the CPO can interfere with their salaries.

They want to tell us in a very facile way that they only consult with the CPO

and that is all right. It is not all right. It is a breach of the Constitution. The motion
goes against the spirit and the law of the Constitution and the motion ought to be
withdrawn in the interest of the safety of this country.

The danger is total because what they are doing to potential candidates for
judicial office in this country is telling them the Salaries Review Commission
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appointed under the Constitution is not going to be left alone, we are setting the
precedent in 1992 where we can interfere with it and, worse, they are setting up a
state of inequality.

If this document has been laid since August 1991, what is the retroactive
position of the judges and their salaries? What about the judges who are going to
resign in December of this year if this new salary agreement is going to be
effective from January of next year? What happens to them? Why this inequality?
Why raise these fears amongst people we are trying to make sacrosanct and put at
least in a position where the temptations will not be there, where they will be able
to administer justice without fear and favour? You are going to have a judge
beginning to wonder, “Well, if they are going to start in January, 1993, I lost all
that retroactive money”. A judge is going to start to wonder, “if I resign in
December of this year, I dead next year”. That is the function of a CPO, a civil
servant, damaging the judiciary and that is what this motion is doing; it is a
travesty and it is a blatant attack on the judiciary.

It is unnoticed by the other side because for some reason unknown to the other
place and to us so far, this motion must be passed today. Why the urgency? Why
must this motion be passed today? When we look at what the CPO has done, with
all due respect to the CPO, what went on in his mind? He takes off an average
$500 per person.

Mr. President, again, this is why I would suggest, and I agree with my friend,
Dr. Harry Kuarsingh, that the entire Back Bench over there should be without
salary. Because most of them are sound asleep while their Ministers are speaking.

Mr. President, if you look at page after page of this report, you will notice a
simple rule of thumb by the CPO, he lopped off $500 down the line. Save when he
came to the Speaker of the House he lopped off $4,000; the President of the
Senate, $3,000; Leader of the Opposition, $3,500; Deputy Speaker, $1,500. But
on average he went with $500.

When he comes to the Chief Personnel Officer, he lopped off $500 for himself
and he leaves himself $10,500. Mr. CPO, who is under the Salaries Review
Commission to review himself and we had an Independent Senator asking if he
who sits in judgment of his own financial income—and it is in May’s
Parliamentary Practice—can he vote on it? Can we vote on financial and
pecuniary benefits that accrue to us? Can we do it? That is a point that ought to
have been considered by the people over there. But in their haste, they want to
pass this legislation.
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Mr. President, the poor mayors. I do not know if they are expected to lose all
the local government elections. They slashed the mayors down the line, $8,000 to
$4,000; $7,000 to $3,000; $6,000—they slashed them down the line, Deputy
Mayors and councillors get slashed. They are going to have to amend that, I am
sure. Now, this is where the rub comes in.

Sen. Rooks: Mr. President, excuse me. On a matter of clarification. The
Constitution calls for the report of the Salaries Review Commission concerning
any review of salaries and other conditions of service or both to be submitted to
the President who shall forward a copy thereof to the Prime Minister for
presentation to the Cabinet for forwarding as soon as possible thereafter on the
table of the House.

Does that mean that we have to debate it and pass it or not pass it? As far as I
am concerned, laying it suggests “for your information”, but I could appreciate
your clarification on that, Sir.

Mr. President: You want me to interpret the law of the land?

6.00 p.m.

Sen. S. Capildeo: They are interfering with your salary too, you know, Sir.

Mr. President: Senators seem to be worried about whether they could vote
for these things. The advent of the Salaries Review Commission came, more or
less, in 1971 when there was a no-vote campaign. There was no Opposition in the
House. That prompted the then Prime Minister to set up a Salaries Review
Committee.

Prior to that, as far as I am aware, a select committee of the Legislative
Council, or a joint select committee of both Houses of Parliament, as is done in
most of the other Commonwealth countries, went into the question of salaries and
allowances for Members. The committee reported, the report was tabled, debated
and approved, with or without modifications. So I do not see that this is a serious
problem. I do not want to go into anything that I am not too sure of, but you are
saying that the Constitution only requires the report to be laid. What has happened
before is that the report was laid and accepted by the Cabinet of the day. Provision
was made in the budget, or in a Finance Committee meeting, and the funds and
increases approved.

I do recall in 1980 a very comprehensive report was open for debate in both
Houses, or certainly the House of Representatives, concerning the
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recommendations of the Commission and the views of Cabinet. So, I do not think
we are setting any real precedent.

Sen. Capildeo: I am glad Sen. Mansoor raised the point, because it brings
home, or emphasizes what I am saying. What the Constitution understands, is that
when the Salaries Review Commission completes its job, it is the business of
Cabinet either to accept or reject. If it is accepted, it is laid before both Houses
and then implemented. What has taken place is without precedent. It is the first
time; and that is why it must stop now.

What has taken place is that there is a motion; and if the motion had merely
been to approve the Salaries Review Commission Reports, there would have been
no debate. But it comes with an appendage. It comes with the disgusting little CPO

attached to it; and I pose the question: Who or what is this man doing in the
administration of justice? That is the danger, Sir. If the reports had merely been
laid there to debate, they would have been laid there to debate. Cabinet had
approved, they had brought it to the attention of the House, a motion would have
been put by the Government voted for or against. But having brought it with this
offensive addendum, this Senate cannot allow this addendum to go through.
Because what you are doing is interfering with the Constitution, and not only that,
as I have explained before, you are telling anybody who wants to become a
judicial officer, well look, at any point in time Parliament can interfere with the
creatures of the Constitution that have been put in place to protect you. Which
lawyer who has reached the top is going to subject himself to that?

You cannot even get lawyers to join the parliamentary—we have arrived at the
point, Sir, where the only people who received increases by the CPO are the
Parliamentary Counsel, Senior Parliamentary Counsel, Senior Legal Research
Officer, State Counsel, Parliamentary Counsel II, Legal Research Officer, the
Assistant Registrar, State Counsel I, State Solicitor I. The only people who
received increases by the CPO are these people and maybe it had to do with the
fact that a couple of years ago there was a strike. They had withheld, or withdrawn
or threatened to strike because the department is grossly undermanned and
understaffed.

