
1 

Leave of Absence   2026.05.12 
 

UNREVISED 

SENATE 

Tuesday, May 12, 2026 

The Senate met at 1.30 p.m. 

PRAYERS 

[MR. PRESIDENT in the Chair]  

Mr. President:  Hon. Senators, I rise to warmly welcome Sen. Brian Baig back to 

this honourable Chamber and to acknowledge his return to these proceedings.  

Welcome. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. President:  Hon. Senators, I have granted leave of absence to Sen. The Hon. 

Dr. Kennedy Swaratsingh and Sen. Janelle John-Bates, both of whom are ill. 

SENATORS’ APPOINTMENT 

Mr. President:  Hon. Senators, I have received correspondence from Her 

Excellency the President, Christine Carla Kangaloo, O.R.T.T., advising of the 

following temporary appointments in accordance with section 44 of the 

Constitution:   

“THE CONSTITUTION OF THE REPUBLIC OF TRINIDAD AND 

TOBAGO 

By Her Excellency CHRISTINE CARLA 

KANGALOO, O.R.T.T., President of the 

Republic of Trinidad and Tobago and 

Commander-in-Chief of the Armed 

Forces. 

/s/Christine Carla Kangaloo 

President. 
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TO:  MR. ASHWORTH JACK 

WHEREAS Senator Dr. the Honourable Kennedy Swaratsingh, is incapable 

of performing his duties as a Senator by reason of illness; 

NOW THEREFORE, I, CHRISTINE CARLA KANGALOO, President as 

aforesaid, in exercise of the power vested in me by section 44 (l)(b) and section 44 

(4)(a) of the Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago, acting in 

accordance with the advice of the Prime Minister, do hereby appoint you, 

ASHWORTH JACK, to be a member of the Senate temporarily, with effect from 

12th May, 2026, and continuing during the absence of Senator Dr. the Honourable 

Kennedy Swaratsingh by reason of illness. 

Given under my Hand and the Seal of the 

President of the Republic of Trinidad and 

Tobago at the Office of the President, St. 

Ann’s, this 12th day of May, 2026.” 

“THE CONSTITUTION OF THE REPUBLIC OF TRINIDAD AND 

TOBAGO 

By Her Excellency CHRISTINE CARLA 

KANGALOO, O.R.T.T., President of the 

Republic of Trinidad and Tobago and 

Commander-in-Chief of the Armed 

Forces. 

/s/Christine Carla Kangaloo 

President. 

TO:  MR. SANJIV BOODHU 

WHEREAS Senator Janelle John-Bates is incapable of performing his duties 

as a Senator by reason of illness; 
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NOW THEREFORE, I, CHRISTINE CARLA KANGALOO, President as 

aforesaid, in exercise of the power vested in me by section 44 (l)(b) and section 44 

(4)(b) of the Constitution of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago, acting in 

accordance with the advice of the Leader of the Opposition, do hereby appoint you, 

SANJIV BOODHU, to be a member of the Senate temporarily, with effect from 

12th May, 2026 and continuing during the absence of Senator Janelle John-Bates by 

reason of illness. 

Given under my Hand and the Seal of the 

President of the Republic of Trinidad and 

Tobago at the Office of the President, St. 

Ann’s, this 12th day of May, 2026.” 

AFFIRMATION OF ALLEGIANCE 

Senator Ashworth Jack took and subscribed the Affirmation of Allegiance as 

required by law. 

OATH OF ALLEGIANCE 

Senator Sanjiv Boodhu took and subscribed the Oath of Allegiance as 

required by law. 

COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 
(CHANGE OF MEMBERSHIP) 

Mr. President:  Hon. Senators, in accordance with Standing Order 79(2), I have 

appointed the following Members to serve on the Committee of Privileges of the 

Senate for the duration of the consideration of the two matters referred to it on 

Friday, May 01, 2026: 

Mr. Eli Zakour in lieu of Mr. Darrell Allahar 

Dr. Amery Browne in lieu of Mr. Faris Al-Rawi SC 

Ms. Sophia Chote SC in lieu of Mr. Michael de la Bastide SC 

PAPERS LAID 
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1. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General for 

the fiscal year 2010/2011.  [The Attorney General (Sen. The Hon. John 

Jeremie SC)] 

2. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General for 

the fiscal year 2011/2012.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC]  

3. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General for 

the fiscal year 2012/2013.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC] 

4. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General for 

the fiscal year 2013/2014.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC]   

5. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General for 

the fiscal year 2014/2015.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC]   

6. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General and 

Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2015/2016.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC] 

7. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General and 

Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2016/2017.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC]   

8. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the Attorney General and 

Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2017/2018.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie SC] 

9. Annual Administrative Report of the Office of the Attorney General and 

Ministry of Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2018/2019.  [Sen. The Hon. J. 

Jeremie SC] 

10. Annual Administrative Report of the Office of the Attorney General and 

Ministry of Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2019/2020.  [Sen. The Hon. J. 

Jeremie SC] 

11. Annual Administrative Report of the Office of the Attorney General and 

Ministry of Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2020.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie 

SC] 
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12. Annual Administrative Report of the Office of the Attorney General and 

Ministry of Legal Affairs for the fiscal year 2021.  [Sen. The Hon. J. Jeremie 

SC] 

13. Annual Administrative Report of the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services for the fiscal year 2024.  [Parliamentary 

Secretary in the Ministry of the People, Social Development and Family 

Services (Sen. Dr. Natalie Chaitan-Maharaj)] 

14. Annual Audited Financial Statements of the Export-Import Bank of Trinidad 

and Tobago Limited for the year ended December 31, 2025.  [Minister in the 

Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. The Hon. Darrell Allahar)] 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE REPORT 
(Presentation) 

Social Services and Public Administration 

Trinidad and Tobago’s Response to Non-communicable Diseases 

Sen. Dr. Desirée Murray:  Mr. President, I have the honour to present the 

following report as listed on the Order Paper in my name: 

Special Report of the Joint Select Committee on Social Services and Public 

Administration on an Inquiry into Trinidad and Tobago’s response to the 

prevalence of Non-communicable diseases (with a specific focus on 

Diabetes, Cardiovascular Diseases and Cancer, First Session (2025/2026), 

Thirteenth Parliament.  

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 

Mr. President:  Leader of Government Business.    

Minister in the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. The Hon. Darrell Allahar):  

Mr. President, the Government is very happy this afternoon to answer the 

following questions appearing on the Order Paper: Question Nos. 67, 68, 69, 71, 

72, 77 and 80.  We would ask, Mr. President, most respectfully, that Question Nos. 



6 

Papers Laid (cont’d)   2026.05.12 
 

UNREVISED 

73, 75, and 

76 be deferred for a period of two weeks.   

Mr. President:  Okay.  Alright.  The relevant questions are deferred as outlined.   

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President? 

Mr. President:  Senator? 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Did the Leader of Government Business—I may have missed 

it—give any indication with respect to the question for written response on the 

Order Paper?  

Mr. President:  The hon. Leader of Government Business. 

Sen. Allahar:  Mr. President, none of the questions for written response are due 

yet.  It is on the Order Paper, check Appendix 1. 

ORAL ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 

The following questions stood on the Order Paper in the name of Sen. 

Vishnu Dhanpaul: 

Unprocessed VAT Refund Claims  

(Remedial Measures Taken) 

73.  Given that the Value Added Tax Act requires refunds to be processed within 

a stipulated timeframe and the consequent cash flow burden borne by the 

private sector if this timeframe is not adhered to, can the hon. Minister of 

Finance provide:  

(i) the total number of small and medium-sized enterprises that have 

submitted VAT refund claims which remain unprocessed beyond the 

statutory period;  

(ii) the total dollar value of the overdue claims identified at (i); and  

(iii) what specific remedial measures are being taken by the Ministry to 

reduce the backlog?  

Requests for Foreign Exchange 
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(Details of) 

75.  In relation to the foreign exchange requests made by the commercial 

banking system to the Central Bank of Trinidad and Tobago during the last 

twelve (12) months, can the hon. Minister of Finance advise as to:  

(i) the total dollar value of those unfulfilled foreign exchange requests; 

and  

(ii) what specific policy interventions are being implemented by the 

Ministry and the Central Bank to close the gap between foreign 

exchange supply and demand?  

Current Unemployment Rate 

(Details of) 

76.  Can the hon. Minister of Planning, Economic Affairs and Development 

indicate:  

(i) the current official unemployment rate as measured by the Central 

Statistical Office;  

(ii) how that figure has trended over each of the last four (4) quarters; and  

(iii) whether the Ministry has undertaken any impact assessment to 

determine the correlation between the persistent foreign exchange 

shortage and the stagnation in formal private sector job creation over 

the last twelve months? 

Questions, by leave, deferred.  

1.45p.m.  

Closure or Restructuring of CEPEP  

(Details of) 

67. Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs asked the hon. Minister of Rural Development and 

Local Government: 
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With respect to the closure or restructuring of the CEPEP programme, can 

the Minister state:  

(i) the number of persons who have become unemployed as a result 

thereof;  

(ii) whether the Ministry has conducted any assessment to evaluate the 

economic and social impact of the closure or restructuring of the 

programme; and  

(iii) the number of persons currently participating in any alternative 

employment, training or community-based programmes introduced 

to absorb or support these displaced workers?  

Mr. President:  Minister of Rural Development and Local Government.  

The Minister in the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. Darrell Allahar):  Thank 

you, Mr. President.  I have been authorized to answer this question on behalf of the 

Minister of Rural Development and Local Government.  Mr. President, I wish to 

thank the hon. Senator for her question, and respectfully refer her to Standing Order 

24(1), where questions may be put to a Minister relating to any subject or 

department under the Minister’s administrative responsibility.  Mr. President, the 

matters contained in the question do not fall under the Minister’s administrative 

responsibility.  Thank you. 

Mr. President:  Alright.  Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs, you will have to refile that 

question.  So I call on you again.  Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs. 

Sen. Dr. Attzs:  Thank you, Mr. President, and I thank the Leader of Government 

Business for his guidance.  I am a little perplexed, though, because the question 

was permitted by you, Mr. President.  

Sen. D. Allahar:  Mr. President, is this a debate?  

Sen. Dr. Attzs:  No.  Not at all.  I was simply seeking clarity, Mr. President, 
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respectfully so.  So I am seeking clarity.  So, my apologies if the Leader of 

Government Business interpreted it to be out of order.  But I was seeking 

clarification, since it was allowed by your good self.  Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs, next question. 

Closure or Restructuring of the CEPEP Programme 

(Measures to Assess/Assist Former Workers) 

68.  Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs asked the hon. Minister of Labour, Small and 

Micro Enterprise Development: 

Having regard to the closure or restructuring of the CEPEP programme, can 

the Minister state:  

(i) whether the Ministry has undertaken any labour-market assessment to 

determine the employment status of affected persons;  

(ii) what measures, if any, have been implemented to provide retraining, 

skills development, or job placement assistance to persons displaced 

from the CEPEP programme; and  

(iii) the numbers of former CEPEP workers who have accessed such 

programmes and who have since secured employment?  

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Labour, Small and Micro Enterprise 

Development.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

The Minister of Labour, Small and Micro Enterprise Development (Sen. The 

Hon. Leroy Baptiste):  I wish to thank you, Mr. President, for the opportunity to 

respond to the question posed by Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs.  In its official policy 

framework, the Government of Trinidad and Tobago commits to reducing 

unemployment by promoting job creation, advancing sustainable economic growth, 

and fostering social justice through policies that prioritize the needs and livelihoods 

of citizens.  Mr. President, we firmly believe that work is a foundational source of 
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human dignity and no effort should be spared in ensuring that everyone of working 

age is either employed or creating employment through entrepreneurship.   

In response to the first part of the question, it should be noted that the 

Ministry of Labour, Small and Micro Enterprise Development undertakes 

continuous labour market monitoring, supported by data from the Central Statistical 

Office.  While the Ministry has not undertaken a formal labour market assessment 

to determine the employment status of persons affected by the closure of the 

CEPEP programme, per se, it has been assessing the unemployment situation, 

generally, in Trinidad and Tobago, and considering strategies in keeping with the 

official policy framework and Revitalisation Blueprint.  A report presenting a 

comprehensive analysis and recommendations is due to be submitted to the Cabinet 

shortly.   

In response to the second part of the question, it should be noted that the 

Ministry has extended support through the National Employment Service (NES), 

which plays a vital role in bridging the gap between employers and job seekers.  

Through its services, the NES assists employers in identifying and securing 

candidates to meet staffing needs, ensuring that individuals are carefully 

prescreened and assessed based on their educational background, skill sets, and 

overall work-related competencies.   

In addition to recruitment support, the NES also empowers job seekers by 

offering valuable career development services, including personalized guidance, 

résumé preparation, interview coaching, and self-assessment tools designed to help 

individuals better understand their strengths and align them with appropriate 

employment opportunities.   

In addition to general job matching, some of the specific programmes 

available, which can be accessed by former CEPEP workers through NES, include 
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the short-term employment programme, which provides employment of three to six 

months in the manipulative field in government Ministries.  There is the support 

services relief programme, which provides relief officers in the public service from 

three months to one year in the clerical, secretarial, and manipulative fields, and the 

O-Level temporary clerical assist programme, which provides short-term 

employment of three months in the clerical, secretarial, and manipulative positions 

in government Ministries.  Other programmes of the Ministry, which can assist 

persons in obtaining sustainable employment include the Commonwealth 

Caribbean Seasonal Agricultural Workers’ Programme and entrepreneurship 

support through the National Entrepreneurship Development Company (NEDCO).   

With respect to the third part of the question, to date, 32 former CEPEP 

workers have registered with the National Employment Service during the period 

June 2025 to April 2026.  Our records show that no former CEPEP workers 

accessed the services of NEDCO for business support during this period.  Steps are 

being taken to facilitate the placement of persons in suitable employment.   

As the Minister of Labour, Small and Micro Enterprise Development, I 

recognize that this is about more than responding to the loss of jobs from any single 

programme.  It is about building a stronger labour market that works for all 

citizens, where people are able to build stable, productive lives. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Hon. Minister—  

Sen. L. Baptiste:  That is why this Government is committed— 

Mr. President:—your five minutes have expired.  I call on Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs. 

Do you have any supplemental?   

Sen. Dr. Attzs:  No supplemental.  I just wish to thank the hon. Minister for his 

comprehensive response—thank you so much—providing support to the CEPEP 



12 

Oral Answers to Questions (cont’d)   2026.05.12 
 

UNREVISED 

workers.  Thank you.  

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs, next question. 

Social Welfare Programmes 
(Impact on Demand Following CEPEP Closure) 

69. Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs asked the hon. Minister of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services:  

With respect to social assistance, food support, or other welfare 

programmes, can the Minister state:  

(i) whether there has been any increase in applications to such 

programmes since the closure or restructuring of the CEPEP 

programme;  

(ii) what targeted social support measures, if any, have been implemented 

to support households previously dependent on income from the 

CEPEP programme; and  

(iii) whether the Ministry has conducted any assessment of the impact of 

the loss of CEPEP income on household welfare, including food 

security, school attendance, or access to basic services?  

Mr. President:  Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

The Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services (Sen. Dr. Natalie Chaitan-Maharaj):  Thank 

you, Mr. President.  In order to accurately respond to the question asked, the 

Ministry of the People, Social Development and Family Services established an 

appropriate reference period and conducted a comparative analysis of new 

applications with two of its most widely accessed grants, namely the Public 

Assistance Grant and the Food Support Programme, over the periods July 2024 to 
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March 2025, and July 2025 to March 2026.   

In response to part (i) of the question, an analysis of the data received from 

the Social Welfare Division of the Ministry indicates that the total number of new 

applications under the Public Assistance Grant and the Food Support Programme 

increased by 16.46 per cent.  That is a rise of 441 applications.  From the period 

July 2024 to March 2025, there were 2,689 applications, and from the period July 

2025 to March 2026, there were 3,130 applications.  Based on the data analysis 

undertaken, no direct correlation or causation can be established between the 

increase in new applications for the two grants mentioned and the discontinuation 

of the Community-Based Environmental Protection and Enhancement 

Programme’s core routine operations.   

With respect to part two of the question, the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services continues to maintain a comprehensive social 

protection framework aimed at supporting vulnerable individuals and households 

through a range of targeted programmes and grants that include our Public 

Assistance Grant, Disability Assistance Grant, Food Support Programme, General 

Assistance Grants, home repair grants, SEED Programme, Sowing Empowerment 

through Entrepreneurial Development and our disaster relief programmes.  It 

should be noted that these social services are administered based on established 

eligibility criteria and remain accessible to all qualifying citizens, including former 

CEPEP employees.   

In addition to regular assistance programmes, the Ministry has also 

implemented targeted, temporary food card initiatives to help alleviate increased 

financial pressures experienced by families during significant national, cultural, and 

religious observances.  While these one-off food cards, each valued at $550, were 

previously distributed only during the Christmas season, the initiative has been 
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expanded to include Divali, Eid-ul-Fitr, and Shouter Baptist observances, thereby 

promoting greater inclusivity and support for families across diverse communities .   

Furthermore, in response to increasing demand, applications for the most 

recent Christmas season were increased from 200 to 250 cards per constituency, 

while allocations of 60 cards per constituency were provided for Divali and 100 

cards per constituency for both Eid-ul-Fitr and Shouter Baptist observance.   

The Ministry also recently undertook a revision of its Standard Means Test, 

which is the primary tool used to determine eligibility for several of the Ministry’s 

social safety net grants.  As a result, in February 2026, the Cabinet approved a 42 

per cent increase in the poverty threshold, applied under the FMT to more 

accurately reflect the country’s current economic realities.  This adjustment is 

expected to expand access to social assistance by allowing a greater number of low-

income and financially-vulnerable households to qualify for support, including 

households whose income may have been adversely affected by the discontinuation 

of CEPEP’s routine operations.  The revised threshold is scheduled to take effect 

from June 1, 2026.   

To strengthen service delivery and prepare for any anticipated increases in 

the demand for social assistance services, the Ministry also recruited 30 social 

service delivery officers within the Social Welfare Division in March of 2026.  

This initiative is intended to enhance the Ministry’s operational capacity by 

improving the processing and assessment of applications, supporting case 

management, reducing backlogs, and increasing the overall responsiveness of 

social services delivery.   

In part (iii) of the question, the Ministry of the People, Social Development 

and Family Services did not conduct any specific assessment of the impact of the 

loss of CEPEP income on household welfare.  However, the Ministry continuously 
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monitors developments within the social sector and maintains ongoing engagement 

with key stakeholders and partner agencies, including the CSO, Central Statistical 

Office, to obtain the relevant data to inform policy development, programme 

planning, and operational decision-making.   

At present, the Ministry maintains active representation on the Technical 

Steering Committee of the CSO, which was responsible for the implementation of 

the Household Budgetary Survey and the Survey of Living Conditions, as well as 

the development of the national Multidimensional Poverty Index.  These projects 

generate robust datasets capable of capturing variations on household expenditure 

patterns, food consumption and adequacy, school attendance, and access to 

essential services. 

Mr. President:  Parliamentary Secretary, time.  Sen. Dr. Marlene Attzs. 