But be that as it may, they could have proposed whatever increase or decrease
they want, the point at issue, the hard core at issue is, not only are you interfering
with the Constitution, you are creating doubts in the minds of the judges who are
already there. You are making them look at what has happened to their retroactive
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pay. You have now begun inequality in the judiciary. Because those who are there
already, will be subjected to what is here, and those who come in January, 1993
will have a different set of rules attached to them. You begin to discriminate in the
judiciary; again another little chip off the rock of the law of Trinidad and Tobago
and the Constitution crashes to the ground, and that, Sir, is the only bastion left.

Every other institution in this country has collapsed. The judiciary is only held
together by God knows what. God must be a Trinidadian as far as the judiciary is
concerned. But, Sir, we come back to the central point. Why, at this point in time,
when this country is reeling under economic problems, when every institution has
gone, when we have an unemployment ratio that has never been seen before in
this country, when the people are being told "band your bellies, conserve, we are
going in for a rough time", are we asked to come here to approve increases? How
in Heaven’s name can we justify that? How can you ask us to do that? And worse,
what would have happened, Sir, if the CPO had recommended increases for
everybody? Just the converse of this situation. He lopped off a $500 from
everybody. It is a regular $500. There was almost no intellectual exercise—it was
a mere $500 from everybody. What would have happened if he had recommended
increases? How would we have dealt with that in this House? By what stretch of
imagination can you ask Members of this House, or the other place, to approve the
increases at this time when people are starving outside there? How can you do it?

6.10 p.m.

In fact, what should have taken place was that we should have set the
examples. The Independent Senators should be told, "If you are honoured to be
appointed an Independent Senator, you do it out of service for your country, and,
for one year you will receive no salary; that salary goes to support the poor." The
Ministers should have said, "We do not want an increase, we will take a decrease
and create employment with our decrease." They cannot find money for School
Feeding Programme and to pay the sugar workers.

Only last week we had a Minister come here and parade all manner of
excuses, but will not give a time when sugar workers will be paid moneys due
under a court order. Yet, they can find $12 million to subsidize salaries for people
who do not deserve them. We come here on a Tuesday from 1.30 to 6.30 p.m. We
do not deserve it. I will be the first to admit it. A policeman comes up with a big
rush, with siren, in front of the house; the wife gets all excited and confused:
"Look the PNM send the master plan, our business fix now". When one opens the
master plan, it is documents to debate increase in salaries.
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Mr. President, these people are not serious; they are jokers. They are jokers to
the extent that they will destroy this country. We do not have a Ross Perot outside
there to get up there and enunciate; we have men with guns. If we slip, that is
what we would face. If we begin to tamper with the Constitution that is where we
would end. As I said, I would be the last person to justify an increase for Senators
because we do not deserve it. We are not given the opportunity to earn money
here. All these documents are thrust into our hands and, within 24 hours we have
to debate. It is a good thing many of us on this side are above average intelligence,
otherwise we would have problems.

We have this motion which the Minister, I repeat—if he has any conscience,
he would explain to the leader of his party that his position as a citizen of this
country is above that of the party card, and would withdraw this motion because it
is challenging the Constitution. If he has not, and he runs true to form and
interferes with the Constitution, history will decide and it will not absolve him.

I come back to the point that we, on this side, cannot justify the increase. We
have the petroleum and Supplementary Appropriation bills and this motion to
debate within 48 hours, what are we paying ourselves for? Give us the staff, the
tools of trade and the time, make us full-time Parliamentarians, pay us and by all
means increase the salary. If not, you are telegraphing a message to the
community that we are fattening ourselves at their expense. You are interfering
with the administration of justice. You are finding $12 million when the Minister
could not find 12 cents. I remember the hon. Minister of Finance was here when
Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt was asking for $1 million for the Family Planning
Association, and it could not be found. The Minister of Finance said he would see
how he could find it, but he can find $12 million to increase salaries. That is the
message you are sending. You are begging for a revolution.

We do not have maverick Ross Perot out there, we have men with AK47s and
uzis. If they do not understand the realities of life outside, once you get into that
PNM cocoon, it is going to be shattered. The unfortunate thing is that all of us will
be shattered with you.

I repeat, as I end, this motion ought to be withdrawn with the honour, dignity
and grace that I know the Minister of Public Administration in the Office of the
Prime Minister is capable of. It should be withdrawn and brought to an end
immediately, before any further damage is done to the fabric of our society by any
interference with our Constitution.

Thank you.
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Sen. Carol Mahadeo: Mr. President, like Sen. Rooks, I do want to say that I
would not want to add anything more, because the three points that I was
proposing to speak on after the tea break have been very, very ably amplified and
deliberated on by Sen. Capildeo.

The first of those was the question of the Salaries Review Commission which,
to my mind, is an autonomous body and not subject to the Chief Personnel
Officer. Though Sen. Capildeo qualified the CPO to a termite, I would not go so
far, but I would say that the CPO had no place in this exercise which our hon.
Minister Gordon Draper had initiated. To my mind he had no place in it and the
Constitution did not provide for it. The Constitution is very, very clear and silent
on that issue.

On the question of the judiciary, upon which Sen. Capildeo has harped—I
know that is a very tender spot for him—I do want to add a little more to it. The
question of magistrates, who come under the ambit of the Salaries Review
Commission, are provided for under this. Though they are not subject to a
bargaining unit and are catered for by the Salaries Review Commission, I want to
inform our hon. Minister, that when it comes to discipline and terms and
conditions of service of magistrates and legal officers, under the purview of the
Director of Public Prosecutions, they are still under what is called Public Service
Commission Regulations, which the Magisterial Act adopted. They are neither
fish, fowl nor beast. For the purposes of salaries and so forth magistrates are not
subjected to a bargaining unit, and the Salaries Review Commission has to attend
to them. Yes, you may laugh, hon. Senators on the other side, but I have been
through that mill myself, and I know about these things.

I do want to double-barrel this thing by saying that from 1983 onwards till
now magistrates are not properly catered for. I know this as a fact. They are still
subjected to the Public Service Commission Regulations. How do we define these
people? They are neither outside of the bargaining unit, for one purpose, nor out
of the bargaining unit for another purpose. This aspect, I ask the hon. Minister
Gordon Draper to look into, and rectify.

Apart from that, I saw in today's Express where I have been reported as being
an Opposition Senator, if that means something. I do wish this could be corrected
for all purposes. Maybe certain lines, I may take, tend to make them feel that I am
Opposition, but I have a very independent mind.
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Another aspect I would like to touch on is that I would not say we should
pauperize ourselves, yet we ought not to sit as Caesar in judgment upon Caesar.
This, I think, would bring the question of conflict of interest—as my hon. friend,
Sen. Mansoor, has found himself in the last Parliament as in this—where we do
not know how to sit in judgement and debate the question of increase in our own
salaries. How are we to do this? We are Caesar here, looking into salaries of other
bodies, including ourselves. How are we to judge ourselves? Are we going to be
objective? How far can we be objective when it concerns ourselves?