Sen. Dr. Attzs:  Thank you, Mr. President.  A supplemental question, if I may.  

Can the hon. Parliamentary Secretary, indicate whether the increased demand for 

social assistance has resulted in a higher-than-budgeted expenditure by the 

Ministry, and whether any supplementary allocations are required to meet this 

demand?  Because you did indicate in your response that there has been an 

increasing demand and, you know, you have increased the number of allocations to 

support persons at different times during the year.  So I was wondering whether 

there is, in fact, an increase in the Ministry’s expenditure and whether there has 

been any supplementary allocation to meet this increasing demand.  Thank you, 

Mr. President.  

Mr. President:  Yeah.  Parliamentary Secretary. 

Sen. Dr. Chaitan-Maharaj:  There was only a 16.4 per cent increase, which 

represents only 441 new applications, but thousands of applications presented every 

year.  Whether or not such a small number would require additional allocation, I 
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would have to refer to my line Minister to answer. 

Sen. Dr. Attzs:  Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Amery Browne.  

2.00 p.m.  

Nurses/Staff Demonstrations 

(Proposed Reduction in Overtime Rates) 

71. Sen. Dr. Amery Browne asked the hon. Minister of Health: 

In light of reports that nurses and staff across various public hospitals are 

staging demonstrations in response to the proposed reduction in overtime 

rates, could the Minister indicate:  

(i) what impact has this situation had on the delivery of services within 

the public healthcare system as at April 01, 2026; and  

(ii) what measures are being implemented to address these concerns to 

ensure the continuity and quality of patient care?  

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Health.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

The Minister of Health (Hon. Dr. Lackram Bodoe):  Thank you, Mr. President, 

for the privilege of attending this House and I thank the hon. Senator for his 

question.  This question has two parts.  The first part: The staging of 

demonstrations had no adverse impact on the delivery of services within the public 

health care system.   

The answer to the second part: I am advised that to safeguard the continuity 

and quality of patient care, all regional health authorities promptly activated their 

planned contingency measures. These included the reassignment of staff, strategic 

deployment of nursing personnel and targeted adjustments to duty rosters.  

Implementation was closely monitored, with additional staffing refinements made 

as needed to ensure that service standards were consistently maintained. 
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Mr. President, today is International Nurses Day, and I take the opportunity 

to extend sincere appreciation to nurses for their unwavering dedication— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Hon. Dr. L. Bodoe:—professionalism and compassion in caring for our 

population. I thank you, Mr. President. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Browne. 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I certainly join with the Minister in 

the commemoration of this important day.  A supplemental question: The root 

issue of the overtime rates with respect to nurses, has that been resolved as of this 

time, Mr. President?   

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Health, would you like to respond to that?  

Hon. Dr. L. Bodoe:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I thank the Member for his 

supplemental.  That matter is under consideration at this time. 

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Amery Browne.   

Reduction of Business Operations Assistants in Schools 
(Details of) 

72. Sen. Dr. Amery Browne asked the hon. Minister of Education: 

In light of concerns raised by the Trinidad and Tobago Unified Teachers’ 

Association regarding reduced numbers of Business Operations Assistants 

(BOAs) in schools, could the Minister state:  

(i) how many BOAs have been sent home;  

(ii) whether there are plans to rehire them; and  

(iii) if yes, what is the implementation timeline for such rehiring plans?  

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Education. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

The Minister of Education (Hon. Dr. Michael Dowlath):  Thank you very much, 
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Mr. President.  I thank the hon. Senator for the question.  In response to part (i) of 

Question No. 72 on the Order Paper, Mr. President, no business operations 

assistants were sent home. Rather, the contracts of approximately 294 business 

operations assistants came to an end on the 30th of April, 2026, in accordance with 

their contractual terms.   

With respect to part (ii), Mr. President, the Ministry recognizes the 

importance of administrative support in schools and is currently undertaking a 

comprehensive review of the business operations assistant position to ensure that 

the role is properly aligned with the present and projected needs of the schools.  

This includes consideration of evolving administrative workflows, digital systems, 

records management, communication support and appropriate technology-enabled 

processes.  The findings of that review will guide the Ministry’s decisions on the 

way forward.   

With respect to part (iii), Mr. President, at this stage, the review process is 

still underway and no final determination has yet been made in relation to the 

future configuration, engagement arrangements or implementation timeline for the 

position.  Any decision in that regard will be subject to the completion of the 

review and the requisite administrative and approval processes.  Thank you.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Browne.   

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Thank you, Mr. President.  Mr. President, a supplemental: The 

Minister has indicated that none were sent home, but 294 contracts came to an end.  

Of these 294, have any of them been retained to this point, and if not, how is the 

role that they served being covered within the Ministry of Education?  

Mr. President:  Well, you asked two questions there and you are only entitled to 

one.  So, would you like to deal with the former?  So you have two supplementals 
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and you are entitled to four.  So you are going to answer both, so that will be two 

and three. 

Hon. Dr. M. Dowlath:  Mr. President, as I indicated, this process is under review, 

and so we are reviewing all the workflows, digital systems, record management. 

And so as soon as the review process is completed, we will indicate the way 

forward. Thank you.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Thank you, Mr. President. Just to repeat the second 

supplemental.  In the interim, how is the role that these business operations 

assistants in schools, how is that role being catered to or covered within the 

Ministry of Education?   

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Education.   

Hon. Dr. M. Dowlath:  Mr. President, that question does not fall under the remit 

of No. 72.  If the Member will resubmit, I will be very happy to answer.   

Sen. Dr. Allahar:  Mr. President, the question does not arise.   

Mr. President:  Please.  Please.  I can handle myself.  Okay? I think the Minister 

has responded to that particular question.  

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President, if I may.  May I?  Because the supplemental 

question falls directly within the ambit of the question before us.  So the Minister, 

if he is not able to answer, he should indicate that.  But to say, it does arise, I have 

a difficulty with it, Mr. President.   

Hon. Senators:  [Crosstalk] 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  The President allowed the question and therefore, the Minister 

should answer.   

Mr. President:  I think he has indicated that—well, he did supply an answer.  It 

was not along the lines that you would have liked, but he has responded.  I go to 
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Question No. 77 now.  Sen. Dr. Desirée Murray.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Support Interventions in Child-Separation Cases 
(Details of) 

77.  Sen. Dr. Desirée Murray asked the hon. Minister of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services: 

Given that the Minister of Homeland Security reported that the Trinidad and 

Tobago Police Service (TTPS) recorded six child-separation cases during the 

Carnival 2026 season, and that the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services maintains support interventions in such 

cases with the TTPS, can the Minister advise:  

(i) whether follow-up support interventions were conducted with regard 

to these cases; and  

(ii) if no such interventions were conducted, what are the reasons for the 

absence of action?  

Mr. President:  Parliament Secretary in the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

The Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of the People, Social 

Development and Family Services (Sen. Dr. Natalie Chaitan-Maharaj):  Mr. 

President, thank you for the opportunity to answer.  The Ministry of the People, 

Social Development and Family Services has responsibility for matters relating to 

child protection and the safeguarding of children and families.  The Children’s 

Authority of Trinidad and Tobago, CATT, over which the Ministry has oversight, 

serves as the lead agency for child protection.  CATT’s role includes coordination 

with the Trinidad and Tobago Police Service and other partner agencies in cases of 

child maltreatment, which may include instances where children are found 
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wandering, lost, or separated from their parents or caregivers during public events 

and other high-activity periods.   

CATT has confirmed that throughout the Carnival 2026 period, its child 

protection response mechanisms remained operational and available to support the 

TTPS and any other agency in the event that any intervention was required.  

CATT has advised further that the six child separation cases reportedly 

recorded by the TTPS during the Carnival 2026 season were not referred to or 

otherwise known of by the Authority until information was placed in the public 

domain. It is customary for the TTPS to refer such cases to CATT in circumstances 

where further intervention is deemed necessary.  In this situation, no referrals were 

made and as such, it would suggest that no follow-up support or interventions were 

required.  

Notwithstanding this, CATT remains committed to maintaining close 

collaboration with the TTPS and all relevant agencies to strengthen referral 

pathways in such cases to ensure that the safety, care and timely reunification of 

children is done.  I thank you, Mr. President.   

Mr. President:  Sen. Dr. Murray.  

Sen. Dr. Murray:  Thank you, Mr. President.  My supplemental is, can the 

Parliamentary Secretary indicate who determined that no follow-up intervention 

was required, which professional within the Trinidad and Tobago Police Service?  

Mr. President:  The Parliamentary Secretary.   

Sen. Dr. N. Chaitan-Maharaj:  Mr. President, I am sorry, I think the processing 

and the due process of the TTPS falls outside the remit of this Ministry.   

Mr. President:  Any further supplemental?   

Sen. Dr. Murray:  Thank you, Mr. President.  Given that the Parliamentary 

Secretary has assured us that there is close collaboration between the Ministry of 
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the People, Social Development and Family Services and the TTPS, can she 

indicate why there was no apparent communication concerning this very important 

issue?  

Mr. President:  Parliamentary Secretary. 

Sen. Dr. N. Chaitan-Maharaj:  Mr. President, those were not the words I used.  I 

did not say there was no apparent indication, I said that cases were not referred to 

the Children’s Authority, which then would suggest that no support or 

interventions were deemed necessary. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Any further supplemental?  

Sen. Dr. Murray:  Yes, just one further.  I am still not quite clear who determined 

that no support was necessary.  So, is this any indication, within your 

communication with the TTPS, whose decision it was not to refer?  

Mr. President:  I think, to be fair to the Parliamentary Secretary, that is a question 

that she has already answered and you have just repeated it in another way.  So I 

would not allow that at this time.  All right.  Let us go on, please.  Okay, Sen. Dr. 

Desirée Murray, your next question.   

Suicide Deaths and Psychosocial Support in Schools 
(Details of) 

80.  Sen. Dr. Desirée Murray asked the hon. Minister of Education: 

Given reports of suicide deaths in primary and secondary schools and the 

provision of psychosocial support to students, can the Minister advise as to:  

(i) the additional measures or support systems, if any, introduced to 

address student mental health and wellbeing; 

(ii) the nature of the measures identified at (i) and how they may be 

accessed by students;  
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(iii) the steps taken during the past year to address staffing shortages of 

mental health professionals and behavioural specialists within the 

Student Support Services Division; and  

(iv) whether a formal training programme exists to equip teachers to 

identify and respond to signs of emotional distress, risks of self-

harm or suicidal ideation? 

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Education.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

The Minister of Education (Hon. Dr. Michael Dowlath):  Thank you very much, 

Mr. President, and I want to thank the hon. Senator for the question.  In response to 

part (i), Mr. President, the Ministry of Education, through their Student Support 

Services Division, through its school-based psychosocial support system, provides 

support for students’ mental health and well-being.  The measures include a 

structured three-tiered support model; universal prevention and sensitization, led 

by the guidance unit and guidance officers; targeted individual and group 

interventions by school social workers; and specialists’ assessment and 

intervention, through the diagnostic assessment and intervention unit, where 

required.  These measures promote emotional well-being, build resilience and 

coping skills, reduce stigma, strengthen early identification of students in distress, 

and ensure that support is provided according to the level of need presented.   

With respect to part (ii), Mr. President, the measures are both and 

preventative and responsive.  Guidance officers deliver psycho-educational and 

group guidance sessions on emotional well-being, resilience, coping strategies, and 

personal and social development.  School social workers provide focused support 

to students experiencing emotional, behavioural, social or family-related 

challenges.  Students with complex needs are referred to the DAIU, and where 
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necessary, to external agencies for specialized support.  Students may access these 

services through referrals from school administrators, teachers, parents, guidance 

officers, school social workers, or by self-referrals.  Once a concern is identified, 

the SSSD assesses the matter and determines the appropriate support or referral.   

With respect to part (iii), Mr. President, over the past year, the Ministry has 

been undertaking an ongoing review and realignment of staffing and service 

delivery arrangements within the SSSD.  The aim is to ensure the optimum 

delivery of psychosocial, mental health, behavioural and guidance support to 

students, while informing the prioritization of the filling of vacancies, and hiring or 

engagement of additional personnel where required.   

2.15 p.m. 

This includes assessing district-level needs; reviewing the deployment of guidance 

officers, school social workers and DAIU officers; prioritizing support to schools 

and districts with the greatest needs; strengthening district-level coordination; 

collaborating with external agencies and professionals; and advancing the 

necessary staffing and contract-related submissions to further strengthen the 

division. 

With respect to part (iv), Mr. President, the Ministry has commenced a 

structured capacity-building initiative to strengthen the ability of school personnel 

to identify and respond to signs of emotional distress, self-harm and suicidal 

ideation among students. 

As the first phase, a professional development session was conducted on the 

9th of April, 2026, under the theme, “Suicide Prevention, Intervention and 

Postvention”.  The session was facilitated by the clinical psychologist team of the 

DAIU and focused on risk factors, warning signs, suicide risk assessment, safety 

planning, intervention and referral protocols.  Fifty-three SSSD officers were 
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trained, including school social workers, restorative practitioners and DAIU 

officers.  This forms part of a train-the-trainer model, through which senior school 

social workers will cascade training to school-based officers, including guidance 

officers who will support further sensitization and training for teachers, students 

and parents.  Thank you.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. Dr. Murray:  Thank you, Mr. President.  A supplemental.  Hon. Minister, 

given that the Trinidad and Tobago Unified Teachers’ Association has indicated 

that the contracts of several social workers, school social workers and staff at the 

Student Support Services Division came to an end, can you indicate what staffing 

shortages currently exist, and whether rehiring of these personnel is being 

considered? 

Mr. President:  I do not think that question arises, you know.  You can probably 

ask another question, please. 

Sen. Dr. Murray:  Thank you, Mr. President.  Minister, in your response, the 

impression I got was a one-day training programme to train the trainers.  I am not 

sure if that is correct, but if so, is one day considered sufficient and are more 

training programmes planned for the future?  

Mr. President:  The hon. Minister of Education.  

Hon. Dr. M. Dowlath:  Thank you, Mr. President.  Thank you for the question.  

As I indicated in part (iv), the Ministry has commenced a structured capacity-

building initiative, and so the first session was the session held on the 9th of April.  

So that is the beginning of the programme. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. Dr. Murray:  Sorry. I did ask, as part of that supplemental, what plans were 

considered for the future.  Is that question being allowed?  You said a structured 
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training programme. Could you give any indication of what is planned for the 

future, for this structured training programme?  

Mr. President:  All right.  The Minister of Education.  

Hon. Dr. M. Dowlath:  As I indicated, this forms part of a train-the-trainer model, 

through which senior school social workers will cascade training to school-based 

officers, including guidance officers, who will support further sensitization and 

training for teachers, students and parents.  This approach strengthens early 

identification, improves school-level response, and supports teachers and other 

school personnel in responding appropriately to students who may be in distress.  

So, this is how the system rolls down directly to the students and parents.  Thank 

you, Mr. President.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Okay. Let us proceed. Sen. The Hon. Darrell Allahar. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE REPORT 

Special Report of the 
Joint Select Committee on National Security 

(Adoption) 

Minister in the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. The Hon. Darrell Allahar):  

Thank you, Mr. President.  Mr. President, I beg to move the following Motion 

standing in the name of Sen. The Hon. Eli Zakour: 

Be it resolved that this Senate adopt the Special Report of the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security, First Session, Thirteenth Parliament, on the 

concerns of the Committee to the continued membership of a Member. 

Mr. President, I rise to move this Motion to adopt the Special Report of the 

Joint Select Committee on National Security.  That Report, Mr. President, was laid 

in the Senate, and it pertains to the concerns of the JSC on National Security to the 
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continued membership on the Committee of Sen. Janelle John-Bates.  

Mr. President, it is not a very pleasant task to move this Motion and to stand 

in this Senate to express a view regarding a fellow Member of the Senate who, 

incidentally, is also my colleague in the legal profession.  But at the outset, Mr. 

President, I wish to say that my contribution on this Motion will cover three broad 

areas.  Firstly, the context in which this Motion is brought.  Secondly, the 

overriding principles which, in my respectful view, should guide us all in this 

Senate today in considering this Special Report.  And thirdly, Mr. President, and 

most respectfully, I would want to add what we should do as a Senate. 

So, what is the context of this, Mr. President?  Why are we here?  Why are 

we here this afternoon?  And I want to refer to the contents of the Special Report, 

and I wish to summarize it for the benefit of the national community, members 

who are 

listening on to this debate and who wish to understand what is going on.  And all 

of what I am about to say is contained in the Special Report that is before us, Mr. 

President. 

Mr. President, the Minutes of all of the Committee’s—that is the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security, of which I am a member—the Minutes of all of 

the Committee’s meetings have been appended to the Special Report.  At its fifth 

meeting, the Committee’s fifth meeting on the 11th of March, 2026, the Committee 

had agreed to conduct an enquiry into the operations of private contracted security 

firms and its potential to assist the Government in the fight against crime, and they 

resolved to do so at their next enquiry.  So work was set.  Work was set by this 

Committee. 

However, Mr. President, at its next meeting on the 29th of April, 2026, and 

present at that meeting were Member of Parliament, Saddam Hosein, in the Chair; 
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Dr. Roodal Moonilal, Member of Parliament; Mr. Clyde Elder, Member of 

Parliament; Mr. Keith Scotland SC, Member of Parliament; Sen. Eli Zakour; Sen. 

Courtney Mc Nish; Sen. Janelle John-Bates and myself.  And the Report will tell 

you that after that meeting was called to order, Member, Dr. Roodal Moonilal, MP, 

expressed his concern regarding the contents of the Special Report of the PAAC on 

the conduct of Sen. Janelle John-Bates.  That Report has already been laid in this 

Senate, and that Report has already been adopted by this Senate. 

That Special Report of the PAAC was discussed and it indicated that Sen. 

John-Bates had advised a witness before that Committee and made material 

changes to the witness’ submission, while she was a sitting member of that 

Committee.  And we get that out of the Report that is before us now.  

On that day, Mr. President, the 29th of April, Member, Dr. Roodal Moonilal, 

MP, made a submission before the Committee that the conduct of Sen. John-Bates, 

as reported by the PAAC, undermined her capacity to participate impartially in the 

PAAC’s deliberations, and furthermore, that the actions taken by the PAAC in 

rendering a Special Report, concluding that she ought to be removed from that 

Committee, were justified.  That is in the Report before us. 

Furthermore, Member, Dr. Roodal Moonilal, MP, submitted that the Joint 

Select Committee of National Security would, in the course of its work, ordinarily 

examine matters of grave significance, as you would appreciate, Mr. President, and 

he also said—and I think it is instructive to quote what he said—I quote: 

“…the obligation of confidentiality is critical to the integrity of the 

proceedings and to ensuring that matters of national security are not 

compromised.” 

And based on that submission before the Joint Select Committee of National 
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Security, Dr. Roodal Moonilal, MP: 

“…recommended that Member John-Bates be removed from the 

Committee… and an alternative member be appointed.”— in her stead. 

Quite regrettably, Mr. President, and surprisingly to me, from the Minutes of 

that meeting, you would see that: 

“Mrs. John-Bates questioned the relevance of…”—Dr. Moonilal’s—

“…submissions to her work…”—on the Committee.  She questioned it.  She said 

that: 

“…there has been no finding of guilt against her.” 

And— 

“…it would be more appropriate for her to respond when the necessary 

parliamentary…”—procedure be engaged to establish her guilt or innocence.  She 

stood her ground.  Her colleague, Keith Scotland SC, MP, told the Committee that 

the JSC did not have the power to remove Sen. John-Bates as a member of the 

Committee.  He asked, “What Standing Order was breached?” Wrong and strong, 

Mr. President.  Wrong and strong. But I will get to that later, Mr. President.  Sen. 

John-Bates was then asked by the Chairman of the Committee— 

Hon. Senators:  [Interruption] 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar: It is not a laughing matter— 

“…if she would be willing to remove herself…” 

As a member, and she refused.  Thereafter, Mr. President, the majority of the 

members of the Committee voted in favour of the removal of Sen. John-Bates from 

the Committee, and the Committee resolved to render a Special Report, which is 

now before us.  That is the summary. 

The recommendation of the Joint Select Committee on National Security 
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that is before us now, Mr. President, is that Sen. Janelle John-Bates should not 

serve as a member of the Joint Select Committee on National Security.  So, Mr. 

President, that is only part of the context of this debate.  I think it is my duty to 

place before this Senate today, some other events, which are on the record of this 

House and which are all relevant and arise out of the contents of the Special 

Report.  I dare say, Mr. President, that any discussion of the Special Report before 

us, without these events being taken into consideration, would make this debate an 

arid and sterile one, and it would be a grave disservice to this Parliament.  So, I 

want to put it all out there for the benefit of all of the Senators. 

2.30p.m. 

What are these events, Mr. President?  First of all, on the 21st of April, 2026, 

Sen. John-Bates was replaced by Sen. Vishnu Dhanpaul on the PAAC.  So she was 

replaced subsequently.  This happened a mere eight days later.  Eight days after 

concerns of apparent bias were raised in the PAAC on the 13th of April2026.  So 

she was replaced on the PAAC eight days later.  But, Mr. President, here we are 

almost one month later still discussing this.  Still discussing the Special Report on 

her behaviour.   

On the 1st of May 2026, Mr. President, Sen. Janelle John-Bates delivered a 

personal explanation in this Senate in which she informed this Senate, and the 

national community by extension, that she had offered her resignation as a Senator 

to the Leader of the Opposition.  On that same day, this Senate debated a Motion to 

Adopt the Special Report of the PAAC, which called for her removal from the 

Committee due to allegations that she had assisted a witness who was to appear 

before the Committee.  A witness who tendered submissions to the Committee.  

All of this, Mr. President, while she, herself, sat as a member of that Committee.   
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By a majority vote of 18 to seven, this Senate adopted the contents of that 

Special Report of the PAAC.  Quite understandably, all six Members of the 

Opposition Bench, including Sen. John-Bates, voted against the adoption of that 

Report.  But I must say, I am quite surprised that Sen. John-Bates voted in that 

debate.  It was about her, but there you go.  There you go.  It is unfortunate, but 

there you go.  That is the standard on that side, Mr. President.  That is the standard 

of the PNM, very instructive.   

On that same day, the 1st of May—she did not get advice, I suppose.  On that 

same day, Mr. President, the 1st of May, it is a matter of record that certain matters 

were referred to another committee, and I shall say no more on that, Mr. President, 

except to add that the subject matter of this Motion touches and concerns the 

question or the issue of the continuation of Sen. John-Bates on the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security.  In light of the contents of the Special Report 

now before us, and also by extension, what has been raised in the Special Report of 

the PAAC, which the Senate has already adopted.  That is the issue before us. 

Mr. President, this Senate sat on Wednesday, the 6th of May,2026, and let it 

never be said that no opportunity was given to the Opposition to remove Sen. 

John-Bates from the Joint Select Committee on National Security and replace her 

with another member.  They cannot say that no opportunity was given to them.  

She is still there.  That, Mr. President, is the context.  Let me now go to some of 

the overriding principles which I would submit, with the greatest respect, must 

guide us all as Senators.   

Firstly, Mr. President, we are here as servants of the people in a system of 

democratic governance that holds a government and even a past government to 

account.  Secondly, Mr. President, part and parcel of holding any Government to 



32 

Special Report of the JSC on  2026.05.12 
National Security (Adoption)  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar (cont’d) 
 

UNREVISED 

account is the function and operations of joint select committees, which are now a 

feature of our Constitution and our parliamentary process.  Thirdly, Mr. President, 

I might add that on occasion, joint select committees may receive evidence in 

private or, as they say, in-camera in order to preserve the confidentiality of certain 

matters which are important enough to be investigated but sensitive enough to be 

protected.   

The Joint Select Committee on National Security is one such committee, and 

it cannot be disputed that its private deliberations, its approach to its work, or the 

matters that it deals with are both sensitive and confidential.  Fourthly, Mr. 

President, these joint select committees, including the Joint Select Committee on 

National Security, have very powerful and wide-ranging powers to summon 

witnesses to take evidence and make findings.  They perform what we lawyers call 

a “quasi-judicial function,” and it is of the highest importance, Mr. President, that 

the integrity of the joint select committees is preserved and jealously protected by 

all Members of Parliament in general, and Members of the Senate in particular.   

Fifthly, Mr. President, it is the duty, I say, of all of us here in the Senate as 

Senators to ensure that the membership of the Joint Select Committee on National 

Security is fit for purpose.  Should there be before us, recent events which suggest 

that a particular member of that committee is not fit for purpose or that the 

member’s continued presence may, having regard to her admitted behaviour, 

impede or obstruct the Committee’s business or impugn the integrity of the 

Committee.  This Senate, Mr. President, must take affirmative and decisive action.   

It is of critical importance that members of the public, members of the 

national community, must have trust and confidence, Mr. President, in our 

parliamentary institutions, and that cannot be denied.  Because we are in public life 
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are held up to a higher standard.  This is why, Mr. President, I have taken us 

through the context.  Permit me, therefore, to summarize for members of the public 

who might be watching us, and this is all based on the reports that are before us.  

All based on the reports. 

Sen. John-Bates was caught out.  There was an admission of her assisting a 

witness in the PAAC Special Report.  Sen. John-Bates was removed by the Leader 

of the Opposition from sitting on the PAAC.  In light of all that, the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security asked Sen. John-Bates to recuse herself from that 

Committee, and she said no.  Let us remember that, she said no.  Draw your own 

conclusions.  Subsequently, Sen. John-Bates informed this Senate that she had 

offered her resignation to the Leader of the Opposition as a Senator.  She is still 

sitting on the JSC on National Security today.  Mr. President, I have offered all of 

these things to my colleagues in this Senate for us to reflect collectively as 

Senators.  Almost a month has passed since the revelation in the PAAC of certain 

conduct that should be a cause of concern to all of us here.   

Mr. President, around here we hear a lot of talk about process and 

presumption of innocence and what the man on the street might really regard as 

“breaksing, breaksing.”  I say it again, there was an admission of a certain type of 

conduct of assisting a witness while being a member.  That is on record, and it is 

undeniable.  That is squarely before us.  Regardless of what happens in another 

committee that is squarely before us today.  What must we do, Mr. President, as 

Senators, in these very unfortunate circumstances?  You see, Mr. President, plain 

talk is bad manners sometimes, but persons do not usually offer their resignation if 

they did not do anything wrong.   

The issue here, Mr. President, for us, is not what has been sent elsewhere to 
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the side.  The issue here is whether to adopt the Special Report before us, which 

recommends that Sen. John-Bates should not sit as a member of the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security.  So at the end of the day, Mr. President, the effect 

of what we are to this side is simply whether we have confidence in Sen. Janelle 

John-Bates’ continued participation on that Committee in all of the circumstances 

that I have mentioned and in light of the contextual background which I have 

mentioned as well, which is on record and squarely before us.   

Mr. President, I would be the first one to say that process is to be respected.  

But process, Mr. President, is always the servant of principle.  On the face of what 

has been placed before this Senate, I say again, the admission of the Senator, her 

removal from the PAAC, and her offer of resignation as a Senator, all right-

thinking Senators should support this Motion wholeheartedly.    

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Mr. President, people are not moved just so from 

committees, or they do not offer to resign by “vaps”.  We on this side feel strongly 

that Sen. John-Bates must be removed from the Joint Select Committee on 

National Security forthwith.  Her presence on that Committee is keeping back the 

Committee’s work.  The Leader of the Opposition is still considering whether she 

should accept her resignation as a Senator.  But we in the Senate today must act 

decisively and must send a signal.  Because, Mr. President, we have a duty to 

uphold principle and to protect the integrity of this Committee and all JSCs, Mr. 

President. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Mr. President, when we voted in this place on a 

previous occasion on the Adoption of the Special Report of the PAAC, Sen. Vieira 
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SC spoke quite a lot about process.  But as I mentioned, Mr. President, here we are, 

and the whole situation has become a festering sore on the body politic of this 

country.  I hope that Sen. Vieira SC will support this Motion this time and defend 

the principle.   

Mr. President, the ordinary man—[Interruption] I hope you are.  The 

ordinary man— 

Sen. Vieira SC:  I was not planning to speak.  But now, I think I am drawn into it.  

So, yes, I will certainly say my piece. 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Thank you.  We will allow the process to continue.   

The ordinary man who has been following these developments.  He does not 

care about legal technicalities.  The ordinary man is not distracted by what has 

happened here, because he knows in his gut that something is wrong.  As 

Shakespeare says: 

“Something is very rotten in the state of Denmark.” 

Something is wrong, and he knows that.  Mr. President, the nation knows 

that something is wrong.  The editorials have said that something is wrong.  We all 

know that something is wrong.  So let us not be wrong and strong here.   

Mr. President, if it were one of us on this side, there would be riot police in 

Woodford Square as we speak.  But the columnists that we usually hear from for 

the past 10 years, Transparency International, the Law Association, they have all 

gone silent.  That is because the burden and responsibility are on all of us in this 

Chamber this afternoon to send a signal to stand up for principle and to register our 

displeasure at this conduct. 

Mr. President, when I was in law school many years ago, they taught a 

course on ethics, and they still teach that course.  In private practice, one of my 
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learned Senior Counsel who is not in this room by—anyway, used to always say 

that if you think there may be a conflict of interest— 

Hon. Senator:  [Inaudible]  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:—no, he did not teach me.  If you think there may be a 

conflict of interest, then there is a conflict of interest.  I say no more, Mr. President.    

2.45p.m.  

Mr. President, a year ago, when I first came into this place, a certain Senator 

on the other side used to always tell me that I am a newcomer, “ah just come”, I 

am a newcomer.  I accept that, Mr. President.  I have only been here for a year.  

But there are Members on the other side who have been there for more than 10 

years, and one in particular should know better, Mr. President.  He should know 

better.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Mr. President, as mentioned before, I was quite 

surprised when we moved to adopt the PAAC Report that Sen. John-Bates actually 

voted against it.  Thankfully, she is not here today to vote against it again, and to 

show the worst example to the children of this country, okay.  I will not be 

surprised if the Members of the Opposition vote against it, because they will 

always put politics over principle.  That is the PNM way.  They will put politics 

over principle and they will do it again today.  That is understandable, Mr. 

President, because of the inaction of the Leader of the Opposition.   

There has been no movement on this issue for a month and that is why we 

are here.  The issues surrounding this entire debacle—permit me to call it a 

debacle, Mr. President—they have been stuck in the bowels of the PNM for the 

past month—  



37 

Special Report of the JSC on  2026.05.12 
National Security (Adoption)  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar (cont’d) 
 

UNREVISED 

Sen. Roberts:  They need magnesium.   

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  But here we are, Mr. President, no movement, no 

decision.  Yes, Sen. Roberts, maybe they need “ah” dose of Milk of Magnesia.   

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter] 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  That might help them.  But after they drink the 

magnesia, I want to tell you, Mr. President— 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President, Standing Order— 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:—they should take the blue bottle and put it on a stick 

outside of Balisier House. 

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter and desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Your point of order, please. 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Thank you, Mr. President, Standing Order 46(1), the report 

before us has nothing to do with the references being made by the Leader of 

Government Business. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Mr. President:  All right.  I would ask you to tie up the points so that you can 

move forward.  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  The PNM has been a blight on this country for the 

past half-century. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  A blight.  Wrong and strong, Mr. President, wrong 

and strong, wrong and strong.  The population knows what is going on, wrong and 

strong in the face of what is obvious and inexcusable.  Inexcusable behaviour by 

Sen. John-Bates.  She continues to sit on this Committee, this JSC on National 

Security.   
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Mr. President, I will end by saying, people do not offer their resignation in a 

vacuum.  I want to appeal to my fellow Senators on the Backbench, to think about 

this very carefully, this is a very historic debate.  It is about principle and there is 

no time to sit on the fence.  You know what happens when you sit on the fence.  I 

would say no more.  And with those few words, Mr. President, and the challenge 

that I have thrown out to Members on the other side, I beg to move. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Question proposed. 

Mr. President:  I recognize Sen. Sanjiv Boodhu.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  I knew you were coming after but— 

Sen. Roberts:  I second.   

Mr. President:  “Oh”, yes, my— 

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter] 

Sen. Roberts:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I would like to second the Motion and 

reserve my precious right to speak and contribute at a later stage.  Thank you, Mr. 

President.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Mr. President:  Thank you, thank you very much.  Sen. Sanjiv Boodhu. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. Sanjiv Boodhu:  Thank you very kindly, Mr. President, and good afternoon 

to all.  I am grateful for the opportunity yet again to be in the Senate this afternoon 

and contribute on this debate.  But I would like to take the opportunity, although I 

cannot welcome anybody, I will take the opportunity to say, it is very good to see 

my friend, Sen. Baig, here today.  I cannot welcome you Sen. Baig because I am 
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temporary, but I am happy to see you and I wish you well. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. S. Boodhu:  Mr. President, the Senate is today asked to, as we have heard, 

adopt the Special Report on the Joint Select Committee on National Security on the 

concerns of the Committee to continue the membership of a Member.  The 

document, of some 38pages, sets out some basis upon which it is prepared.  And it 

purports to rely on a submission in the round made by Minister, Dr. Roodal 

Moonilal who sits as the Vice-Chairman of that Committee.   

The subject, Mr. President, under consideration, under discussion is the 

Committee’s: 

“…obligation of confidentiality…the integrity of the proceedings and to 

ensuring that matters of national security are not compromised.” 

And this is from page 24, 2.19 of that Report, Mr. President.   

Additionally, and next is a minority report of the Member for Port of Spain 

South, the hon. Keith Scotland, Senior Council that sets out a view—a response, 

Mr. President.  But I wish to first discuss the purpose of this Joint Select 

Committee for the benefit of the listening and viewing public.  And it is found at 

Standing Order 93 which sets out the duties and purpose of “The Committee on 

National Security”.  

And it reads, that the Committee, in part, it reads that: 

“The Committee…shall have the duty of considering from time to time, and 

reporting whenever necessary, on all matters related to the national security 

policy of Trinidad and Tobago.  In particular, the Committee shall be 

authorized to examine— 

(a) the security, safety and protection of citizens; 
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(b) the working relationships between the various agencies involved in 

intelligence gathering, and how they collect co-ordinate, analyse 

and disseminate information and how these functions might be 

enhanced; and  

(c) the mechanisms to review the performance and activities of the 

various agencies involved in National Security and critical 

infrastructure.”  

That, Mr. President, is repeated in part, at paragraph 1.1 of the Report which 

is found on page 3.  What it means, Mr. President, is that the members of this 

Committee must examine and consider matters relating to the safety and security 

of our citizens and shall examine the way state agencies relates to one another in 

relation to intelligence gathering and collecting and coordinating information.  And 

all of this is with the overarching aim of ensuring the best possible national 

security mechanisms are in place and that they work to protect the people of 

Trinidad and Tobago.   

We know, we all know that matters of national security are usually of a 

sensitive nature.  The Standing Order that I read from speaks to intelligence 

gathering and collaborating on the information collected, all in all.  We appreciate 

the nature of matters of national security and the fact that the public is expecting 

that those who sit at the helm of national security are to be above scrutiny.  They 

are honest; they are decent; they are people of integrity; they have no criminal 

charges pending; they have no convictions recorded against them— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. S. Boodhu:—and these are some of the minimum qualifications the public 

expects one to have when dealing in matters of national security.  And, of course, 
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we understand that from those seated across, those qualifications might be far and 

few between.  It does not have many options from which to choose, Mr. President.  

But paragraph 1.2 of the Report on page 3, lifts the membership of the committee.  

And the Committee is led by Chairman, and I read from the Report as it stated Mr. 

Saddam Hosein, Member of Parliament and as I said, Vice-Chairman, Dr. Roodal 

Moonilal, Member of Parliament.  

Now, paragraph 2.1, which is on page 5 of the Report, says that: 

“The necessity to report at this stage arose because a procedural issue has 

interrupted the work of…”—the Committee, Mr. President, a procedural 

issue.   

So this report does not set out that someone has been found guilty of the 

commission of any offence in relation to this Committee that is so egregious or at 

all, that it requires the intervention of the House or Senate.  It says that this is an 

issue of procedure.  And let me take you back.  The subject under discussion is the 

Committee’s: 

“…obligation of confidentiality…the integrity of the proceedings and to 

ensuring that matters of national security are not compromised.”   

That is in fact the subject under discussion.   

If that is so, Mr. President, and if it is that this Committee is so concerned 

about the public’s confidence that its members are of integrity par excellence.  

That its members ought not to be involved in any other matter that might be 

occurring elsewhere.  Well that is most commendable.  And in keeping with that 

which is most commendable and upright and of standing and above scrutiny and 

pure and clean and sanitized, I wish to encourage the Government to continue in its 

quest for righteousness, and in so doing I wish to make a few suggestions, Mr. 
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President.   

The Daily Express on 14th February, 2025, ran a story entitled: 

“State accuses Moonilal of acting as ‘shadow director’ in EMBD case”  

Sen. Allahar:  Mr. President, relevance.  This is not about Dr. Moonilal, 

relevance.   

Mr. President:  I want to make it very clear, this debate is very narrow.  It is very 

narrow.  It has nothing to do with Moonilal, it has nothing to do with Faris 

Al-Rawi.  It is narrow.  So I want to guide all Members who are going to speak, 

speak to the issue that is contained in the Report, not to go all over the place.  

Members’ names that are not in that Report, via a recommendation, are not to be 

brought into this debate.  So you are guided accordingly.  And when you quote the 

Express, the Express is not in the Parliament.  It is you.  So you take ownership of 

every word that you are referring to in an Express story.  That is the standard—the 

whole in this Parliament.  So, please be guided.  This is not an open debate.  It is 

very narrow.  Please, continue.  

Sen. S. Boodhu:  I am so guided, Mr. President.  So I will move on.  But, Mr. 