6.20 p.m.

I am hoping that before another Parliament comes into play something is done
to straighten out this area of conflict. I wish a part of the salary increases that are
proposed before us, could perhaps go into giving us our own courier service. I say
this because again, I endorse the voices of many of our Senators who, before the
debate started at 1.30 p.m. told me they got their Supplemental Order Papers
rather late. I was informed by our Acting Clerk of the Senate, at around 3.30 p.m.
yesterday that certain Order Papers had reached another Senator and I would get
mine by about 4.00 o'clock. I did not receive the Order Paper until 7.30 that night
when I had already begun preparing something else on the petroleum bills and the
Supplementary Appropriation Bill. I was working heavily on those two areas
when I got the Order Paper at 7.30 p.m.

How much of my time could I have given, Sir, to this Order Paper that was
placed in my hand at that hour of the night? We should get our own courier
service to serve Parliament so that Order Papers reach Parliamentarians on time
and we can do justice to them by way of debate. That is what we are all about and
if we cannot properly prepare our work to debate it then we are of no use here, as
one of the Senators said. We are not doing our work and we ought not to be paid
if we are not doing the work for which we are put here.

Thank you.

Sen. Kuei Tung: Mr. President, I was going to ask the hon. Senator to give
way. Hon. Senator, let me express my very sincere apologies if I gave you the
impression that I was laughing at something with you or at you. I had shared a
very private moment with my colleague and it had nothing to do with your
contribution. Let me express my very sincere apologies if I gave you the
impression I was laughing at something you said. I am very sorry.
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Sen. Mahadeo: I was wondering, because I was in the midst of speaking
about magistrates at the time, and I thought, having been a senior magistrate
myself, that you thought maybe I felt too deeply about them. If I did that, I did it
rightly so, and I am still convinced I did that rightly, but I accept your apology.
Thank you very much.

SITTING OF THE SENATE

The Minister of Planning and Development (Sen. Dr. The Hon. Lenny
Saith): Mr. President, I beg to move that the Senate continue to sit until a vote is
taken on this motion.

Question put and agreed to.

Sen. Carol Merritt: Mr. President, this is my first contribution since my brief
absence from this Senate. It is a very tough area that I am going into for the very
first time, after my illness.

Trinidad and Tobago finds itself in the throes of deep national crisis rooted not
only in our inherited economic, social and political institutions and the manner in
which they function, but also in a pervasive, moral and spiritual degeneracy. There
is an increase in crime, corruption, deception and suicide in the society. There is a
sense of hopelessness and aimlessness in our country especially among the youths.
With this scenario in mind I view some of the aspects of the recommendations of
the Salaries Review Commission with a critical eye. The economy is on a
downward spiral, the unemployment situation has deteriorated even further over
the last 10 months under the rule of the “new” PNM and I understand that the
worst is yet to come if the Government is allowed to implement the policies of
their divestment plan and programme. I am waiting to see if the nation would sit
back with their normal complacency and allow this Government to sell out our
patrimony lock, stock and barrel—the same patrimony that the masses ensured
that the NAR regime did not sell out by voting the PNM into office in 1991, to
avoid the sell out of the divestment of all the energy sectors and the various state
enterprises. They were given a mandate to create jobs and to curb the increase of
poverty and destitution in the country.

Taking all these factors into consideration I wonder if it is appropriate at this
point in time to implement the recommendations contained in the three reports of
the Salaries Review Commission. The Commission has stated several principles
in support of the restructuring of the pay arrangement for top officers under its
purview, one of which, is the principle of fair comparison in pay, as a means of
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enabling the public sector to attract and retain managerial, other professional and
technological personnel of the highest calibre. This principle is commendable to
me. But, are the salaries and conditions outlined in the 23rd Report for public
officers competitive enough with those offered by the private sector to bring in-
top notch professionals and technological personnel? I have noted the Chief
Personnel Officer’s statement on page 2, with regard to the industrial relations
implications for the wider public sector. I am concerned because the Government
had implemented the awards given by the Industrial Court. But they did not pay
off the debt owed to the public servants and they have not so far indicated when
they intend to pay this debt.

The salary increases to Ministers and top ranking officials will never go down
well with the public sector employees. Minister Kuei Tung gave a warning to the
nation and the population—I am sorry I have to repeat this message, but he had
given a warning to the nation to be prepared to sacrifice further; while he and his
colleagues are looking for increases in salaries and bigger perks for themselves.
Since Minister Kuei Tung did not take an oath of poverty, the population did not
take an oath for more sacrifices. I will tell you this: the population did not give
him the mandate to dismantle the negative list and to free up our markets to bring
more hardships on the populace. With the measures implemented more of the
manufacturing sector will go under, putting more people on the breadline.

With the performance of the Government over the last 10 months, the majority
of the population will not be in agreement with the salary increases and perks,
overall.

6.30 p.m.
The motion before us is quite insensitive at this point in time in our society.

Many of our workers are fighting to retain their jobs and the little benefits that
they have secured over the years in their collective agreements. For example, I
will note one state enterprise that falls under the portfolio of Minister Kuei Tung
which is the National Maintenance Training and Security Company Limited
(MTS). Recently, the Industrial Court awarded the employees in Bargaining Unit
1, an increase in wages for the period 1987 to 1990. The Industrial Court had
instructed the company to pay this amount retroactively. I understand that the
company is refusing to honour the judgment. I do not know if the Minister is
aware of this.

In MTS there are workers who fall within the same bargaining unit which is
Bargaining Unit 1, with the same job classification and job description and are
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employed presently at a lower rate which is not governed by the industrial contract
which they have before them. There are different conditions. Some of these
employees have been working with the company for as long as six years with no
benefits such as sick leave, vacation leave and casual leave.

Do you think that any such employee would look at the increases awarded to
top officials, ministers and Members of Parliament with any good feeling? They
would complain and just break down the whole moral fabric of the society. We
have to face it, people are facing real hard times out there whether they are
employed or not.

The unemployed have an even harder time than those who are employed.
Those who are employed are going through real hardships on the job. The bosses
are threatening them and telling them that they can get persons who would work
for less money. I do not think that any of the industrial contracts that are presently
in some of the sectors is helping to eliminate the kind of harassment that the
employees are receiving at present, from some of the bosses.