President, well, while I expect that my friends opposite will object also under the 

Standing Order and sub judice, I will move considerably on throughout my 

planned contribution this afternoon.  I will get back to page 27 of the JSC Report, 

at paragraph 4, and that is the submission that states and I quote: 

“A conflict of interest arises where a member’s private interests or external 

relationships compromise or reasonably appear to compromise the 

Member’s ability to act impartially in the performance of parliamentary 

duties…”  

I want to repeat that.   
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“…compromise the member’s ability to act…” 

And that “member’s” is not one specific member.  It is a generalization.  All of the 

members are being referred to here.   

“A conflict of interest arises where a member’s private interests or external 

relationships compromise or reasonably appear to compromise the 

Member’s ability to act impartially in the performance of parliamentary 

duties…”  

The submission did not stop at referring only to this Committee, Mr. 

President.  And so, I suggest respectfully that the Committee should consider their 

own words, the words of the submitting member when dealing with reports coming 

out of this Committee, please, Mr. President, because I have said, we on this side 

commend all that is right and the Committee operating from a place of integrity, 

please, Mr. President.  

3.00p.m.  

Now, Mr. President, in light of the JSC Report at page 29, paragraph 16 of 

the submissions, stating the importance of: 

Preserving—“…the integrity of the inquiry,” —the need to—

“protect…procedural safeguards, and to maintain public confidence in 

parliamentary processes.”  

—I would respectfully suggest that a report is produced on whether other Members 

have their public confidence intact and it is maintained, given what is made light to 

in the public space, please, Mr. President, without getting into it.  

But, Mr. President, the point of this all is—the issue, for me, is the shared 

hypocrisy of the Committee in producing this Report.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   
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Sen. S. Boodhu:  There are serious questions that the Opposition continues to have 

about some of the persons and decisions— 

Sen. Roberts:  Standing Order 46(1).  Mr. President, you ruled already.  I am not 

sure if the Member understands your ruling. 

Mr. President:  I am listening carefully.  You talked about persons. I am listening.  

Continue.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. S. Boodhu:  Thank you, Mr. President.  The public must be concerned and 

interested when anybody points fingers at others in this place, please, Mr. 

President—whether in this place or another. Because, Mr. President, it is a Senator 

today, it might be you or me tomorrow, and it is different strokes for different 

folks— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. S. Boodhu:—and there is a serious issue as to whether this is a situation of 

“we and allyuh” or “we and them.”  If you are in the UNC and you are beholden to 

their oppressive policies, you are safe, it seems, but anytime you oppose, anytime 

you express any different view, “crapaud smoke yuh pipe,  “dog eat yuh supper, 

yuh coocoo cook.”  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   

Sen. S. Boodhu:  So, Mr. President, I wish to quote Dr. Moonilal’s submission and 

encourage the Government, for the sake of the people of Trinidad and Tobago: 

“…preserve…integrity…protect…procedural safeguards, and maintain 

public confidence in parliamentary processes.”   

And when your Members are guilty of conduct that give rise to a conflict of 

interest— 
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Sen. Allahar:  Mr. President, once more— 

Sen. S. Boodhu:—and reasonable— 

Sen. Allahar:  Once more, Mr. President, relevance and insulting.  

Hon. Senators:  [Interruption]   

Sen. Allahar: 46(1), 46(6), 46(8). 

Mr. President:  Yeah.  Sen. Boodhu, I have advised—  

Hon. Senators:  [Interruption] 

Mr. President:   Can we have some peace?  Sen. Boodhu, I have guided you.  I 

know that you understand what I am saying, and I know you are anxious to go in a 

particular direction because you probably came prepared for that.  All I am saying 

to you at this time, do not go on a course that is going to collide with my ruling.  I 

am just guiding you. Okay?  Continue. 

Sen. S. Boodhu:  Mr. President, I am again grateful for your guidance.  I am 

simply referring to the words that are uttered in this Report.   This Report is one of 

integrity, one of maintaining confidentiality.  And all I am saying, Mr. President—

and I cannot see how it is irrelevant. All I am saying is, it cannot be different 

strokes for different folks.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   

Mr. President:  If you continue to ignore my ruling, I will have to ask you to 

discontinue your contribution and I will go to the next speaker.  Do not challenge 

what I am saying here.  Kindly be guided.  The debate is narrow.  One subject 

matter of interest here.  The recommendation is, there are some tangential matters 

in the Report surrounding that, but it does not involve any other Member of either 

House at this time. One Member, stick to that.  Otherwise, you will shorten your 

contribution.  Continue.   
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Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. S. Boodhu:  Thank you again, Mr. President. And permit me to say that I had 

absolutely no intention of contesting your guidance, Mr. President, which I am 

always appreciative of.  

Hon. Senators:  [Crosstalk]  

Sen. S. Boodhu:  And I certainly—seeing that my colleagues might believe that I 

am challenging the Chair, let me very clear, nothing I have said here is in challenge 

to your ruling, Mr. President.  So, I am grateful for your guidance.  So, Mr. 

President, I think I would wind up here by saying that— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. S. Boodhu: You know, I am one of the few Members on this side, temporary 

or not, that always get the applause of my learned friends, you know. So I am glad 

that they—  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. S. Boodhu:—agree with me, Mr. President.  Mr. President, I encourage every 

Member of this House, I encourage— 

Mr. President: [Inaudible] 

Sen. S. Boodhu: Yes please, Mr. President, I am grateful.  I encourage every 

Member of this House, and I will remind myself included, Mr. President, that the 

public expects us to deal fairly, to deal justly, to deal with integrity, with every 

Member of Parliament, every Member of the Senate and every citizen of Trinidad 

and Tobago, whether it is convenient to do so or not, whether it is  easy to do so or 

it is difficult, whether we do so in regulation to those who are our friends or those 

who might be opposed to us. 

Mr. President, I am grateful, not only for your guidance this is afternoon, 
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which I hold dearly, but I am grateful for the opportunity, and I thank you. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   

Mr. President:  Sen. Francis Lewis.  I recognize Sen. Francis Lewis. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. Francis Lewis:  Thank you very much, Mr. President, and colleagues.  I rise 

today as an Independent Senator—and I have not ever used that adjective before—

to contribute to this debate on the Motion arising from the Special Report of the 

Joint Select Committee of National Security.   

Mr. President, this is plainly not an ordinary matter.  I agree with that 

statement inferred, suggested, stated by the mover of the Motion before us. The 

issue before engages the integrity of Parliament, the credibility of our committee 

system, the confidence of the public, the fair treatment of Members and the proper 

functioning of oversight of committees, and in this particular case, the National 

Security Committee and national security matters.  The stakes are particularly high.  

And because the stakes are high, I believe we have a special responsibility to 

approach this matter carefully, soberly, deliberately, and as far as is possible, 

without partisan impulse.  

Mr. President, I wish to say at the outset, I approach this matter neither as a 

lawyer nor as a career parliamentarian.  I approach it principally from over three 

decades of practical experience in governance, management, institutional 

accountability, risk management, organizational leadership and decision-making in 

environments where fairness, credibility and public confidence matter deeply.  

From that perspective, I wish to make, and I hope it will be regarded as, a 

balanced, and I hope, constructive contribution.   

Mr. President, I do not intend today, by action or words, to determine 
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whether Sen. John-Bates is guilty of misconduct.  I do not believe that that is the 

issue immediately before this Senate, nor do I believe that this Senate should 

lightly place itself in the position of appearing to make such a determination before 

the established parliamentary process has been allowed to complete its work.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. F. Lewis:  That point, in my respectful view, is critically important. Mr. 

President, only last week, this Senate debated the earlier PAAC Report and 

referred matters concerning Sen. Janelle John Bates to our Senate Privileges 

Committee.  That referral is not insignificant. 

Mr. President:  Please.  We are not going to any Privileges Committee.  That is a 

separate matter, and I do not want anyone to prejudice, or to give the appearance of 

prejudicing, what is taking place elsewhere.  It has nothing to do with privileges at 

this time.  Stick to what is before us.  Do not refer to—you see where you are 

going, Sen. Francis Lewis?  I would say, just reverse and just continue on the 

Report that is before us, please, please.   

Sen. F. Lewis:  Thank you, Mr. President.  All right. So let me regroup.  So in my 

opinion, we must ask ourselves the very important question, which we are now 

asking, that in practical effect, can have significant institutional consequences.  

The concern I have lies at the heart—and my difficulty with this Motion, I wish to 

be clear, I do not know that I fully understand—I read the report quite a few times. 

I fully understand the concerns expressed by the Members of the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security in moving their Motion from what I have read, 

and it is a serious matter.  I do not trivialize the concerns expressed.   

The Joint Select Committee on National Security is not an ordinary 

committee.  It work involves, as has been stated, sensitive matters, confidential 
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matters, matters affecting national security, and therefore, matters requiring a high 

level of trust and confidence among its Members.  I therefore accept entirely that 

issues of institutional confidence and committee functionality are very legitimate 

concerns.  Indeed, the suspension of the Committee’s work is itself a serious 

matter, and Parliament, this Senate, cannot be in different to paralysis in national 

security matters.  

However, Mr. President, acknowledging these concerns does not end the 

analysis because there is another principle, I think, at stake here that the Report and 

subsequent recommendation calls into question.  And that principle is one of 

fairness, not really procedural fairness in a technical sense, but fairness and justice 

in a broader human and institutional sense.  The fairness requires, where 

allegations are serious and potentially damaging to reputation and public standing, 

that the Parliament works to achieve a practical conclusion—and I do take your 

guidance from earlier, Mr. President—without in anyway compromising or 

infringing upon the work of a committee that the Parliament itself set up.   

That fairness is not merely a legal principle. It is a governance principle that 

affects the Committee.  It is a leadership principle.  It is a principle, I suppose some 

may say, of natural justice.  But it is also a matter of common sense and 

institutional maturity.   

I have carefully considered the arguments advanced that this Motion is not 

punitive but it is administrative.  I think I understand the distinction being made.  

The argument essentially is that the Committee’s membership is not an 

entitlement.  The Senate may reorganize its committees, and the issues before us is 

an institutional management one, rather than a punishment. I understand the 

argument. But I respectfully suggest that in particular reality, removal from a 
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highly sensitive national security committee, under these circumstances, cannot be 

viewed as entirely neutral or merely administrative.  The public will inevitably 

interpret such decisions as carrying implications regarding trustworthiness, 

suitability, conduct, not of the Committee or its Members, but of the Senate itself.  

And because that is so, we need to proceed with exceptional caution.  

3.15p.m.   

Mr. President, I am concerned that in moving, in acting, in voting on this 

Motion, there is the risk of prejudgment. There are other processes as you have 

pointed out, and I will not dwell on them that are ongoing.  And my concern is the 

signal that it sends that the removal of a Member on grounds substantially 

connected to the very matters under consideration is not wise.  What happens in the 

privileges—sorry, let me exclude that, I apologize.  I would not want our Senate to 

appear to have acted prematurely and to even suggest that we have decided or 

concluded on outcomes that have effectively been decided in advance.  These are 

not small questions.  It goes to the heart of the credibility of Parliament itself.   

Mr. President, one of the lessons of governance and organizational 

leadership is that institutions are often judged less by whether they encounter 

controversy but more by how they manage that controversy.  In difficult moments, 

process alone is not enough.  People rightly legitimately look for fairness, for 

balance, and for restraint.  People can look for evidence that the institution can 

govern itself, which is what we are being invited to do, and are capable of acting 

without haste, without emotion and without, dare I say the political momentum that 

can sometimes overtake careful judgment.  That is especially important in 

polarizing environments, perhaps such as this one.   

I have reflected carefully on the minority report contained in the JSC 
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National Security Report, and the concerns therein.  Among the issues raised, and 

people can have opinions on them, is the absence of a formal finding of guilt, 

questions regarding procedural fairness, concerns regarding proportionality and 

concerns regarding whether this recommendation ultimately may be premature.  I 

believe those concerns deserve serious and respectful consideration by the Senate.  

I believe we must be careful and deliberate about precedent.   

The decision we make today will not disappear when this debate ends.  

Future senates, parliaments may reference some and rely on them.  Future 

Governments will rely on them.  Future Oppositions may rely on them and 

therefore, we need to ask ourselves, if we move as is proposed in the Motion, what 

precedent are we creating if a Member can be effectively removed from a 

committee while alternative processes that we have set in place have not yet 

completed their work.  And the concern, the larger concern beyond this, because at 

some point this will pass.  We must ask what safeguards exist against misuse in 

future cases.  These are not partisan questions, they are institutional questions.   

So, Mr. President, after considering the competing concerns, I have arrived 

at a conclusion which I would like to offer, through you, to my colleagues.  I 

believe that the concerns regarding confidence and functionality within the Joint 

Select Committee on National Security are genuine and important, and need to be 

weighed and considered.  But in my respectful view, the better course is not to rush 

to finality.  The better course is restraint.  The better course is to allow a reasonable 

opportunity for other processes to work their way through.  I, therefore, offer a 

thought that consideration of this matter at this time is premature at this stage.   

In being asked if I would speak on this Motion, I asked the coordinator for 

the Independent Bench if the opportunity arose to be put early rather than later.  If 
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it were possible, I would have asked, could I speak first.  Obviously, not possible 

because the Motion first has to be moved.  And the reason for that is that I want to 

propose and I am seeking the support of my colleagues through you, Mr. President, 

for the summary suspension or deferral of this Motion pending substantive 

progression, findings and recommendations from other processes that are 

eventuating.   

I ask if this debate is not both premature and potentially prejudicial.  

Importantly, I do not want this position, this ask to be interpreted either as an 

exoneration or a dismissal of concerns or an indifference to the integrity of the 

National Security Committee and the vital work it does.  It is none of those things.  

Rather, it is an attempt to preserve fairness, institutional coherence, 

proportionality, and ultimately the public confidence in the integrity of 

Parliament’s own processes.  Parliaments must not only do justice, they must also 

be seen to be just.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. F. Lewis:  In preparing these remarks and as I move to close, and I have gone 

back and forth on this one of the things that I was reflecting on is the iconic image 

of Lady Justice that many in this House would be familiar with.  It is a robed figure 

with a deliberate blindfold signifying no bias.  In one hand is the scales of justice 

signifying the careful weighing of evidence and in the other hand the sword 

signifying the power to wield justice.  The takeaway is that allegations once proven 

have consequences, severe consequences appropriate to the action taken.   

I worry, I submit, that it reflects poorly on us to infringe on the authority we 

have invested in others, and a premature dismissal as proposed in this Motion may 

have the potential to infringe on authorities that we have conferred on others on 
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our behalf.  The persons, our fellow Senators, whose appointment we ratify to 

serve, I think should be allowed to do their job.  One side had been heard.  Their 

job is to hear all relevant voices and make a determination and return to this House 

with a recommendation.  In circumstances as sensitive and polarizing as these, I 

believe the Senate protects its own credibility by demonstrating patience, fairness, 

balance and institutional discipline.  Mr. President, I thank you.  

Mr. President:  The Hon. Minister in the Ministry of Housing.   

The Minister in the Ministry of Housing (Sen. The Hon. Anil Roberts):  Thank 

you, Mr. President.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  It is unfortunate listening to conceptual gymnastics.  I 

would like to bring this back to a point of simplicity.  One of right and wrong that 

all of us know.  Not discussion of process and what process and taking a decision 

and dismissal and the perception that it will give.  You see our perception over our 

history has been created by the PNM 73 per cent of the time.  And what the PNM 

does is exactly what was elucidated by the hon. Independent Senator, President, 

Sen. Lewis.  They move us away from propriety, from normalcy, from what is 

right and wrong.   

A resignation does not guilt make nowhere except in Trinidad and Tobago 

under the PNM, because if you resign because it is the right thing to preserve an 

institution, to preserve the trust and confidence in the Parliament or the court or 

where you are, that is not an admission of guilt.  That is showing that you are 

selfless, that you put the institution above yourself.  To make a comment and state 

here on the record that if someone resigns or is removed, that that is a prejudgment 

and a predetermination is false.  It is wrong and it is how far we have come 
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because of the 

PNM’s running of this country. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  We are only here to deal with this, and the main fact 

is hon. Senator, an adult human being, admitted to doing something, admitted.  

You are one who loves to get work done.  If you could join a meeting of the Senate 

three times per week, you would be the first one to say let us go because you are 

one who likes to do people’s work and are willing to do it no matter what.  Yet 

here we are saying let the processes go ahead.  The inability of the PNM to deal 

with their situation must not curtail and thwart the work of the Senate, the 

Parliament of Trinidad and Tobago. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. A. Roberts: The inability of an adult Senator to resign and move on should 

not thwart the work of the Parliament, the Senate and what we are doing.  The 

inability of a cowardly Leader of the Opposition to take action for 31 days must 

not thwart the work of the Parliament for the people of Trinidad and Tobago.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President, by your own ruling, 46(1) it is a very narrow 

debate.  This is irrelevant. 

Mr. President:  Yeah, alright.  I think I would sustain that. Sen. Roberts, let us 

just try to tighten this.  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Thank you, Mr. President it is a very narrow debate 

and we are here because of 31 days of inaction.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. A. Roberts: Mr. President, 11days ago the Senator offered her resignation 
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and we would not be here if that resignation had been dealt with, whether accepted 

or denied.  But to sit here in abeyance to hold the entire country at ransom because 

the PNM cannot act is unfortunate and could never be right.  It is wrong. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  And just let you all know, and I will read from a 

former Speaker.  So it is not Anil, it is not the UNC, former Speaker, and a PNM-

elected Speaker, Barendra Sinanan, in an article today in the Guardian newspaper, 

and for me to be quoting from the Guardian of the PNM, you know it must have 

some sort of merit in it.  But the words of a former Speaker, someone who is part 

and parcel of the PNM, who cannot be deemed to be biased in any form or fashion.  

He says:   

“The prolonged silence has intensified scrutiny over…”— 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President Standing Order 46(1).  This is the specific report 

on the JSC on National Security.  The Member by your previous ruling, is being 

irrelevant at this time.   

Mr. President:  I did not hear the quote, you know, I do not know what he was 

going to quote.  So let him finish, and if it is anything, I will intervene.  You read 

that story?  I have not read it, okay.   

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter]  

Sen. Anil Roberts:  Mr. President, thank you.   

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President— 

Mr. President:  No, no, no.  I am on allowing him and if—I will do what I have to 

do.  Continue. 

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Mr. President, it is really amazing because no 

statement, no quote taken from anywhere else could be more relevant to this debate 
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than the quote that I am going to quote from a former Speaker who has the 

responsibility of conducting the affairs of this House for a period.  And it is a 

person who is not appointed by my side, the UNC, but by the very PNM in 

describing what is taking place in this session, with this report, with this decision.  

Stating about the PNM Senator who is at the centre of this report and this 

discussion.   

There is no more connectivity, connection or efficacy that could be afforded 

a quote than that which I am about to read.  From Barendra Sinanan, former PNM 

elected Speaker of the House on the John-Bates issue.  On the issue of Joint Select 

Committees, on the issue of truth, integrity, process, and the respect for the 

Parliament.  Barendra, Sinanan said:   

“The prolonged silence has intensified scrutiny over the handling of the 

matter.”   

He warns: 

“...that changes to parliamentary standing orders cannot address what he 

describes as a deeper erosion of ethics and accountability within T&T”s 

Parliament.”  