I would just like to highlight some of my concerns before I conclude. I do not
think that the incentive given for the purchasing of locally assembled motor
vehicles should be extended to imported vehicles. This incentive would only
encourage a further flight of our scarce foreign reserves out of the country. At the
Caricom Heads of Government Conference, Mr. Jagan, the President of Guyana,
referred to “buying Cadillacs with donkey cart money”. I will say that we want to
encourage people to “buy champagne with mauby money”. I think that the
reserves which we have at present are just mauby money. It cannot be money for
Cadillacs and BMWs.

I have a couple of queries and I would ask for clarification from the Minister
through you, Mr. President. Why is the President of the Republic of Trinidad and
Tobago, a tropical country, given a warm clothing allowance? I do not understand
that allowance. I do not want to assume anything. I ask for clarification. I am a bit
confused about this and when I am confused about anything, I always ask for
clarification. I do not want to be accused of anything.

I would like to know who is the special advisor to the Minister of National
Security. I have never heard of this person. What is this person advising on? What
is the performance record of this person? I would like to get some clarification on
that. I am sure that the population does not know who is this person. Is it a he, a
she or an it? Please clear up this mystery. I wonder about the advice being given
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because of some of the utterances of the Minister of National Security; it makes
me wonder what kind of advice that advisor is giving. It does not seem that he is
taking any advice.

I wonder about the effectiveness of this special advisor who will be receiving
a salary of $10,500.00 monthly with all the other benefits. I refer to page 9 of the
document where the Salaries Review Commission recommended that he be given
a $50,000.00 loan, subsistence allowance, medical benefit, a special duty
allowance of $1,500.00 monthly. There are many benefits for this person and we
do not know who is this person in the society. I should also like to know if this
person is a local or a foreigner.

Another clarification I need to get is why are the office holders in the higher
judiciary exempted from income tax? I do not understand this position in addition
to all the larger benefits these office holders enjoy. I think they even enjoy more
benefits than the Prime Minister, the President of the Republic, the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House.

In conclusion, I question the inclusion of the Chief Personnel Officer in this
exercise, when there are specific guidelines set out for the Salaries Review
Commission in the Constitution. Ministers, Parliamentarians, public officers and
the higher judiciary will have to perform far more effectively to justify to the
nation these increases and benefits.

I endorse Sen. Mark’s statement that it is a dangerous precedent that is being
set by the present Government. Where is the $12 million coming from? The
Minister of Finance is not here at present, but I should like to know if there will be
a deficit in the budget which is coming for 1992.

Thank you.

Sen. Roi Kwabene: Mr. President and hon. Members of the Senate, we are
once again placed in a very unique position in Trinidad and Tobago and believe
you me, this is going down in history. The PNM Government has seen it necessary
to bring forward a report that is 10 years late, before the Senate, and fortunately or
unfortunately for us, we are placed in a situation whereby we are supposed to vote
on these reports.

One of my major concerns regarding these reports is the reaction of the public,
because as we sit in this hallowed Chamber, we should take into consideration
that we are first, representatives of the people of Trinidad and Tobago. The people
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of Trinidad and Tobago are in a very strange situation today. To begin with, the
newspapers and the general media have been featuring the stories of the day. What
are the stories of the day? You know we are confronted and burdened with a
situation known as the foreign debt crisis; we have rising unemployment in this
country; unabated crime and obviously resulting out of this we have social
dislocation.

Members of the public with whom I have a very good relationship—and I
mean from all different sectors of the society—I have many PNM friends as well,
even people from the PNM party come to me every so often to ask for
employment, and I am not the Chief Personnel Officer. I told them that the people
on that side should be in a position[Interruption]

Mr. President, I will address the Chair.

6.40 p.m.
The Hon. Prime Minister has addressed this nation on the issue of corruption

at all levels in society. Very admirable. However, insofar as he can comment on it,
we would like to see the follow-up because, as with everything else, people are
holding their breath and waiting to see what will be the outcome of this present
situation as it confronts Trinidad and Tobago.

Here today the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the Salaries Review
Commission are brought before us. The public's response is most important.
People are saying, "We are hungry, unemployed, in need of proper housing and
food and you are looking to beef up yourselves." I am sincerely hoping that this is
not a ploy to pull the Opposition down the drain with them. I do not think that
they will be returned to power anyway, not the way we are headed. I am of the
opinion that they are looking to saddle us with this situation here known as a rise in pay.

If we are to sit on this side of the Senate and vote for this motion, we will be
seen to be guilty, as the rest of these people in this Senate, of examining this
motion and voting positively for it despite the fact that there is social dislocation
on the outside. Where is the morality of the PNM Government? Where in the
Constitution of Trinidad and Tobago did the Chief Personnel Officer receive
authority to make suggestions and proposals? He himself, as was outlined earlier
by another speaker, had the opportunity to relieve the proposed salary of a certain
sum, and I wonder where is the morality of this same individual to make
deductions in a person as your good self, Sir, seeing that you represent the
President, holding a high office.



Salaries Review Commission Reports Tuesday, November 3, 1992

501

Now that I come to this noun, office, I want to deal with it specifically. I
distinctly remember being appointed to this Senate and it was a great occasion.
People congratulated me, but the bottom line was this: "You have made it now,
Roi, you have a million dollars, you are sitting in the Senate with the rulers and
you have it all made. People on the outside are not totally aware of the situation as
it confronts a parliamentarian.

I do not want to pat my own back but I have heard certain accusations, slangs
and slogans being thrown about, especially at me because of my age—and I know
I look a bit younger than I am. I heard a remark recently that I am up and down the
priority. While I am doing political work eight, 10 and 15 hours a day, people are
making joke about it. I would like to place on record that I am quite sure—my
conscience is clear—that I am a full-time parliamentarian and if anybody deserves
a hike, I do.

At the same time, there is the question of morality. Here it is that we are
holding an important office. I do not know if I am right to make the suggestion
that we in the Senate are equivalent to the House of Lords in England. I stand to
be corrected. I am quite sure that we are not holding the same status as a senator
in the United States of America because I am of the opinion that there is a
different procedure to being appointed to that Senate, but we are holding an
office—we are sitting in the highest court in the land and we are placed in a very
unique position. We come here only once per week and we have to work with our
parties, in Parliament and in our constituencies. This is much responsibility but, at
the same time, the respect that should be paid the office—I am not concerned
about the increase in salary—is missing. For the years that we have been
independent in this country, I sincerely do not believe that enough respect is given
to your office, Sir, far less mine. I feel very strongly about it.