Now, one must understand that is where I begin.  We sit here at the top, the highest 

court, and we are debating something that is so basic that if a six-year-old child, 

two children came to us and one had done something that was wrong, we would 

know how to act quickly, swiftly, and deal with it.  But here we are, big people, 

dressing up in fancy suits, and we are coming here to play games when it is a 

straightforward case. 

3.30p.m. 

It is unfortunate that the PNM is putting Senators in a position to even 
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continue debating this.  Look how soft I am talking, because I really want to debate 

something else.  The Victims’ Rights Bill is coming up next.  That is what I want 

to debate.  This is sad, but do not turn it into a joke.  People are watching.  

Children are watching.  This is a simple issue.  Barendra Sinanan said that: 

“…the resignation should have come immediately.” 

“Is dat for ah UNC?  Ah PNM?  Ah POP?  Ah POPPG? Ah ULF?  Ah Tapia 

House?  Or is dat just correct?  Simple, the resignation should have come in 

immediately.”  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Not from one thing and not from another, from all 

and sundry, from everything.  But: 

“‘Belatedly, Sen. Bates did the right thing.  Halfway…” 

See?  So, we have to do the other half.  Had it been the whole-way, we would not 

be here debating this. She just got caught. 

“‘She should have actually resigned from the Senate (immediately) 

“‘…it doesn’t excuse what she’s done.  She…got caught,’ he said, via 

telephone last evening.   

“‘Things have degenerated in this…’”—said Sinanan—“‘…right up, even in 

the Parliament.  That is basically what it is.  We have lost our moral 

compass, our ethical compass, everything… 

“Sinanan also argued that legislation alone cannot repair what he sees as a 

broader decline in public standards.   

The day we start to do that, I don’t know if there’ll be enough timber in the 

country—’” 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President, now that we have heard the breadth of this 
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quote, I stand by the Standing Order I raised earlier.  This falls outside of the 

narrow remit of the report that is before this Senate at this time.  

Mr. President:  I overrule that.  Continue.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Thank you, Mr. President.   

“‘The day that we start to do that…”—says Berendra Sinanan, former 

Speaker elected by the PNM—“‘…I don’t know if there’ll be enough timber 

in the country to make paper because you cannot—you really cannot 

legislate for everything.  This is something that you have to know, that is 

inherently wrong or right, and this was wrong…’” 

Hon. Members:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  It was wrong.  Yet, it occurred 31 days ago, and some 

of my learned colleagues are saying, “Let 100 days pass.  Let 200 days pass”.  I do 

not think that that suffices for the population that we are here to serve, as all of us 

took an oath to do our job, and one person, whether a mistake, whether action, 

inaction, or admission, cannot thwart the work of joint select committees, the 

Senate, the Government, and the work of the Parliament.  It is that simple. 

So what was the goal?  You see, we have to get back to basics.  What are we 

talking about here?  Because when we are talking about removal from one 

Committee, but staying on another Committee, and according to Sen. Lewis, the 

National Security Committee is even a more critical one; I think all are critical, but 

I take your point, that National Security is a more serious Committee that requires 

greater or higher transparency, accountability, privacy, and so on.  But what was 

the goal of editing a witness statement?  You see, we have to talk about it in basic, 

basic, basic fashion.  If someone is coming before a committee, is it not that we 
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want to get the truth?  So, if I am on a committee, and I am helping a witness 

coming before me to edit, or what to say, and not what to say, and so on, impacting 

the truth that comes before the Committee, what is my goal?  Why am I doing that?   

Because, if I am on the committee, as we swear to be, and they say it is 

bipartisan, a political committee, then let the chips fall where they may.  And if 

one member of a political party succumbs to cross-examination in a joint select 

committee, and the truth turns out to be a way that does not look good on that 

member, or that former Minister, does it not make the party who did not assist, 

who did not edit, who did not tamper with the statement, does that not make that 

party stronger?  But if one decides that you put your party, or whatever belief you 

have, before finding the truth, and therefore, you interfere, you intervene, and you 

try to change a statement coming before you, then one has to ask:  Why?  What is 

the purpose?   

But I can tell you why, because when Sen. Allahar said that the PNM is a 

blight on this country, I saw action over there by other Senators.  They took 

offence, and they were pointing at this Attorney General, the honourable Senator, 

John Jeremie, basically saying he was a PNM.  He was, yes, because in every 

blight, there could be elements of brilliance.  There could be elements of those who 

are competent and intelligent, but one thing they would not do is remain PNM.  

They all end up joining the UNC. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  So, the blight remains over there.  You know, I just 

love to bring things down because I am listening, and I do not like where the 

debate—everybody is trying to debate to see who can use their brain to come up 

with the greatest strategy to make wrong right.  If a police was investigating a 
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crime, and there was a person of interest, and that policeman or policewoman went 

to the person, told them and advised them what was going on, and what they 

should say, and what they should not say, then the next day sat down in the 

interrogation room to interrogate the very person of interest, would that be right or 

would that be wrong? 

In sport, I had a situation in 1993 where I went to the FINA World 

Anti-Doping Federation Convention, and the Brazilian doctors and the Italian 

doctors were there, and they presented papers.  This was the organization that 

determined the protocols for drug testing out of competition, in testing what the 

tests are, and they understand how you can enhance performance, and so on, and 

they are the ones creating the tests to catch the cheaters.   

You know, when I went to the Olympics eight months later, who was the 

doctor for Brazil and who was the doctor for Italy?  The very doctors who were 

making the rules on testing, they were there in charge of their teams, and let me tell 

you, 10 months after that, five Italians tested positive and six Brazilians.  So, those 

who are making the rules, making the tests, are teaching their people how to evade 

the test.  Was that right or was that wrong?  So what are we talking about?  If a 

teacher is conducting, creating, and disseminating an exam and gives the answers 

to one student over another, is that right or is that wrong?  What are we debating 

here?  The only problem is that the PNM is frozen.  They do not know who their 

leader is, they are weak, and they cannot act.  So, we now, as the Senate, are forced 

to act due to their inability so to do.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  “De strategy for de PNM has always been dat, and 

dat is why I have a learned Senator coming here tuh tell meh dat when yuh resign, 
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yuh guilty, de perception is dat.”  That should not be.  In an enlightened society, 

resignation should not be seen as guilt, but it is in Trinidad and Tobago, okay?  I 

am a classic example of that.  All these Members here will tell you “LifeSport,” 

“LifeSport.”  Every minute they have LifeSport, not one of them will state at any 

time, inside or outside, one allegation of impropriety against me as former 

Minister, not one.   

The audit report came out, not the Minister’s name, family, wife, girlfriend, 

nobody, but they would keep going “Lifesport,” “Lifesport,” “Lifesport,” why?  

Because I did the right thing and resigned, because the allegations, the furore, or 

the confusion, the bacchanal, were bringing the Government into disrepute.  So I 

took myself out of it because my individual desires and dreams were less important 

to me than the overall team and the overall Government, but the PNM says, “Up to 

now, that because you resign, you are guilty.”  Cannot say one word outside, 

plenty of old talk, not one thing. 

Whether Mark Bassant, whether he drinks before he writes, or he is on TV6 

writing a set of nonsense, but cannot write Anil O. E. Roberts did anything 

whatsoever, but the perception is there, Sen. Lewis, that because Anil resigned, he 

did something wrong.  Well, that is wrong.  I resigned for something higher than 

myself.  I resigned for country.  I resigned for Government.  I resigned for trust.  I 

resigned for Trinidad and Tobago, and I did not only resign as a Minister.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  You may not be aware, but I resigned as a Member of 

Parliament, and nobody could remove a Member of Parliament, duly elected for 

their term; only a resignation.  I am the only one to ever do so.  I did not s it down 

there hoping to stay in something to draw a pay to maybe come back and get a 
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power position and become as these PNM do.  They sit there hoping that the 

country will forget.  They sit there doing anything without consequence.  You have 

a Senator over there always calling Lifesport, but cannot say at one time the 

Minister’s name, but we could call his name in about a plethora of wrongdoings in 

and outside of these halls here, without any fear of going to court.  That is what the 

PNM does.   

So, that is why this perception exists.  One should be able to understand that 

Sen. John-Bates, the PNM, and the Leader of the Opposition, should act, not in 

their self-interest, or their party’s interest, but for what is right the country, what is 

right for the Parliament, simple.  The mere fact that this is the second debate that 

we have to get up here talking about this is rather upsetting.  It is a waste of Senate 

time.  It is a waste of resources for something that should be done so easily and so 

quickly.  It is just wrong, as Barendra Sinanan said.  It is simply wrong, and it is 

on. 

Mr. President, I would not regale you with all the things that the PNM did 

and just stay quiet, because that is their modus operandi.  So, we are here today 

because the United National Congress wants the work of the Government to 

continue.  We do not want to sit here and waste time.  The National Security 

Committee is a very critical one.  Crime is a scourge.  Even though it has gone 

down 42 per cent, you do not see anyone in this Government celebrating, but you 

hear them, the PNM, that with 42 per cent higher, that was terrible, that there were 

murders up to 624, you hear them criticizing, but we want the work of the National 

Security Committee to continue, and therefore, this Motion must be passed here 

today— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  
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Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:—for all thinking people.  It is not an accusation.  It is 

nothing against Sen. John-Bates.  You all would have heard them debate in another 

place.  I empathized with her.  It is other people that are the real culprits, but I 

would not say that here today because we are dealing with a narrow Motion.  It is 

sad, but it is wrong, and she must go and be removed, and that is it.  Let the work 

continue.  Let another PNM come in. 

I will wrap up here by showing, Mr. President, that this is part and parcel of 

the modus operandi of the PNM, and this is why they must never return.  They 

have an ability to tell untruths.  Over and over, I sat in the lower House, and I 

listened to the Member for Diego Martin North/East once get up and put on 

Hansard that he read Mein Kampf .  I was shocked that someone would read Mein 

Kampf and study it.  And he said that Mein Kampf had taught him that when you 

tell an untruth over and over and over again, it eventually becomes true in the 

minds of the masses, and that is on Hansard. 

3.45 p.m.   

I sat in shock as I listened to that Member for Diego Martin North/East say that, 

but then I see the PNM play that out daily.   

And a few weeks ago, Mr. President, I must apologize, I lost my cool.  Now, 

you did not hear—   

Mr. President:  Just take—[Inaudible]  How long would you be— 

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  In five minutes, I will wrap up. 

Mr. President:  Right. Because I wanted to take an early tea at this time, but if 

you can do it— 

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Less than that?  

Mr. President:  Yes.   
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Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  I can wrap up—[Inaudible] 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Yes.  Mr. President, I lost my cool sitting right here, 

for the first and only time, when Sen. Amery Browne was speaking, the leader of 

the PNM Bench, and he alluded, as the PNM does—he got up with bravado and I 

had to apologize to the Attorney General, who heard me, because I explained 

loudly why he was nicknamed “lollipop” at UWI.  And that was unparliamentary 

of me, so I apologized to the Attorney General.  I apologize to you, even though 

you did not hear it.  But you know why I lost control and I got angry?  Because a 

Senator of the PNM got up there and tried to put, through innuendo and 

nonsense— 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Standing Order 46(1).  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  “Ah yuh frighten now?” 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  No, I am not afraid of you, son. 

Mr. President:  Yes, yes, I— 

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Standing Order 46(1).   

Hon. Senators:  [Crosstalk]   

Mr. President:  Yes, yes, please, please let us not deal with—let us just wrap up.  

We want to suspend now.   

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Yes, Mr. President, what I am showing is that we are 

here because the PNM cannot act when something is wrong, that they perpetrate 

pathology and pathological falsehood continuously, just like that Senator who is 

jumping up.  Look at him jumping up again.   

Sen. Dr. Browne:  Mr. President, Standing Order 46(1), this is irrelevant to the 

Motion before us by your own ruling once again.   
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Mr. President:  You do not have to repeat the same thing over and over.  Listen, 

can I ask the hon. Minister to just wrap up?  I want to get out of this—[Inaudible]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  Mr. President, I will wrap it because I know that they 

cannot handle the truth.  It is unfortunate.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  And after a teatime, he would probably have to go 

and look for a lollipop.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping and laughter]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  But, Mr. President, I will tell you, Sir, that the PNM 

must not continue to denigrate the Parliament, disrespect our country and thwart 

the business at hand of the Government of Trinidad and Tobago.  It is unfortunate 

that this Motion had to be brought today, but all of us, who want to move on with 

the work of Trinidad and Tobago for the people of Trinidad and Tobago, must vote 

for this Motion— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:—get the Committees working— 

Hon. Senators:  [Continuous desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:—get the people’s job done, and “fire bun de PNM”, 

leave them there by themselves.   

Sen. The Hon. A. Roberts:  I thank you, Mr. President.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Okay.  Hon. Senators, I am suggesting that and proposing that we 

do an early tea, and we return at 4.48.  Okay?  This Sitting is now suspended until 

4.48 p.m.   

3.48 p.m.:  Sitting suspended.   
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4.48 p.m.:  Sitting resumed.   

Mr. President:  Sen. Faris Al-Rawi SC.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. Faris Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  Mr. President, I rise to join in 

the debate of this Motion No. 1 under “Committee Business”.  It is a Motion which 

says:   

“Be it resolved that this Senate adopt the Special Report of the Joint Select 

Committee on National Security, First Session, Thirteenth Parliament on the 

concerns of the Committee to the continued membership of a Member.”   

Mr. President, as I am bound under the Standing Orders to do, I declare, 

simply for the record, number one, that I am an attorney-at-law who has acted for a 

person who is mentioned in the report, which forms the substrata of this national 

security report.  And, of course, I note that other matters are under consideration in 

relation to that.  I am abiding by your rulings earlier, Mr. President, in speaking the 

way I just have, but I have declared for the record.   

Second, Mr. President, this Report of the National Security Joint Select 

Committee in its First Session, 2025/2026, is specifically on the concerns of the 

Committee to the continued membership of a Member.  Sen. Allahar piloted the 

Motion, on behalf of Sen. Zakour, and engaged in a number of matters which he 

considered relevant for consideration.  In the run-up to this particular Motion, Sen. 

Allahar specifically asked us to consider four factors.   

Sen. Allahar asked us to consider the background to the report, matters 

which considered we have a duty to consider as relevant to this debate.  He also 

asked for events to be considered, and he went through a chronology of matters 

that he considered were important. He also asked a very important question:  What 
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should we as a Senate be agreeing to?  In other words, then, what was the remedy 

that this Motion would come to?   

Now, Mr. President, the Senate is being asked, as I have read out the 

Motion, to do a very specific thing.  We are being asked to resolve, agree, all of us 

present, that we accept the Report of this Committee.  This Report has a majority 

report.  It is dated April 30, 2026, and it has a minority report attached to it from 

the Opposition Member, the hon. Keith Scotland SC, which is also of that date and 

attached to the Report.  The majority report makes some very interesting reading.  

The Chairman of the Committee, the hon. Saddam Hosein, MP— 

[Device goes off] 

Mr. President:  Please, the offending party, could you leave the Chamber.   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  The Chairman of the Committee, 

the hon. Saddam Hosein, MP, received a request and a written submission, which 

is attached to this Report, from the hon. Dr. Roodal Moonilal, who is the Vice-

Chairman of the Committee.  And the Members, including Sen. Allahar, had six 

meetings of the Committee, considered at paragraph 2.1 of the majority report that 

there is a: 

“…necessity to report at this stage…because a procedural issue has 

interrupted the work of your Committee requiring the intervention of the 

House.   

At the Committee’s sixth meeting…”—this is paragraph 2.2—“…on 

Wednesday April 29…Members of the Committee were asked to consider a 

submission…by…”—the honourable—“…Dr. Roodal Moonilal…”—and it 

was specifically—“…regarding”—as I quote here—“the Special Report of 

the Public Administration and Appropriations Committee on the Conduct of 
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a Member of the Committee…”   

That is called the Special Report.   

Paragraph 2.2 repeated—it should have been 2.3, but there is a second 2.2, 

says that:   

“Member Moonilal apprised Members of the contents of the…Report, which 

alleged that…former Member of the PAAC, Mrs. Janelle John-Bates, who is 

currently a Member of your Committee, admitted to ‘making material 

changes and assisting in the preparation of a…written memorandum of 

evidence.’”   

The Report goes on at 2.3 to say: 

“…Member John-Bates’ impartiality was now in question.”   

Paragraph 2.4 says: 

“Member Moonilal…recommended…”—she—“…be removed from the 

…Committee.”   

And at 2.4, it references Appendix II to this report, which is a submission from the 

hon. Dr. Roodal Moonilal.   

The Committee held a vote, it says, and the majority agreed with, Mr. 

President—I am flipping to this. The hon. Members of the Committee, as reflected 

in the Minutes attached to this Report, said that: 

“The Chairman sought the views of other Members present…”—who—

“…supported the submission of Dr. Moonilal.  Mr. Mc Nish reserved 

comment.”   

I quote from paragraph 2.21 on page 24.   

The submission received from Member Moonilal, as described here, 

Appendix II, sets out a background, and it sets out a “Conflict of Interest 
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Analysis”.  

It says, in the final paragraph of that page, paragraph 5, the last line:   

“The assistance to a witness and the apparent breach of confidentiality 

constituted conduct that is inconsistent with the duty of impartiality and the 

ethical obligations of a Committee member.”   

4.55 p.m.  

It says at paragraph 6 on the next page:   

“The Committee’s mandate depends on public confidence and its 

independence, impartiality and adherence to procedural safeguards.  The 

presence of a Member who has materially contributed…”    

Let me repeat that:    

“The presence of a Member who has materially contributed to a witness’s 

written evidence created a reasonable apprehension that Committee 

deliberations and findings could be influenced or perceived to be influenced 

by that Member’s prior involvement.”  

Paragraph 7:   

“In these circumstances, the removal of Senator John-Bates from the Public 

Accounts and Administration Committee was justified as a necessary 

measure to protect the Committee’s impartiality”  

These are not bare statements.  These are submissions of fact, which the 

committee, as a majority, completely agreed with.  

It is as a result of those observations, Mr. President, that we are now here 

with this report.  And this report squarely comes into conflict with the minority 

report attached, and which we are at liberty to analyze, as we must, in this debate 

to accept the report; the report being a whole, the majority and the minority report.   
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The minority report is at Appendix IV, and that minority report, forgive me, 

follows Appendix III.  It is at Appendix IV, and it is a report which traverses an 

introduction and at paragraph 2, a ”Point-in-Limine”, titled, “The Appearance Of 

Bias”.  

Now, for those of us who practise law, the appearance of bias is trite law.  

You could go to Porter v Magill, you could go to a number of authorities, you 

could go to the Court of Appeal of Trinidad.  It really is whether a reasonable 

observer would view the conclusions, statements, actions, conduct of a person as 

being so cast in stone as to guarantee that you are not going to get a fair hearing.  

And Member, the minority Member, traverses the “Point-in-Limine-The 

Appearance Of Bias”.   

The Member goes in to analyze the conflict of interest.  The Member goes in 

to speak at paragraph 4, on the next page, about confidentiality.  And the Member 

says that:   

“No evidence has been advanced to support this assertion.  There is no 

demonstrated breach of confidentiality by the Member within the Joint 

Select Committee on National Security, nor any factual basis upon which 

such a risk can be reasonably inferred.”  