If the PNM Government today will allow the Chief Personnel Officer to
suggest to your good self that you are not entitled to a housing allowance or to
upgraded official quarters, I do not agree with that at all. When I take into
consideration that there are other offices which exist in this country—the mayor
and councillors for instance—these are issues that need to be addressed. I am not
only speaking about salary increase, but about responsibility and accountability. I
am of the opinion that whether we are sitting on that side or this side, we are all in
the same boat, and whenever a motion like this comes before the Senate the public
is not totally aware. This is why earlier when Sen. Teelucksingh made reference to
a report in the media, I believe it is the ignorance of the people to a certain extent,
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of the remuneration for the office and the responsibility which goes with it. I
believe that it is the responsibility of, not only the Minister of Information but that
of the Government to ensure that the people, whether children or adults, are made
aware of the functions of Members of Parliament and holders of other top-ranking
offices.

We have some hard-working staff in Parliament. As far as I know, they are
considered under the framework of the public service and their terms and
conditions of service are governed by the Chief Personnel Officer. I speak
specifically about the Clerk of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives. I should also like to make reference, because mention was made
earlier by another senator about the courier service, to the fact that the messengers
and clerks who work in this building all deserve our solidarity and should be
placed in a similar situation as far as office is concerned, that is, they should be
removed from under the Chief Personnel Officer and placed under the Parliament,
because they are working directly with Parliament, the highest office in the land.
The Minister responsible for reform in the public service should take heed. It is
important to take into consideration the time. It is 10 minutes to the 1900th hour
and as we are well aware the messengers are here with us and the Acting Clerk is
with us. I do not know whether or not they will be paid overtime. This is why I
made this very important point, which should be taken into consideration.

6.50. p.m.

Mr. President, the Speaker—this is terrible; who gives the CPO the authority to
take so much money from the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and our beloved Leader of the Opposition? Who gave him the
authority to place these people—

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: These are four salaries.

Sen. Kwabene: It is the office I am speaking about, regardless of whether it is
Mr. Basdeo Panday, Mr. ANR Robinson or Mr. Patrick Manning. [Interruption]

The General Manager of IDC, the General Manager of Port Authority, the
Executive Director of WASA, the Deputy Executive Director of WASA, the
Director (Finance) of WASA, the Director (Technical) of WASA, $10,500 proposed,
the Salaries Review Commission said $11,000.

Proposed rate for the Speaker of the House of Representatives, $8,000. I
mean, it may be a ceremonial office, but it is the highest office in the land. If  I am
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to champion anybody’s cause along the lines of industrial relations, I will defend
the highest office in the land. But at the same time, we must remember my key
words: Accountability and responsibility and the need for Members on all sides of
the House to participate in the decision-making process in this country fully. I am
saying that we should be able to work as full-time parliamentarians—not just once
a week—despite the fact that we have a responsibility to the party, the
constituency and to Parliament.

Mr. President, the public, as I am well aware, and I am giving it from the
roots; I am roots, and I make up roots—the point remains that the people at the
grass roots level in this country are not laughing. They are very concerned about
the fact that there is going to be an increase in the salary of top managers in the
society. They are also very concerned about the job and crime situation and they
are wondering what is going to be new, if anything is going to be done at all.

Uncanny remarks are made every day about individuals who hold public
office. I cannot defend them, I have to defend myself. It is unfortunate to hear
elders—not only young people—making certain accusationsI do not want to
repeat them here, because I have respect for everybody in the Senate—concerning
the situation as it exists; concerning corruption and crime in Trinidad and Tobago.
If the people whom we represent do not have confidence in us, we are heading
down the wrong path.

Many people have already given up on the parliamentary process. This is
clearly reflected in the recent local government elections where people were
saying they are fed up—and it is a worldwide phenomenon—where people are
getting tired of politicians.

Today, a member of a leading church approached me. She said, “I know you
are sitting in there, you know, but read this. This is a solution to the problems we
have in the world today. The politicians cannot solve the problems”.

I am saying, Mr. President, that we have problems in Trinidad and Tobago. If
we give this pay rise to the top managers, I do not believe that is going to be the
solution to the problems which confront us in Trinidad and Tobago. I have here
some proposals for the solution.

I keep repeating them over and over, nobody seems to be hearing me. We do
not seem to think it necessary to harness the human resources in our beloved land.
How can we have our young people languishing on street corners, just falling into
crime?
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It is so popular to be a gangster and a criminal today. I met somebody last
night, you know what he told me, he is a bandit. He carries around a gun. This is
accepted. People are seeing them as heroes on that level and that is terrible. This
is something that we need to address.

This is no personal attack on anybody. I mean, these are problems as they exist
and we need to deal with them. We have not harnessed the human resource in our
beautiful land. Whether it be the elderly who can teach the young people
something; the middle-aged who have earned a certain amount of experience and
can learn from others; or whether it be the youth, whom we just leave hanging out
there.

Equitable distribution of wealth: I am not a communist, but I feel very strongly
about equity in our beloved isle. At the end of the day, we are faced with a
situation not only in Trinidad and Tobago but in all developing countries where
we have to bow to the will of the IMF, the World Bank, the IADB and what have
you. Right now we are witnessing a new form of colonialism in the world.

Sen. Dr. Kuarsingh: How do you define that word? Explain.

Sen. Kwabene: I will be honest with the Senator: We are either part of the
problem or part of the solution. Your comments to me at this state would not
solve the foreign debt crisis. I am saying there are ways out of it. There are ways
out of this situation and the main solution, as I said earlier, is the harnessing of the
human resource in our country. There are lands idle all over Trinidad and Tobago
and yet we seek to import more food in this beloved land. We have canned
tomatoes.

I was speaking earlier about equitable distribution. There are those who have a
little bit and want more, those who do not have anything at all, and those who
have all and want more. Of course, we also have to speak about the equitable
distribution of the burden of adjustment. I am not going to speak about a vow of
poverty because I am of the opinion that by the sweat of your brow, thou shall eat
bread. That is why people come to me and say, “we want to work. Do something,
we want to work”.

What right has any Government or any person whatsoever to deny somebody
the right to earn a livelihood so that they could provide their family with bread?
What about the situation confronting the single parents in this country? What
about the situation confronting people who are disabled, who have to earn a
living, as well?
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Proportional representation may be the solution next time around. We are
saying equal opportunity for all under the banner of the United National Congress.
This is a very serious matter.

Mr. President, I am not at all satisfied with the remuneration of the
councillors. I believe something should be done about that, especially the office of
Mayor. As ceremonial as it is, something should be done about office and
responsibility in our beloved land.

Mr. President, if I were in control, I would ensure, number one, the only way
that the salary recommended by the SRC could be implemented is if we pay sugar
workers and public servants. I can make direct reference here to the CPO, who has
kindly included in this report that:

“The CPO is mindful, however, that notwithstanding the viability of the
Commission’s approach towards remuneration for top offices, the industrial
relations implications for the wider public sector cannot be overlooked.”

Mr. President, if this motion is approved today, within the next two Fridays
we are going to see all these public servants around this building. Whether or not
that is going to provide a solution to the problem, I do not know. It is going to be
further chaos and if we can prevent something from happening, let us prevent it.

The President has appointed this Salaries Review Commission. Who gave the
CPO the authority to look into this and take $500 from his own salary and then
take out $3,500 from a higher office. This is terrible. The ball is in their court.

Thank you.

The Minister of National Security (Sen. The Hon. Russell Huggins): Mr.
President, I have only risen to deal with the legal inaccuracies espoused by the
Senator on the other side.

Before I do so, let me just deal with the question raised by Sen. Merritt. She
seemed to have a special concern about the special adviser to the Minister of
National Security. As my friend here is suggesting, I do not know if she is
interested in the job, but let me assure her that the job is already filled by a very
competent individual by the name of Mr. Lance Selman who, before he took up
that job, was the most senior Deputy Commissioner of Police.

I would leave the warm clothing allowance to Minister Draper to deal with.
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Much flak has been thrown on the CPO in this debate and I think it is patently
unfair. I know the Opposition is not always opposed to misreading documents or
to misleading the Senate, but the document which was submitted clearly states:

“Comments of the Chief Personnel Officer on the recommendations contained
in the Twenty-third, Twenty-fourth and Twenty-fifth Reports of the Salaries
Review Commission.”

The CPO did not just take it upon himself to cut people’s salaries all over the
place. That was a Cabinet decision. This matter was referred by the Cabinet to the
CPO for his comments and there is precedent for it.

Let me refer you to the debate that took place on October 31, 1980 and this is
why I find my learned colleague on the other side a bit remiss in that I always
thought that one of the attributes of a good lawyer was that he did good research
before he put forward his case.

In 1980, the Second Report of the Salaries Review Commission was, in fact,
referred to the Chief Personnel Officer. Let me just read the statement made at
2.35 p.m. by the then Minister responsible for Government Construction and
Maintenance in the Ministry of Finance at 2:35 p.m., Minister Overand Padmore:

“Following the receipt of this report, I again wish to emphasize that the report
was made available to Members of this honourable House. There was further
consultation between the Prime Minister, Minister of Finance and the Chief
Personnel Officer.

The Prime Minister wrote the Chief Personnel Officer on august 25, a
letter which was circulated in the volume presented to this House…”

The terms of the letter are outlined. It is extremely inaccurate to come here—and I
think both Sen. Capildeo and Sen. Wade Mark made statements to the effect that
there is no precedent for the CPO coming into this matter. It was done in 1980.

Sen. Capildeo: Would you give way to a question? Are there any letters that
you know about between the Prime Minister and the CPO in this instance? Do you
know or any letters and if there is such a letter of letters, why were we not
informed of it?

Hon. R. Huggins: Frankly, I do not see any information as to such a letter.
The fact is, in 1980 a letter was sent.
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Sen. Capildeo: Totally different circumstances.

Hon. R. Huggins: The fact is that the CPO was consulted in the case of the
Second Report of the Salaries Review Commission. In this particular instance
there is precedent for it.

I want to make it quite clear: the report was simply sent to the CPO for his
comments. The CPO operated as an advisor to the Cabinet. The decisions taken
were the decisions of the Cabinet, not the CPO. So let us not blame the CPO

wrongly in this instance.

Sen. Mahadeo: Mr. President, if what the hon. Minister is now stating, that
the CPO was brought in merely as an advisor to the Cabinet, could that fact not
have been stated to the Parliament?

Hon. R. Huggins: Frankly, I thought that was obvious, but I am going to
show how it is obvious when I deal with the question of the Salaries Review
Commission.

One has to recognize that the Cabinet is the supreme executive authority in
this country and the Cabinet can consult with whomsoever it wants before it
makes a decision. In this particular instance, the Cabinet saw fit to consult with
the Chief Personnel Officer, who is the most experienced officer in the public
service in matters relating to classification and terms and conditions of service.

The Cabinet, in its wisdom, saw fit to consult with the Chief Personnel Officer
who submitted his comments, which were further considered by the Cabinet,
accepted and the report is laid here.

Much has been said on the question of the abridgment of the Constitution, that
the Cabinet cannot do this and that and that sort of thing. The Salaries Review
Commission was established for the purpose of reviewing the salaries and other
conditions of service of a certain group of persons.

After the review, the report is submitted to the President who submits a copy
to the Prime Minister for presentation to the Cabinet. Now, surely—you submit a
report to the Prime Minister for presentation to the Cabinet—implied in here is the
right for the Cabinet, being the supreme executive power in this country, to have a
view on this report. Not simply—

Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt: I wonder, apropos to what you are saying now, if the
Constitution only stipulates that the report be laid on the Table of each House and,
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as you were saying, Cabinet has the right, as the supreme executive power, to
consult with anybody and to put the recommendations into effect, why was it
necessary to bring a motion to this House to debate the issue? Could you just
explain?

Hon. R. Huggins: I will address your concern shortly. As I was saying, the
report having been submitted to the Prime Minister, who presented same to
Cabinet, I see absolutely nothing wrong with the Cabinet consulting with
whomsoever it wishes. One has to recognize that the Salaries Review
Commission simply makes recommendations to the executive arm for
consideration. It does not have the power to fix salaries.

The Salaries Review Commission is different. For example, when you look at
the Teaching Service Commission, specific power is given by the Teaching
Service Commission to do certain things. Likewise, the Police Service
Commission, specific power is given to that body. For example, it has the power
to appoint persons to hold and act in an office in the Police Service, established
under the Police Service Act, including appointments, promotions, transfers, et
cetera.