It goes on to consider the allegations of insider information.  And says, at 

paragraph 2:  

“In these circumstances, it is highly speculative and manifestly unfair to 

extrapolate from those unparticularised allegations a conclusion that the 

Member would misuse information obtained in the course of the JSCNS.   

There is no evidential basis for such an inference.  To adopt such reasoning 

would be to substitute suspicion for proof and to attribute to the Member a 
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propensity for misconduct that has neither been established nor properly 

alleged.”  

Paragraph 6:  

“The Tainting of the Process - Re Leak of In Camera Proceedings.” 

In the Minutes referred to at Appendix II, the Chairman of the Committee, the hon. 

Saddam Hosein MP, when it is raised in the course of that meeting, averse, stoutly, 

that there is and will be no breach of confidence.  Yet at Appendix IV of the 

minority report, Appendix I, that is the subset appendix:   

“Daily Express  

Govt moves to oust John-Bates from national security committee amid 

conflict claims”  

“PNM Senator Under Pressure  

Story by Anna Ramdass on Page 3” 

What is the date of that?  April 30, 2026.  It is in the report.   

So the report, the minority report, demonstrates front page of the Daily 

Express, the day before the report.  Because the minority report and the report are 

both dated the 31st, Mr. President.  And lo and behold, despite the stout statements 

by the Chairman of the Committee—sorry, April 30 is the date of the report; the 

same day that there is this stout position by the Chairman of the Committee that 

there will be no breach of confidence, which as we know in our Standing Orders is 

not permitted.  Government sources, according to the newspaper, say Senator 

under pressure, National Security Joint Select Committee to oust her.  And then in 

another newspaper:   

“Govt moves to remove John-Bates” 

We do not have to take that on.  
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But let us go to the minority report.  The minority report, actually is not 

quite novel, Mr. President.  It fits within the prescriptions that Sen. Allahar has 

asked us to look at.  What should this Senate do with the recommendation before 

us?  Because if we resolve to adopt this report, then we are resolving that Sen. 

John-Bates must be removed from the Joint Select Committee on National 

Security.   

I looked into the records of our own Parliament, and I found the National 

Security Interim Report of the Joint Select Committee on National Security, Fifth 

Session, 2019/2020 of the Eleventh Parliament.  And this report, which Sen. 

Allahar recommends, what should the Senate do, is very relevant because it shows 

a precedent as to how matters cross the hurdle, how they achieve muster, and how 

a Parliament should look at and consider reports that come of this nature.  And this 

report of this National Security Council, JSC, considered, and in respect to your 

ruling earlier, Mr. President, I will keep it as anonymized as I can, so that I stay 

within the four corners of the one Member that we are considering here today.  

This report speaks to a hearing of evidence received from the Commissioner of 

Police and Deputy Commissioner of Police (Acting) Operations.  This report, 

published in our Parliament, part of our records, stands as a precedent for this 

matter.  

This report in 2019/2020 session says that the Commissioner of Police and 

the Assistant Commissioner of Police attended before the Joint Select Committee 

on National Security and provided evidence that a Member of that committee was 

in contact with criminal elements; gone so far as to pay for their lunches at the 

Hyatt Hotel.  This is the Joint Select Committee on National Security.  The 

positive evidence before the Members of this Joint Select Committee is that a 
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Commissioner of Police and a Deputy Commissioner of Police, apart from a 

Minister of National Security, I am leaving that out, these folks came forward and 

gave positive evidence—  

Sen. Allahar:  Mr. President, what is the relevance, 46(1)?  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Your ruling, Mr. President?  

Mr. President:  What I would say is that I am following what the hon. Member is 

saying and I will guide him accordingly.  Continue.  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Much obliged, Mr. President.  Thank you so much.  So, in 

the precedent factor of what this resolution before us is, Sen. Allahar introduced 

the fact, what should we do?  We are guided under Standing Order 2 of the Senate 

to the rules and practices, firstly in our Standing Orders, obviously under the 

umbrella of our Constitution.  But where our Standing Orders are silent, we go to 

the rules and practices of the House of Commons, unless there is something in 

conflict with our own Orders, and precedent is clearly relevant to the prescriptions 

we are being asked to consider today.  I do that for the record, Mr. President, 

because I know you have already guided me.   

But in this precedent factor, it was only with the positive evidence of a 

Commissioner of Police, an Assistant Commissioner of Police, let us leave aside 

the political entity of a Minister of National Security, leave that aside.  Let us take 

the higher standard if you wish.  With that, there was a recommendation of this 

committee, that is the 2019/2020 committee, that the Member be removed.  Listen 

to the wording, tell me if it sounds familiar.  I read from paragraph 7.1.   

The necessity to report at this stage arose because a procedural issue has 

interrupted the work of your committee, requiring the intervention of the 

House.   
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Our report, Mr. President, paragraph 2.1: 

“The necessity to report at this stage arose because a procedural issue has 

interrupted the work of your committee, requiring the intervention of the 

House.”  

Word for word, Mr. President.   

In the analysis which follows, including in both reports, the precedent report 

and the instant report, there were reflections upon the minority report.  But the 

difference between the two, there was positive, conclusive evidence from a 

Commissioner of Police and an Assistant Commissioner of Police, which lay 

uncontroverted, Mr. President, uncontroverted.   

What do we have in this instance?  We have a recommendation from 

Member Moonilal referring to a report, a special report, of the PAAC, dated April 

17, 2026, which is the subject of enquiry elsewhere, in respect of which there are, 

in fact and in law, no findings yet.  The report of the majority, PAAC report, which 

is the subject of this report before us, has findings.  They are controverted findings 

by minority report and by the Member herself.  So we are not comparing persons 

in similar circumstances, similarly as they are entitled under our Constitution to be 

treated.  We are not comparing like with like.  We are comparing two totally 

different prescriptions.  One where there is uncontroverted evidence and the other 

where there is speculation.   

But, Mr. President, this report before us does not deal with speculative 

language.  This report before us, all of the Members of the majority who voted in 

favour of laying this report stated that they agreed on a vote with Member 

Moonilal’s submissions, bolting onto their respective chests the conclusions drawn 

by Member Moonilal, the conclusions which state that a Member was guilty of a 
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particular conduct.  Not alleged to be, but guilty of a particular conduct.  

Now, Mr. President, I heard Sen. Roberts spectacularly declare that nobody 

could call his name, and I am responding to him in relation to LifeSport.  All I will 

say is “he lucky” that there is a law against tipping off in this country, where you 

cannot tell certain things if you know there is an investigation into a crime.  And I 

am absolutely confident that the only reason that we got, as he put it on the record, 

a resignation that we are supposed to be lucky today to think we got from him.   

Mr. President, the truth is, and I go to the law in relation to this report, in the 

case of Ashwin Creed v the Central Audit Committee, and I am dealing with the 

point of bias now in relation to this report that we are debating.  And I am going to 

use the High Court decision.  I am not going to go to the Privy Council decisions 

which have upheld matters such as this.  I am going to go for relevance sake, in a 

bifurcated manner, to answer the boldfaced submissions of Sen. Roberts, as well as 

deal with this report.   

Madam Justice Mira Dean-Armorer, as she then was, held that the LifeSport 

report was biased on two grounds and it applies to this report.  Lack of a fair 

hearing, which includes the breach of natural justice, the right, Mr. President— 

Sen. Alexander:  Mr. President, 46(1), please.  We strayed very far from the 

substance.  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Not at all.  

Mr. President:  I think that, Sen. Al-Rawi, you would have made your point in the 

context of that report that you are referring to.   

Hon. Senators:  [Crosstalk]  

Mr. President:  Please, please, please.  I think that you have made your point.  I 

think we can move on.  Okay?   



76 

Special Report of the JSC on  2026.05.12 
National Security (Adoption)  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC (cont’d) 
 

UNREVISED 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I will come to another point, 

with your guidance.  But I am going to use the same case to ground the point of 

legitimate expectations.  So I am on a totally different point.  So the ruling of 

Madam Justice Mira Dean-Armorer on the LifeSport scandalous case of Ashwin 

Creed demonstrates that where you have a legitimate expectation constructed by a 

statement from a body such as a committee, that you will be permitted an 

opportunity to have a say in the matter of your fate by a particular date, that if it is 

broken, that that is a breach of legitimate expectation, just like the laying of 

another report prematurely in the Parliament allowed people to escape, Mr. 

President, escape.   

5.10p.m.   

People who want you to call their name outside, Mr. President, knowing that the 

law of tipping-off is the only thing preventing them from meeting the police, and 

spending time in jail. 

Sen. Smith:  Mr. President, 46(6), I stand on Standing Order 46(6). 

Mr. President: Yeah, yeah.  Sen. Al-Rawi, you know where you are going, right, 

and I am saying that you are implying certain things, and you are imputing certain 

things in a very sophisticated way.  But, nevertheless, imputations are there.  So I 

want to uphold the point that was raised, and I caution you to be careful about 

where we are going.  Okay. 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC: Much obliged, Mr. President.  May I?  Sorry. 

Mr. President:  Hold on.  Whilst the hon. Minister in the Ministry of Housing may 

have made his statements, the question of 46(8) is pertinent.  If you are going to 

raise the conduct of any Member, you have to do it on a substantive Motion.  

Okay?   Cool. 
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Hon. Senators: [Desk thumping] 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC: Thank you so much for your guidance, Mr. President. Not 

that you need any flattery, but sophisticated and fair. Thank you, Mr. President.  

Mr. President, I have said enough about that.  Where the apple falls, or the 

mango falls, it falls.  Birds will still find it.  Mr. President, the fact is, that when we 

are dealing with the issue of fairness, which is starkly in this Report, we as a Senate 

are being invited to cast a vote.  If you abstain, you are voting yes, because the 

majority goes with it. If you say no, Sen. Allahar is saying, “Well, shame on you, 

how you could vote for—”.  Sen. Roberts had the temerity to say, “Yuh cah vote 

for yourself.”  There is no way in the world on a Motion of no confidence— 

Mr. President: I think you have to be fair to everybody. I do not think the Member 

talked about “shame on you.”  I mean, you are putting that on the record.  So 

please, be fair in what you are saying, and be accurate at the same time. Okay?  

Continue. 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC: Thank you, Mr. President.  I will certainly take care to 

characterize my understanding as opposed to verbatim. Thank you so much.  

So, Mr. President, this Report strikes at, at the end of the day, the need for a 

vote.  When we get to a vote here, it is going to be a collection of voices which will 

have a division, and the division will be either, yes, you vote for the Report, no, 

you oppose the Report, or you abstain. When you count the votes, Mr. President, 

the Ayes, if they have the majority, will prevail.  The Noes, if they are equal, will 

cause the Report not to succeed on the basis of equality of votes, because the 

casting vote at that point will have to be exercised in favour of the status quo, and 

the status quo cannot be to remove a Member. So we are down to what is the effect 

of an abstention, and the effect of an abstention means that you will have an 
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imbalance in the Noes and the Ayes, and therefore the Ayes will have it.  So, Mr. 

President—  

Mr. President: Member, listen, I think Sen. Amery Browne sometime ago went 

down that track. I keep saying—let us not anticipate how Members are going to 

vote.  Let us not try to imply how Members are going to vote. Members will decide 

how they will vote at the appropriate time. It is not the business of any Member to 

be telling Members in an indirect way, you know, what to do, or what not to do, or 

what are the implications. So please just leave that up to the Senate, and the 

membership of the Senate.  They will determine at the appropriate time how they 

will vote.  Okay?  Please.  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you so much as always, Mr. President, for your 

guidance.  

Mr. President, Sen. Allahar told us the JSC must be fit for purpose.  I am 

quoting.  Sen. Allahar said that it is a matter of integrity that we are looking at.  

Sen. Allahar said that we must treat things with confidence. There must be 

confidence in our subject matter.  Sen. Allahar said in his contribution that the 

subject matter in this Motion touches, and concerns Sen. Janelle John-Bates’ 

conduct on the JSC into National Security in light of the PAAC already having 

determined as it did.  So, Mr. President, Sen. Allahar said that we in public life are 

going to be held to a higher standard.  Sen. Allahar said that John-Bates was caught 

out.  Those were his words.  Sen. John-Bates was caught out; his exact words.  

Admission.  

So, Mr. President, these statements coming from Sen. Allahar, found in the 

Report are being invited for consideration in this Report.  The Senate is being asked 

to consider this Report, and if we adopt this Report we double down, in my opinion 
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on a few points in law. No. 1, Mr. President—I am hearing some murmurings from 

the other side, Mr. President. ”People that cah find the Family Court, and child 

maintenance, and their children.” 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. Allahar: Mr. President, 46(8); 46(4).  Please warn him.  

Mr. President:  Please, Members, let us not get sidetracked. I refer Members to 

Standing Order 53; please, please, please.  There are rules here that when a 

Member is speaking, we could have some hushed-tone discussions, but not so 

loudly as to disturb the proceedings. So, I am asking Members to allow the 

Member to speak and not disturb the proceedings. Continue.  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President. Sorry to have caused a little 

jumpiness across the aisle. I understand why. Mr. President, some people are not 

there, but over there.  Mr. President, I note something that was very powerful, a 

statement by Sen. Allahar. He said, and I quote, I am the first to say, process is to 

be observed.  He then said that process is the servant of principle.  All right-

thinking Senators should know that. So, if we take the hon. Sen. Darrell Allahar at 

his word, process is the servant of principle.   

This Report before us invites us to accept a recommendation of the majority of 

Members in the face of the Minority Report that Sen. John-Bates is to be removed 

from the Committee of National Security, that Joint Select Committee, on the basis 

of an allegation, which she has not yet had a responsibility, an opportunity to 

responded to, in breach of the principles of fair hearing, and natural justice guarded 

by sections 4 and 5 of our Constitution. In the face of allegations of bias, and 

premature consideration, in the face of a breach of legitimate expectation, because 

she was told that she would have the opportunity to respond on April 20th, 2026, 
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but the report from the PAAC was dated April 17th, 2026.  

So if process is the servant of principle, Sen. Allahar has made my case.  You 

cannot accept this Report for what it says, because it reaches into another Report, 

and it reaches into conduct which is the subject of consideration elsewhere, and 

which has not happened yet.  Now, we all know that our courts are prohibited from 

investigating matters that disturb the jurisdiction of the Senate, quite rightly so, 

until a court may be invited to do so after the matter has been considered.  In other 

words, Mr. President, you may yet have judicial review being quite possible at the 

determination of a matter into conduct or other things.  Section 14 of the 

Constitution also may apply, Mr. President. There is a remedy there after the 

process continues.   

So, Mr. President, if principle is the servant of process or process is the 

principle as the servant, both of them are interchangeable.  The hon. Sen. Allahar 

has proved the case. It would be an indictment of common sense, a slur, and a mark 

in the most negative way on the features of natural justice on the right to a fair 

hearing, and on the rules against apparent bias. It will be an indictment against us 

all to accept the recommendation of the majority before us, because this majority, 

Mr. President, let me make it very clear, my understanding of this Majority Report, 

is that they have accepted in conclusive language certain determinations about Sen. 

John-Bates. Not in the, if, and alleged; as findings of fact. Mr. President, every 

single one of them has accepted that.  

Today, it is being extended across the aisle, and into this Senate, as we are 

entitled to consider, Mr. President. No problems. The hon. Sen. Allahar complained 

that we are here 30 days later. Yes, we are here 30 days later, because you brought 

the Motion knowing that it should have never been brought. Mr. President, the hon. 
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Members of the Joint Select Committee on National Security, were aware of the 

prematurity of their actions, have no evidence before them, Mr. President, as the 

Minority Report points out. No statements of fact, but Mr. President, if we begin to 

take this position, we are going to make a mockery of justice.  

How is our Parliament constructed as we consider this Report?  Not by the 

majority having the will.  Mr. President, 15 Senators opposite, six on the 

Opposition Bench, nine on the Independent Bench, and the impartiality of the 

Chair; 31 of us assembled. The House of Representatives, forgone the conclusion 

that the majority has its say, unless you are dealing with special majority 

considerations under section 54 of the Constitution. But, Mr. President, if we make 

the mistake today to vote for this Report, or abstain from voting the Report, 

because we on our Bench might abstain, let us say we were thinking about that.  

What we would be doing is to say that the majority will always have its way, 

regardless of the fairness of the situation, in breach in my respectful view, of the 

fundamental principles which underwrite the preamble to our Constitution, and the 

fundamental rights enshrined in sections 4 and 5 of the Constitution.   

Mr. President, it is for that reason our Constitution has section 90, with the 

DDP having a completely impartial role; cannot mess with the policy of the DDP, 

because you will be disturbing its entrenched rights under section 54; cannot do it 

without a three-quarters majority, Mr. President. It is why the Montesquieu 

principles of separation of powers work in both White Hall and Westminster style 

systems. And therefore, it is incumbent upon us to understand that the precedent of 

the 2019/2020 NS Report does not apply here, because there is no evidence of a 

similar nature from a Commissioner of Police attending before the Committee. So 

how are we going to say, yes, and disturb a Member’s participation in the 
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democratic processes of our Parliament, Mr. President? 

5.25 p.m.  

Mr. President, let us go to the Report.  The Report says, at the beginning, 

what the principles of the Committee include:   

“1.1  The Joint Select Committee on National Security (‘the JSCNS’) is 

established pursuant to Standing Orders 103 and 93 of the House of 

Representatives and the Senate respectively and is…”— 

Mr. President:  [Inaudible] 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Much obliged, Mr.  President: 

“...mandated to consider, from time to time, and report…on all matters… 

a) the security, safety…protection… 

b) …working relationships… 

c) …mechanisms…”—et cetera.  

Matters of policy, matters of national security, in light of a committee that is 

leaking like a sieve, as this Report demonstrates.   

Papers have the publication about what the Government is going to do 

before it is even laid in Parliament.  Leaking like a sieve Mr. President.  You think 

confidential information of “who not paying dey child maintenance, who de court 

cyah find, and things like that, coming out, Mr. President?”  That is not coming 

out, Mr. President.  Mr. President, what is required here is the truth.  The truth is 

that this is an attempt to “set up ah hangman tree with ah thick rope attach to it,” 

and lynch and lynch and lynch and lynch away in defiance of the strictures and the 

structures of the Constitution that underwrite us in our Republican Parliament, Mr. 

President.   It is a travesty of justice.  It is as offensive as not paying “yuh child 

maintenance and not claiming yuh child.”  
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Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  It is as offensive as that, Mr. President, in the grossest way, 

in my humble estimation and submission.  Mr. President, I ask all Members to 

reject out of hand this charade— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:—and to send this Report from back whence it came, into the 

fires of where I would not call lest I be unparliamentary.  Mr. President, I thank 

you for this opportunity to contribute. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

VISITORS 

Parliamentarians for Global Action 

(Caribbean Parliamentary Delegation) 

Mr. President:  Hon. Senators, I rise to warmly welcome Members of Parliament 

from a number of countries who are seated to my right.  They are from the 

Parliamentarians for Global Action, and they have just completed a workshop in 

Port of Spain, coming from Barbados, Guyana, St. Lucia, and Suriname.  I would 

like you to join me in warmly welcoming them.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE REPORT 

Special Report of the 
Joint Select Committee on National Security 

(Adoption) 

Mr. President:  I now recognize Sen. Anthony Vieira SC. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. Anthony Vieira SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  The narrow issue before us 

is whether we should adopt a report that has concluded that Sen. John-Bates’ 
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continued presence may impede or obstruct the Joint Select Committee on National 

Security’s business, and whether her continued presence may or may not tarnish 

the integrity, trust and confidence in Parliament, and she should be removed.   