There is nothing in the Constitution which gives the Salaries Review
Commission the power to fix salaries for anybody. It simply is a power to make
recommendations to the executive arm of the Government. When it makes those
recommendations, it is open to the executive arm to consider those
recommendations, accept them, modify them, do whatever they want with them.

The Cabinet, in its wisdom—and not wanting to appear to be taking things
unto itself—simply referred the reports to the Chief Personnel Officer for his
comments. He made his comments, the Cabinet deliberated and accepted those
comments, performing its executive function. The document was then laid in
Parliament.

It must be remembered that the 23rd and 24th Reports were laid in Parliament
in August of 1991. They were not accepted by the then Government. I think this
can be borne out from the Hansard report, if one looks at it.

This Government took it upon itself to consider these reports. It obtained the
necessary advice and has laid them in Parliament and has simply brought a motion
so that everyone will have an opportunity to voice his or her comments on the
reports.
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If it was simply laid in Parliament, Mr. President, as you yourself, quite
correctly said, then there was no opportunity to hear the views of not only the
Independents, but of the Opposition. We like to give them the opportunity to
speak their minds.

I think I have adequately addressed the concerns that everyone seems to have
about the Salaries Review Commission and the relationship between the
Commission and the Cabinet.

I was going to deal with another issue raised by Sen. Capildeo, with particular
reference to the judiciary, but I think I better leave that, because the next thing I
will hear is that the executive is criticizing the judiciary and I surely do not want
to be at the vanguard of that approach.

I think I will simply mention that I am a lawyer, too, and the salaries paid to
judges have absolutely nothing to do with attracting quality people to the bench.
The quality people out there are not interested in being judges, they are interested
in making money, full stop. I am a lawyer and I  have no fear of saying that: They
are interested in making money. You can put $30,000 there, give them two
houses, they will not take it because that is chicken-feed to the amount of money
that is made out there. One has to recognize that the salaries of all the members of
the judiciary are tax-free salaries. Let us not paint it as though they are not being
offered fair salaries.

Mr. President, I think I have adequately addressed the legal aspect and looking
at the hour I think I will close my address at this point.

The Minister of Public Administration in the Office of the Prime Minister
(Sen. The Hon. Gordon Draper): Mr. President, my colleague, the Minister of
National Security, has dealt with, I think, the core of the legal arguments which
have come from the Opposition Benches with regard to the CPO’s role in the
matter before us this afternoon.

I would wish to start by addressing a comment which was made, in a sense,
both by Sen. Mansoor and Sen. Hosein. Both of them dealt with the issue of
performance and pay for performance. Indeed, in presenting the motion, I alluded
to the Salaries Review Commission’s comment in which they suggested some
difficulty in arriving  at performance criteria.

I sought at the time to make a passing comment that we, in our public service
reform activity, recognize that is the direction in which we need to go. Given the
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questions and comments  which were raised, I feel that at this stage, perhaps, I
need to go a little further to elaborate on that for the information of my friends
opposite.

In our commitment for public service reform, Mr. President, one of the things
that we have put in train is the development and introduction of a new
performance appraisal system for the public service. That system has as one of its
pillars the development of standards of performance for every job in the public
service. It also has as one of its pillars the development of mechanisms for
ongoing consultation between supervisors and subordinates. It has as another of
its pillars, the development of clear objectives against which individuals will be
evaluated in the public service.

All of these mechanisms in this new system will allow us to move to the point
where we can truly reward performance in the public service. We need to
recognize, however, that a system is not simply designed, put in place and
functioning beautifully the next day.

In our reform activity, therefore we have sought to introduce that new system
in the Ministry of Agriculture, Land and Marine Resources. It is being done there
on a pilot basis, which would include testing the methodology for developing the
standards, the manuals which we are putting in place and the training which needs
to be done, because all of these are pieces which need to be out in place if this
performance management system is to take hold.

Once that happens, Mr. President, we would be in a position to move it across
the rest of the public service and truly move on to a state where we would be able
to move to a pay-for-performance type of methodology and compensation
management system.

My assurance, therefore, to my colleagues opposite, Sen. Mansoor and Sen.
Hosein, is that that system is very much in train in our reform efforts and my dear
friend, Sen. Hosein ought to have no fear. We are working at it.

Let me also couple with that the concerns Sen. Mansoor raised linking it,
actually, with the establishment of objectives, plans and mission statements and so
on, for ministries and departments. Indeed, he is right in his assertion that one
needs to be able to put this performance system within the context of very clear
ministry-type objectives, objectives which would allow us, here, to evaluate the
performance of ministries and departments.
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Again, over the past 10 months, the work which we have been doing in reform
has allowed us to have documented plans, forms, figures, mission and vision
statements prepared for ministries and departments. Therefore, again, we have
over these months been able to put in place that other pillar within which the very
performance management system that I alluded to a while ago, would be able to
function.

7.20 p.m.

Again, however, we recognize that what we are about is changing a culture,
changing a set of systems. The work has begun. We can now produce for you
mission statements, draft strategic plans for ministries and departments; we can
now produce for you a draft manual of performance management and a
performance appraisal system. Therefore some of the fears that the Salaries
Review Commission raised in the context of utilizing the pay-for-performance
system will shortly be removed and we will be in a position to utilize that
approach.

Sen. Mansoor also raised the issue of comparability and compared the job of a
minister with that of a CEO; that when he looked at the size of the budget, the
number of employees, the range of responsibilities, etc., he felt that the private
sector equivalent of that would be a CEO, and therefore he wondered whether he
ought not to have seen salary levels, I guess, on par with salary levels he quoted
from the Human Resource Associates Report. I think I had alluded to a Price
Waterhouse report. I think the issue here is that we recognize that while the
compensation management system does move us on to dealing with issues of
external equity, and we will use benchmark jobs, such as CEO jobs in the wider
society and in the private sector, that does not necessarily mean that when one
comes to establish the wage within the public sector that one will find exact
equivalents.

Part of that has to do with concerns about wage levels within the public
service itself, about issues of ability to pay and therefore the benchmark may be
used as just that and the compensation managers in their wisdom and judgment,
using the factors which they do, may arrive at slightly different figures. My sense
of Sen. Mansoor’s statement, however, is that perhaps he would have wished to
see the recommendations in the Salaries Review Commission Report, perhaps, a
notch or two higher for senior managers in the public service. Imagine,
notwithstanding principles, the objectivity, the guidelines which are used in
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compensation management, there is always a sense of subjectivity and judgment
and we therefore deal with the recommendations as they have come to us from the
SRC and the CPO’s comments.