Now, what does “adopt the Report” mean?  “Adopt” means to formally 

agree with the contents, the findings, and the recommendations.  It means us, as a 

Senate, embrace the report and we lend our institutional authority to it. Live, 

active, not passive endorsement.  Now, we are not called upon to determine the 

guilt or innocence of Sen. John-Bates. So it follows from this, that if I vote in 

favour of the Motion, it means that I am satisfied and happy with the Report.  And 

if I do not support the Motion, you can infer that I cannot support the Report in 

good conscience, because I find it flawed and deficient in process.   

Now, I was not planning to contribute—my friend is smiling—but having 

been rebuked for raising the issue of process as an important consideration, it 

appears I should elaborate further on the point of why process matters.  I have 

heard it said recently that Parliament is supreme.  Well, I beg to differ.  Parliament 

may be supreme in the United Kingdom, but here, in Trinidad and Tobago, 

Parliament is not supreme.  What is supreme in Trinidad and Tobago is the 

Constitution.  Okay?  Now, that is a very important consideration because it means 

that Parliament cannot itself override the fundamental rights and the rule of law, 

and what is set out in the Constitution.  There is a famous case—I think Lord Reed 

said it in AXA General 

Insurance Ltd v HM Advocate, a 2011 case.  So this talk of process and 

presumption of innocence is mere “brakesing”.  Well, I refute that.   

What does the Constitution say about process?  Section 4 of the enshrined 

rights, which had guaranteed:   
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“(a) the right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and 

enjoyment of property and the right not to be deprived thereof except 

by due process of law;”  

Go down to the right of equality before the law and the protection of the law.  

These are guaranteed rights.  They are not “brakesing”.  Section 5 says Parliament 

may not: 

“(d) authorise a Court, tribunal, commission, board or other authority to 

compel a person to give evidence unless he is afforded protection 

against self-incrimination and, where necessary to ensure such 

protection, the right to legal representation;”   

The next section:   

“(e) deprive a person of the right to a fair hearing”—this is not 

“brakesing”—“in accordance with the principles of fundamental 

justice for the determination of his rights and obligations;”   

And at section 5(h), Parliament may not: 

“deprive a person of the right to such procedural provisions as are necessary 

for the purpose of giving effect and protection to the aforesaid rights and 

freedoms.”  

These are the values and the principles that guide my reasoning.  And they matter 

because they reflect on the integrity and sacredness of the parliamentary process 

itself.   

Now, Sen. Allahar spoke of the PAAC Special Report and the fact that Sen. 

John-Bates had admitted to working on the witness statement.  It is not disputed 

that Sen. John-Bates has admitted to working on a witness statement.  But to jump 

from that admission, to reaching the conclusion that she was involved in 
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conspiracies, and that she should be removed from the Joint Select Committee, 

now that is a big jump.  Because what she admitted to—and bear in mind, when 

she made her personal declaration, she expressly denied conspiring to a contempt 

of Parliament.  She has never admitted to trying to do anything to deceive the 

Parliament.  Her admission related to one thing, that she was involved in the 

vetting of a witness statement.  

Now, I will be the first to say—because I chair a committee on state 

enterprises—that if somebody did that, I would be very upset.  That is certainly 

unethical but, Mr. President—  

Hon. Senator:  “Brakesing, brakesing, brakesing.”  

Mr. President:  Hello, hello, hello, please, please.   

Hon. Senators:  [Interruption] 

Mr. President:  Please, please. Sen. Vieira—can I ask the Government Bench to 

just allow Sen. Vieira to speak?  Free speech is sometimes a difficult thing.   

Sen. Roberts:  Painful.  

Mr. President:  It is painful at times, but you know what?  We have to endure it 

because that is what democracy is about.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  So allow the Senator to have his say, right?  A Member of the 

Government will get up and respond to him, but allow him to speak.  Continue, 

hon. Senator.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. A. Vieira SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  Yes, I was saying that it was 

certainly wrong and unethical to be vetting a witness statement, but you know, 

Sen. John-Bates is a lawyer, Sen. Allahar also is a lawyer, as am I.  We vet witness 
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statements all time.  And do we vet witness statements to deceive the court?  Not at 

all.  When we vet witness statements, it is to assist the court.  

Sen. Roberts:  Are you in court? 

Sen. A. Vieira SC:  We vet witness statements to ensure that there is no opinion, 

no inadmissible hearsay, nothing irrelevant.    

Mr. Roberts:  You are not the judge. 

Sen. A. Vieira SC:  Now, she admitted to vetting a witness statement.  Where does 

that go?  Where does that amount to an intention to deceive?  That has to be 

proven. That has to be proven.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. A. Vieira SC:  You are making a jump.  You are making a serious jump on a 

presumption.   

Now, the other thing is this.  It was plainly wrong and unethical, as I said, to 

edit a witness statement, but unlike the Legal Profession Act, where the code of 

ethics has statutory force and if you breach one of the provisions of the code of 

ethics, you are liable to sanction, we do not have a code of ethics in this Parliament 

that is binding.  So, the question is this:  Yes, she may have breached an ethical 

duty, but has she committed a breach of any Standing Order?  Has she committed a 

breach of any rule or regulation in this Parliament?  That is something that has to 

be determined by the Privileges Committee.  But we are making these jumps.  We 

are making these jumps that I find, quite frankly, vulgar and obscene.   

Hon. Senators: [Interruption] 

Sen. A. Vieira SC: Now, one of the key elements of natural justice is the right to 

know what the charges are and what are the allegations against you.  Where is, in 

any of these reports, any indication that she has breached a rule, regulation or 
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Standing Order?   So, before sanctions can be visited on Sen. John-Bates, she is 

entitled to know this.  Basic—I quoted the relevant parts of the Constitution.  She 

is entitled as right.  Now, Sen. Allahar spoke about breaching confidentiality.  But 

again, where is there anything in either report that shows that she was the one who 

breached confidentiality?  It is not there.  So I do not plan to be long.  Both Sen. 

Roberts and Sen. Allahar have moved, “Well, you know people do not offer their 

resignation unless if done something wrong.”  

Sen. Roberts:  I did not say that.  I said the opposite.   

Sen. A. Vieira SC:  Okay.  Got it.  Thank you for clearing that up.  Sen. Allahar 

said that.  And I am going to adopt what Sen. Roberts has said because you are 

right. So when—  

Sen. Alexander:  Sen. Vieira, I just want to ask one question.  In the Senate 

handbook, on page 20, item (d), some of the notable types of contempt of 

Parliament are:   

(d)  Tampering with documents presented to the Senate or its committees. 

Sen. A. Vieira SC:  The question is whether that is a tampering of a document.  

That is something that the Privileges Committee will have to determine, but it was 

not something for the reports that came before us.  Because they themselves said 

that they were not trying to find any conclusive facts.  They were not making any 

determinations of guilt.    

Now, the question that I am raising here is that it has been posited that you 

do not resign unless you have done something wrong.  Now, I want to say that that 

is clearly an overstatement.  Because people resign for all kinds of reasons.  It 

really depends on context, motive and the surrounding circumstances.   

5.40 p.m.   
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A person could resign because as a matter of just accountability.  They 

accept institutional responsibility, even if they did nothing improper.  This is quite 

common in politics and in corporate governance and in public life.  Sen. Roberts 

made the point, he did not do anything wrong, he resigned.  A person may resign 

because they fundamentally disagree with policy, with governance, with ethics, or 

a particular direction being taken.  That is exactly the opposite of culpability.  That 

is actually an act of integrity.  Sometimes people resign to take in front, to avoid 

the consequences and to reduce reputational damage.   

So, if in keeping with the Westminster tradition, she offers her resignation to 

reflect constitutional governance, that convention, that does not equate with 

personal guilt.  So, I do not agree and I completely refute Sen. Allahar’s suggestion 

that you only resign if you did something wrong.  It is not so.  Now, I would say 

properly put, in some circumstances, resignation may raise questions about 

responsibility or underlying issues, but it does not without more, establish 

wrongdoing.  So, you cannot rely on that as establishing culpability.  Now in the 

event, we should be cautious about implying misconduct merely from resignation, 

because that inference may be unfair and factually unsound.   

Yes, Sen. John-Bates acted unethically, but whether that translates into a 

breach of Standing Orders, or a rule or some regulation, that is what the Privileges 

Committee is going to determine and get back to us on.  This Motion is premature.  

Now, other than a bare statement, I have seen nothing, I have read nothing to 

suggest that Sen. John-Bates’ presence may impede, or obstruct the JSC’s 

business.  Now, if we are talking about maintaining the people’s trust and 

confidence in this Parliament, Mr. President, then it is important that we in this 

Parliament, we are seen to be fair.   
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You talked about overriding principles, well, let me tell you what I regard as 

the overriding principles.  The overriding principles for me are fairness and due 

process.  She must be aware of the rule, policy or regulation that she is alleged to 

have breached, and that has to be proven.  There must be an impartial 

investigation.  Facts have to be gathered objectively, before any decisions are 

made.  She must be given the chance to respond.  She must have a chance to 

explain her side and to present her evidence before any action is taken.   

Finally, the punishment must be fair and proportionate.  Disciplining action 

must be commensurate with the severity of the infraction.  I do not know where 

this is going to end up after the Privileges Committee have done their work, but I 

want to say today, based on the reports that we have been given here that you are 

asking us to adopt and embrace, you do not have my support at all.  I thank you.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Sen.  David Nakhid.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

The Parliamentary Secretary in the Ministry of Sport and Youth Affairs (Sen. 

David Nakhid):  In the name of God, most gracious, most merciful.  Mr. 

President, I really, really thank the mover of this Motion for this, and why, it made 

me realize exactly what I have always thought.  It confirmed exactly that PNM 

Bench who they are.  It confirmed in my mind who I always knew some of those 

Independents were.  It made me yearn, these contributions.  It made me yearn for 

the “voices of the ghetto”, where we have no matter what course, crude but honest 

people.  Honest in their assessment of things, an embrace of what is right and what 

is wrong.   
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I will not stand up here to speak, if the Sen. Janelle John-Bates had said, I 

want process before admitting that she had erred, before she admitted that she had 

been dishonest.  That is the principle that they would like us to announce, or 

denounce or forget.  In the end, this comes down to what?  The defence of the 

indefensible by that side there.  All of them who spoke, the defence of the 

indefensible.  I would like to read something:   

Defending the indefensible refers to supporting actions, ideas or individuals 

that are morally indefensible, unjustifiable or illogical, often resulting—and 

hear this part—often resulting in self-serving or hypocritical rhetoric.   

One of the quotes you cannot defend, the indivisible.  Anything you say sounds 

self-serving and hypocritical, and we had a fair amount of that just now.  Because 

where I come from, in the ghetto, “yuh gettin it brutal but yuh gettin honesty”.   

I heard people stand up on that side, people who have recused themselves, 

close to 100 times when there was a conflict of interest, to make millions, 

sometimes hundreds of millions of dollars.  When there was a hint, by their own 

admission of a conflict of interest, they recused themselves.  Here, we have 

someone admitting that they were dishonest.  Proof was presented, track changes 

made, clearly, not only that, she was a junior to a senior, so I had given her credit, 

me, who is on that Committee, had given her credit.  This young sister who I felt 

maybe deserved a chance.  I take that back now.  This has gone to the ridiculous.   

We have people standing up and debating whether process is the servant of 

principle.  I say yes, process is the servant of principle, but action is the servant of 

truth.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 
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Sen. D. Nakhid:  The overriding factor here is, the truth is, the young Senator was 

dishonest and admitted so.  Here we are trying to defend the indefensible.  All 

kinds of verbal gymnastics, all kinds of recalibrations of semantics, people 

bringing in all kinds of external data and that to justify—somebody even talk about 

the Constitution and all that.  Listen, I understand due process but I also understand 

when somebody admits to guilt.   

If the goodly Senator had come and said to this House or to the Committee, 

you know what, I would like some time to think, I do not admit to guilt.  That 

changes the whole discourse.  Everything they said here would have some value.  

As of now, everything they said has no value and it shows to the people of 

Trinidad and Tobago just who they are.  I have no reservations in saying that.  All 

those who got up here and tried to defend what is clearly indefensible, it let 

everybody know who they are.  It is no longer—listen, I am the first one to say, in 

a Senate where we have to represent the people, we could be belligerent, some of 

us are, maybe me.  We could be very animated, my brother Phillip Alexander is.  

We could even be elitist, and that is fine, too.  We could even represent special 

interest, and that is okay, too.  But we have a duty to be honest, first and foremost.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  Our duty is to be honest.  Whatever our own personal 

characteristics may be, what we may represent, that is between you and your God.  

But honesty is something that is measurable.  It is something we can define, we can 

feel, it is tangible.  It depends on how we act, and the actions that we have seen 

from that side today, is reprehensible.  It is almost sad.  It is the reason why a lot of 

people looking on at these proceedings, tend to dislike politicians, because they do 

not know where we stand, where is right and where is wrong.   
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You cannot tell me everybody on that side, especially the Independent 

side—I forgive the PNM, they are what they are.  They are what they are. They are 

what they are.  But you cannot tell me, everybody on the Independent Bench there 

they feel comfortable with themselves for defending what is clearly indefensible.  

You know what, if they do, and I do not believe all of them are, I know certainly 

one person is not, I know why, because he grew up just like me, and we are very 

accustomed to how the ghetto is.  So I have no problem in talking about that.  I will 

tell you why.   

Referencing to lynching because obviously, Sen. John-Bates is a black 

woman.  That does not phase me.  What is right is right.  What is wrong is wrong.  

I grew up with uncles who will let you know when you are wrong, who will let you 

know when you are right.  Who will let you know that at all times, no matter what 

you have, “yuh doh have clothes, yuh doh have new clothes, let it be clean.  Yuh 

doh have books, make sure and copy somebody work, so yuh know when yuh go 

home yuh have ah book”.   

I know about that.  It is all about being honest to yourself.  But when you see 

people come here with these pretensions, that they know literature, and they 

studied literature, and they could quote Cicero to castigate my friend one time—all 

of a sudden, they forget about all those principles.  All of a sudden, now, is process 

before truth.  Process before truth is being morally relative.  Being more morally 

relative is being dishonest, because we have a responsibility here to represent 

honesty first and foremost.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  So, when a Senator could come here, who had recused himself 

close to 100 times, and want us to accept a majority report as skewed, as flawed, 
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but accept a minority report in his interest as sacrosanct, that is what I referred to 

before—defending the indefensible, you have to become hypocritical.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  But then again, my grandmother used to say:  I am not surprised.  

I would be quite honest with you, I am not surprised by anything from those two 

Benches there.  None.  Sorry, as I say always, with the exception of one or two.  I 

am not surprised.   

When I when I hear the talk about leaking of information from in-camera.  

They have no evidence about who leaked.  How do we know that they had not 

leaked it?  How do you know that the PNM did not leak it intentionally to create a 

furor?  I mean, in the end, why does the court—and they have a bunch of lawyers 

there. How come the court always goes on the track without somebody?  If 

somebody had been caught perjuring, he is constantly referred to as a perjurer.  

They should know, they had an attorney general who perjured himself in court in 

Miami.   

Sen. Alexander:  One?   

Sen. D. Nakhid:  Well— 

Sen. Alexander:  “Nelson-gate”.   

Sen. D. Nakhid:—the one we know of.   

Sen. Alexander:  You forget about “Nelson-gate”.   

Sen. D. Nakhid:  We will not talk about “Nelson-gate” and the others.  So they 

have that they are aware.  Once you perjure yourself, you are castigated for the rest 

of your life in any case that comes up, you come to the—the opposing attorney can 

say, he perjured himself.  That remains with you.   

5.55p.m.  
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Here we have a Senator—and I sympathized with her publicly because I felt 

that she was misguided, misled by a senior.  What we have is a young Senator who 

tampered—witness tampered.  She was the judge.  She was not counselled, like 

someone hurriedly admitted, or tried to say he was counselled; no, she was the 

judge in the proceedings.  The judge tampered with the witness and then tried to sit 

in judgment of that witness, and here we come and debate that; lawyers and all, 

senior counsels and all.  “No wonder”, as my grandmother would say, “I am not 

surprised.”   

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I rise on Standing Order—  

Sen. D. Nakhid:  What?  “Lewwe hear dis one.” 

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:—53(1)(b), the third speaker to make the same speech. 

Mr. President:  Alright.  I think that the point was made, and so on, I will just ask 

my colleagues to be guided so that we do not go overboard.  I think the point that is 

being made is that you have some arm of our speakers engaging in a lot of 

repetition.  Okay?  Continue, Senator. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  It dawns on me that he, who talks about tedious repetition, was 

very repetitious running out of the Cabinet, Mr. President.   

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter] 

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I rise on Standing Orders 46(1), 46(6), 46(4), 

46(8) and 53(1)(b). 

Mr. President:  I ask that we show respect for each other and at least we pay 

attention to what we are doing.  Alright?  So continue, Member, but be guided. 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  Thank you, Mr. President.  The Member who constantly rises 

criticizes Members of this party, trying to refer to them in an audit report, their 
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names were never there, and he constantly referred to that audit report.  So all I am 

saying, he, whose name was in the report of “Nelson-Gate”, the indemnity— 

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I rise again on Standing Orders 46(6) and 46(1), 

Mr. President, just in keeping with your previous rulings. 

Hon. Senator:  [Inaudible] 

Mr. President:  Yeah.  Yeah.  Yeah.  But as I indicated, and so on, that this 

debate, whilst we can make reference, en passant, in response to what somebody 

else might have said, the reality is this debate is not about, as I said, any Member 

of the Government, any Member of the Independent Bench, or any Member of the 

Opposition Bench seated here today.  So let us try to stay away from this name-

calling as far as possible and just focus on the issue.  It is a recommendation; issues 

surrounding that recommendation, let us keep it that way.  Continue, hon. Member. 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  Thank you, Mr. President. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  The main issue surrounding the recommendation is that here we 

have a Senator who not only admitted to what she had done, she offered to resign.  

Well, we tried to say that an offer of resignation does not admit guilt.  What it 

does, it shows us that with an admittance of guilt and with an offer of resignation, 

there is some nexus there.”  There is something that says to us, “There is more in 

the mortar than the pestle?  But the PNM, they are always determined to move the 

goalposts when it comes to us.  I am not surprised.   

They believe, really and truly in their hearts, that they can do what they want 

and get away with it by constantly hoping that, as time goes on, we will forget.  

Yeah, some people will hope that we forget about the hundreds of millions that 

they have procured.  Some people will hope that they forget— 
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Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I rise again on Standing Orders 46(1), 46(6) and 

53(1)(b), for your consideration, please, Mr. President.   