Sen. Merritt raised some specific questions; I think Sen. Huggins answered
one of them. The issue of tax-free allowances for some persons within the SRC

Report, particularly the higher judiciary, as part of their terms and conditions
which are accepted. They are there, they cannot be tampered with. Similarly, the
warm clothing allowance is paid to the President and, in fact, to some other people
in certain situations, particularly where people are going to be travelling in winter.
Again, that is part of their terms and conditions of salary. It is not anything
strange. It is not that we expect winter here, but we recognize that they will be
moving and it is part of their terms.

We note, and I think both Senators Spence and Mansoor alluded to the need,
perhaps, for us to look at a different set of mechanisms to treat with the Salaries
Review Commission’s recommendations and Sen. Mansoor made the point that,
perhaps, we needed to be clearer about procedure and things like that. Let me say
that the Cabinet, in reviewing the recommendations, is also mindful of these
issues and that we, perhaps, will be coming shortly with some proposals to treat
with subsequent recommendations coming out of the Salaries Review
Commission.

I think we accept some of the awkwardness of the situation in which we find
ourselves in debating and adjudicating on some of our own salaries, and it is an
issue that is addressing the mind of the Cabinet at this time. Let us also recognize,
Mr. President, that notwithstanding the comments about lateness of, I guess, some
of the information and the packages, many were the comments made about the
recommendations of the Salaries Review Commission over the last year or so
since the 23rd Report was laid in Parliament last year.

Indeed, one of the interesting comments that we had, appeared in the Express
newspaper of September 1, 1991 and with your permission, Sir, I would just like
to quote a small piece of that, because I think it is instructive for the debate that
we just had this afternoon. The article says—and I am going to quote here—

"Opposition Leader, Basdeo Panday, said yesterday he fully supports the pay
hikes proposed by the Salaries Review Commission.

His support, he said, was based on the principle that if you have
representatives in Parliament and you want them to serve you have to pay
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them. If you don’t, they will thief. If you put them and say, ’serve, serve,’ and
don’t pay, they will thief.

‘It is the highest hypocrisy to say that I am not paying my Parliamentarians
properly and then say they thief,’ Panday added. During his tenure as Minister
of External Affairs in the NAR Government Panday had criticized Ministerial
salaries as far too low."

I just thought it was interesting, Mr. President, to read this into the record,
given some of the comments which we heard this afternoon. So as we come here
this afternoon and again, like my friend, concerned with the hour—

Sen. W. Mark: I think that the principle of this question has to be cleared up.
Even though the hon. Minister has read that statement, I think that it has been
made abundantly clear, in principle, that the Opposition has no difficulty. What
we are saying, and it was made very clear, is that first of all, we have a difficulty
with giving people who are not working, increases. We are talking about
parliamentary reforms, so that we can give the parliamentarians who are going to
get increases, particularly, more power. You see the hon. Minister is quoting and
at the same time misleading. I think that we need to correct the records.

Hon. G. Draper: Mr. President, I think sometimes some of us may stop
sentences halfway and I would just like to be very clear when my friend Sen.
Wade Mark says that the Opposition has no difficulty, is he saying that they have
no difficulty in accepting the need for higher pay for parliamentarians? That is the
sense I now get from his rejoinder, Mr. President. So it seems to me that we are at
a place where we need to recognize that we are treating with some 621 persons, as
I said earlier, who have so far been outside that net which the Government has
sought to treat with over these last 10 months, where we have ensured that daily-
paid workers, and public servants are, in fact, now being paid their due wages
given through negotiations or the Industrial Court.

We are in the process of discussing the arrears with the public service unions
and we are trying to arrive at a settlement where that is concerned. The critical
thing, however, is that they are all getting current salaries. This group whom we
addressed today are the only people so far outside that net, going back some 10
years, and we are seeking, therefore, to bring them now on par, by utilizing these
recommendations as a basis to do that. It seems to me, therefore, Mr. President,
that we, recognizing the difficult times, are seeking to ensure that all sectors of
our society at least are able to benefit from some piece of that economic pie. We
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have done this in the context of fairness, of recognizing the principles of
compensation management and I, therefore, have great pleasure in moving this
motion.

Sen. W. Mark: Before the hon. Minister takes his seat, could he indicate to
us, for instance, when he refers to comments by the CPO re this report, if those
comments are to be taken as recommendations having been made by the CPO and
accepted by the Cabinet? Because what we have here, Sir, is:

"That the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the Salaries Review Commission of
the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago be now considered and approved subject
to the recommendations of the Chief Personnel Officer."

So we want to understand if we are talking about comments which are now
recommendations and those recommendations were accepted by the Cabinet of
Trinidad and Tobago.

Hon. Draper: Mr. President, I thought I had made that clear in my opening
statement and Minister Huggins had also done this. The recommendations
contained in the document before us come here as recommendations of the
Cabinet and the Government of Trinidad and Tobago.

Question put.

The Senate divided:      Ayes   16,     Noes   7

AYES

Saith, Sen. Dr. The Hon. L.

Huggins, Sen. The Hon. R.

Barnes, Sen. the Hon. B.

Kuei Tung, Sen. the Hon. B.

Yuille-Williams, Sen. the Hon. J.

Draper, Sen. the Hon. G.

Robinson-Regis, Sen. the Hon. C.

Mark, Sen. A.

Callender, Sen. S.

Ojah-Maharaj, Sen. D.
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Elder, Sen. J.

Kuarsingh, Sen. Dr. H.

Rahael, Sen. J.

Gosine, Sen. Pundit R.

Hassim, Sen. A.

Rooks, Sen. J.

AYES

Mark, Sen. W.

Capildeo, Sen. S.

Baksh, Sen. S.

Kwabene, Sen. R.

Hosein, Sen. M.

Mahadeo, Sen. C.

Teelucksingh, Sen. Rev. D.

The following Senators abstained: M. Mansoor, J. Spence, D. Mahabir-Wyatt,
E. Dean, N. Oudit.

Resolved:

That the 23rd, 24th and 25th Reports of the Salaries Review Commission
of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago be now considered and approved
subject to the recommendations of the Chief Personnel Officer.

Motion made and question proposed, That the Senate do now adjourn to
Tuesday, November 10, 1992 at 1.30 p.m. [Hon. L. Saith ]

Question put and agreed to.

Senate adjourned accordingly.

Adjourned at 7.32 p.m.