Mr. President:  I will take only 46(1), no other.  Member, as I said, connect and 

let us proceed. 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  I am linking everything, Mr. President, to what is indeed a sad 

case, now compounded by people who are, I would say, morally ambiguous, and 

what a pity.    

I have never seen such a case clearer to a body, as august as we are, or 

pretend to be, of somebody committing wrong and people are trying to defend it.  

So I will not be long, Mr. President, because this does not deserve any erudition 

anymore.  This deserves to be called out for what it is, people masquerading, in my 

opinion, as Senators who carry the air; maybe because they grew up more 

privileged than I, I do not know, but one thing I was taught from early on, there is 

right and there is wrong.  There is no grey area.  Where I come from, there was not 

that grey area.  I do not know, maybe there is something else in the parks  and the 

Goodwood, and wherever.   

I do not know, but all I know, in Picton, Laventille, and in Mt. D’or, 

Champs Fleurs, it is either you are honest or you are dishonest.  It is either you tell 

truths or you tell untruths.  But for somebody—and I would like to end with this—

you know, it is not enough to sit there and lament at what I am saying.  It is your 

duty as a Senator to get up and either you side with what is right, what is true, or be 

the seeker of being the truth, or try to be that medium to find the truth, or you sit 

down there and try to find all kinds of ways that you could turn and twist this 

narrative to suit your own agenda, and that is, unfortunately, what we saw from 

that side.   
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If you had some moral imperative, if you had some moral guide and you 

disagree with what I am saying, you would get up and tell us why you disagree.  

But I still like to believe that when people watch this channel, as I said before, 

“doh” matter what character they find from each and every one of us, the 

overriding principle, the overriding element that crosses through all of us is that 

desire to be noble; that pursuit of nobility.  Unfortunately, all those watching today 

did not see that from that side.  That side showed us duplicity.  They showed us a 

lack of regard for the truth.  In my opinion, I cannot wait to run home to the ghetto 

and embrace all “dem” fellas who used to tell me like it is, “You have to do more.  

You are not good enough.  You cannot fall short.  You have to be, you have to be, 

you have to be.”   

I leave you with an anecdote, third year in college, American University, 

Washington, DC, we had a visiting professor from England and he was teaching—

the course was International Law and Global Politics.  Now, as some people 

notice—my brother Sen. Mc Nish always alludes to it when he speaks with me—I 

have a bit of a good memory so I remember things.  That is from my English 

literature days in St. Mary’s.  So in answer to one question, I quoted three 

paragraphs verbatim; each paragraph, maybe eight or nine lines, something like 

that, verbatim.   

When I came back from Christmas holidays, I was summoned to the dean of 

the SIS school, the School of International Studies.   

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I rise on Standing Order 46(1), I cannot 

understand the connection.  

Sen. D. Nakhid:  “Yuh cyah understand nothing, sit dong.”  

Mr. President:  I think that— 
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Hon. Senators:  [Crosstalk] 

Mr. President:  Please, please, please, please, I am the only person authorized to 

ask someone to sit down.  I want to repeat, I am the only person authorized to 

demand you take your seat.  Other than that, I would ask you to just calm down.  

Now, Sen. Nakhid, I think you are about to wrap up and that is why I did not want 

to intervene too much because I know you were winding up, so could you, hon. 

Senator. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  My point is, which I was about to make, is how important it is 

sometimes when you realize that you are wrong, just admit you are wrong, but 

some people, because, you know, I do not know, they grew up as mama’s boys or 

they did not have that guidance at home, they cannot find themselves to be better.    

So what happens, as I was saying, I was brought before and summoned 

before the dean and asked to explain how I had three paragraphs, verbatim, eight to 

nine lines.  This professor from England was adamant that somehow I had cheated, 

adamant, and I was forced, then and there, to repeat the same lines, which I did.  

He immediately apologized profusely, and all was forgiven, all was done.  That 

side cannot bring themselves to do that.  Sen. Janelle John-Bates could have easily 

apologized to the Senate, which she did in the committee; she owned up to it, but 

the PNM is such a decimated party, is such an entity of low moral values that they 

would not even allow the young Senator to come back from where somebody led 

her, misled her, misguided her, and now he gets up with authority to speak, without 

shame, and that is the point right there.   

Here we have a party in front of us, in Opposition, pretending to represent 

the people, but without shame, and they have fair support from the people behind 
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them as well.  The point is, as I wrap up, Mr. President, the right thing is before us, 

we all know here what is the truth and what is not the truth.  They could not like 

my delivery or not like me, it does not matter, the truth is there and it is an 

absolute.    

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. D. Nakhid:  The truth is there and it is an absolute.  They could pretend not to 

hear, they could close their eyes, the truth is there.  That is why I love my people in 

the ghetto, because they let you know the truth is the truth, and all these verbal 

gymnastics, all these pretenses of process and process, and due process is a sham, 

and it reflects your character and it reveals your character, and I think we are worse 

off it today, and I mean that from my heart.   

Let me finish what they said, and this is telling, it sometimes seems that 

when we defend the indefensible by our hypocritical contributions, we come worse 

than defending the indefensible.  In other words, our attempt to defend the 

defensible, we look even worse than the people we are trying to defend, and that is 

a shame, because all of those on that side, with just the slightest of credibility that I 

had given them is gone, and that is the real shame there.  I feel sorry for the people 

of Trinidad and Tobago.  I really feel sorry for the people of Trinidad and Tobago, 

and this is where this has reached.  Again, Mr. President, I wish that reason rules.  I 

wish that our moral integrity comes to the fore and we support this Motion because 

it is the right thing to do, and it represents the truth.  I thank you, Mr. President. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

6.10p.m.  

Mr. President:  Sen. Darrell Allahar. 

Minister in the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. The Hon. Darrell Allahar):  
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Thank you, Mr. President.  Mr. President, I shall not be very long.  But I must start 

off by saying this, today is a day of admissions, and I want to admit something 

here, since we are talking about admissions— 

Sen. Roberts-Radgman:  Mr. President— 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  I have started my submission.   

Sen. Roberts-Radgman: [Inaudible]—before you started, and I also indicated that 

I was going to intervene.  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  I heard him call upon me.  Mr. President, you called 

upon me.  You have indicated and provided a name. 

Mr. President:  I am sorry.  I did not see you, so we would have to go on to Sen. 

Allahar.  Continue, please.  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  So, Mr. President, I was on my admission.  I must 

admit, Mr. President, that having been here for about a year, this is the saddest day 

in the Senate for me thus far.  I was told that this was a place of sober and mature 

reflection, and that concept has been shaken today.  Today, I thought, at points, that 

I was in The Twilight Zone, or for those of you who are much younger than I, in an 

episode of Stranger Things— 

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter]  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:—you know, because very creative arguments were 

coming from the other side of the Chamber.  I do not want to personalize it, but I 

find it incredible, with respect, Mr. President, for a Senator to get up and say, and I 

quote:   

Her conduct was plainly wrong and unethical, but we must still have 

process and we should not say that she should not be on the Joint Select 

Committee of National Security.   
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Her conduct was plainly wrong and unethical.  That is coming from the other 

side.  But yet, the Senator would get up and say, “But leave her on the Joint Select 

Committee. Even though she was removed from another committee, leave her on 

the Joint Select Committee.”  Something is wrong.  There is a disconnect there, 

with the greatest respect.   

Mr. President, I sat on the Disciplinary Committee of the Law Association 

for more than a decade.  I have an idea of what is wrong and unethical.  I was really 

surprised when the Senator got up and said, “Where is it in the Standing Orders?  

Where is the breach of the Standing Orders?”  But, Mr. President, I really did not 

think I had to say in this Senate that the Standing Orders are not the complete 

compendium of what we should and should not do inside of here.  There are 

notions of decency and ethics that underpin everything that we do.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Common decency and common ethics.  You do not 

put that in here and then come and say, “What Standing Order I breach?”  That is 

nonsense, with the greatest respect.  It is a palliative, a sedative, a distraction on 

what is before us today.  That is why I am so sad.  That is why I am so sad.   

Then we have another Senator, a good friend of mine, who has warned us 

against prejudgment; asked us a set of rhetorical questions and warned us against 

prejudgment.  But I think, at this point, I will quote another Senator who got up and 

said that, “This debate reaches into another report.”  So let us see about 

“prejudgments and reaches into another report”, because another Senator reached 

into all of the reports.  So, I want to reach into the Report of the PAAC.  Let me 

reach into another report, similarly.   

Paragraph 4.4, and I quote:   
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“4.4 The Chairman sought the views of Members as to whether Mrs. John 

Bates should be recused from the inquiry or whether Mrs. John Bates 

should be replaced as a Member on the Committee after she admitted to 

making material changes to the written memorandum of evidence.” 

So, we are talking about process and the right to be heard, and so on, but what do 

we have before us?  Let us reach further.  Let us reach further into that Report: 

“Appendix II 

Correspondence received from Member for John-Bates” 

—where she was invited to write to the same PAAC.  That is what we have before 

us.  And what did she say?  At page 2, first paragraph of her letter, Mrs. John-Bates 

says, and I quote—and this is her opportunity here before us: 

“In the course of the in-camera meeting certain concerns were raised 

regarding my engagement with a draft statement prepared by former Minister 

of Health, Terrence Deyalsingh…” 

She took ownership of what she did.  So do not come here and say that nothing is 

wrong with assisting a witness, to vet a witness statement.  There is everything 

wrong with it when you sit on the same Committee that has to pronounce it.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Mr. President, I have never heard so much intellectual 

dishonesty in my life.  I swear!  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  I swear!  Intellectual dishonesty.   

Sen. Baig:  Say it again.  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  I came here to listen to that today?  “I should ah stay 

home.” 



104 

Special Report of the JSC on  2026.05.12 
National Security (Adoption)  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar (cont’d) 
 

UNREVISED 

So, let us get back to the other Senator who talks about prejudgment; 

prejudgment.  You know, I want to ask that Senator—I want to ask Sen. Lewis, 

Sen. Lewis, you are a consultant.  If this were a publicly traded company, I am sure 

you would have had a different opinion if it were somebody on the board of 

directors of that company.  Because our shareholders, Mr. President, are the people 

of Trinidad and Tobago. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  Mr. President— 

Sen. Lewis:  Mr. President, since I was directly addressed, may I be allowed to 

respond?  

Mr. President:  No, no, no.  You have already responded.  Continue, Senator 

Allahar. 

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  We will talk after.  Mr. President, I want to say with 

all sincerity, in my worst day in the Senate so far, that this is not a time for 

hesitation, equivocation or ambiguity.  The national community knows what is 

right and what is wrong.  They do not care about arguments about corporate 

governance and managerial best practices.  Mr. President, this is not the time for 

pity and forgiveness.  This is the time for principle.  This is a historic debate, Mr. 

President, and the public is looking on.  Mr. President, we must preserve the 

reputation of this, the seat of our democracy.  The public is looking on.  That is our 

task here in the Senate today.  Mr. President, my dearly departed mother, God bless 

her soul, always used to tell my brother and I, “The upholder is worse than the 

offender.”  Not so?   

Sen. Baig:  Yes.  

Sen. The Hon. D. Allahar:  The upholders are worse than the offender.  I want to 
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leave that in the Senate here today.  So, Mr. President, let us now move to a vote.  

And I want to put everyone on notice, I will be calling for a division.  Mr. 

President, I beg to move. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Question put. 

Sen. Allahar:  Division.  

The Senate divided:  Ayes 16  Noes 13 

AYES 

Allahar, Hon. D. 

Jeremie SC, Hon. J. 

Roberts, Hon. A. 

Maharaj, Hon. S. 

Baptiste, Hon. L. 

Alexander, Hon. P. 

Ratiram, Hon. R. 

Persad, Hon. Prof. P. 

Chaitan-Maharaj, Dr. N. 

Baig, B. 

Charles, Ms. K. 

Zakour, Hon. E. 

Smith, Hon. D. 

Nakhid, D. 

Jack, A.  

Mc Nish, C. 

NOES 
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Browne, Dr. A. 

Al-Rawi SC, F. 

Roberts-Radgman, Mrs. M. 

Dhanpaul, V. 

Cummings, F. 

Boodhu, S. 

Vieira SC, A 

Attzs, Dr. M. 

de la Bastide SC, M. 

Jones-Simmons, Mrs. C. 

Lewis, F. 

Murray, Dr. D.  

Lalite-Ettienne, Mrs. A. 

Ms. S. Chote SC abstained. 

Question agreed to.  

Resolved: 

That this Senate adopt the Special Report of the Joint Select Committee on 

National Security, First Session, Thirteenth Parliament on the concerns of the 

Committee to the continued membership of a Member.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

VICTIMS’ RIGHTS BILL, 2026 

[Second Day] 

Order read for resuming adjourned debate on question [May 06, 2026]:  

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

Question again proposed.  
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Mr. President:  Hon. Senators, on the last occasion, the Minister of Justice moved 

the second reading of the Bill.  Anybody from the Government—all right.  Sen. 

Melanie Roberts-Radgman. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

6.25 p.m.  

Sen. Melanie Roberts-Radgman:  Thank you Mr. President, for recognizing me 

and inviting me to start off this leg of the debate.  Let me just say from the outset, 

Mr. President, that I relate to the purport of this Bill; it resonates with me.  I 

support what the Bill sets out to do.  I do have some reservations— 

Hon. Senator:  [Inaudible] 

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:  You will have your opportunity to speak.  Today is 

not the day.  I do have some reservations about how close it gets us to the stated 

outcome, but I will take my time and I will go into detail as my contribution 

develops with regards to the concerns.   

As I read through the definition—in particular—section of the Bill, my mind 

immediately went to the families of Mr. Frank Sandy and Mr. Ronnel Marcelle, in 

particular, these are two deceased Tobagonian men.  I previously would have come 

to this Senate and I would have enquired of the hon. Minster who would have back 

then given me an update into the status of the investigations into their unfortunate 

deaths.  Just last evening I actually saw another news report where the mother of 

Ronnel Marcelle in particular, I think it has been a year since her son’s death and 

she continued to plead for some justice and for at least an update into what the 

status of the investigation is.  As I read the Bill, my mind also went to the family 

and in particular, the father also of Kevon Lewis, another Tobagonian young man, 

and I would have also previously come to the Senate and enquired on behalf of his 
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family and especially on behalf of his father into the status of the investigation into 

a vicious attack that he suffered a few months ago.   

I also thought about the daily refrain, “Justice for Joshua, Justice for Kaia.”  

It continues to pervade social media; their loved ones are still crying out for 

information.  So when I look at the Bill, and I look at Part III in particular:   

“Treatment of Victim During Investigation of an Offence” 

And when I look at clause 14(1) which says:   

“(1) An investigatory agency shall disclose to a victim at reasonable 

intervals, information about the progress of an investigation into an 

offence.” 

It becomes difficult to not lend support, to not align with what the Bill is setting 

out to do, and I listened to the hon. Minister in his piloting of this Bill, I believe it 

was last Wednesday and he used the term the traumatic failure of the system.  

And then he spoke about the need to recognize the rights and the dignity of 

victims, here in Trinidad and Tobago and no one disagreed.  I do not think any of 

us can disagree.  But then, Mr. President, we left here on Wednesday afternoon and 

pretty much by the very next day, we were traumatized by the vile and senseless 

utterances of a very Member of this Chamber in direct contravention of the very 

important work that we are trying to do by getting this Bill to a place where it 

could be passed.  In response to the killing of a two-year-old, a baby, a sitting 

Senator and a whole Government Minister very publicly and venomously stated, 

the words were:  

“…the PNM cancer in Belmont has metastasized to the bone.”  

A child is dead.  A family has been shredded by grief, a mother— 

Sen. Alexander:  PNM to blame.   

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:  And here we go with the comments again—fighting 
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for her life and these are the kind of responses coming from a Member of the 

Government.  Where are the rights and where are the dignities for the people of 

these communities, for the people of Belmont— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:  When we can sit here in this Senate and make those 

kinds of utterances.  Where is the compassion and courtesy for these people, and 

the remarks are being repeated as I stand on my feet, Mr. President.  These are 

victims, these are who we are trying to protect, these are the kind of people that we 

are trying to treat with courtesy and dignity, how are we trying to do that in here?   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:  How are we trying to legislate on the conduct of 

investigative agencies, on the conduct of the police force, but right in here, us, the 

lawmakers, we cannot even give victims simple respect.  The change has to start 

from the top.   

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it was not even just—it was not just emanating 

out of here that we have heard those kinds of remarks.  On Friday, in the other 

place, good, golly, gosh, to my surprise, another Minister levelled again insensitive 

attacks against residents of Belmont and Laventille again.  These victims are 

entitled to be treated with dignity— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:—with protection and with the compassion that is 

afforded by this Bill.  Mr. President, the objectives of this Bill are simple.  Clause 

4(b) says to:  

“recognise the impact of the commission of offences on victims, including 

the impact on family members of the victims and witnesses to the 

commission of offences;”  
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And then 4(c) says to:   

“recognise that all victims”—all—“regardless of whether they report the 

offence, should be treated with respect by...investigatory agencies, 

prosecuting agencies and victims’ services agencies”   

And when the hon. Minister piloted this Bill, he spoke about training and 

sensitization for these relevant agencies, but, Mr. President, from all appearances, 

we need training and sensitization right here in this Parliament and I do pray that 

before this Bill is passed, that both speakers that I referred to, they will apologize 

for the statements that they have made to the victims of the crimes.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:  Now, Mr. President, I started out by saying that I 

resonate with what the Bill hopes to achieve.  There are two areas in particular that 

I believe need to be relooked, we need to take a closer look at them and there is 

one area that I have some apprehension about and I am hoping that the 

Government will be able in response to bring some clarity to.  Now, the first area 

that causes me some concern is clause 7(a) and section 7(c).  Now these subclauses 

state:   

“For the avoidance of doubt”  

And this clause is listed just before the clauses that speak about the rights and 

entitlements of victims. Clause 7(1)(a) says:  

“For the avoidance of doubt, this Act is not intended to— 

(a) create in any person any legal right or give rise to any civil cause 

of action;”   

And then (c) says and:  

“affect the validity, or provide grounds for review, of any judicial or 

administrative act or omission.”  
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So basically a victim as defined in the Bill cannot claim that the law itself gives 

them personal entitlement or that now they have a legally enforceable right by 

virtue of this piece of legislation.  What then is the purpose of the Bill?  I would 

hope that we are not just making an effort in futility.  We do not want to find 

ourselves in a situation where we have a nice piece of paper with words that sound 

nice but does not have the kind of enforcement that is required to properly and 

adequately protect citizens.   

The objectives, as I mentioned of clause 4 of the Bill, they are good.  Crime 

is out of control, this is our lived reality.  Too many victims, Mr. President, too 

many victims.  The nation is literally weeping at this point.  We are weeping with 

mothers and fathers, we are weeping with grandmothers.  We celebrated Mother’s 

Day two days ago and I could only imagine the pain of those who lost children to 

crime in recent months.  The families of little Akini and J’Layna and Jayden and 

Ezekiel and it is important that we say their names.  We say their names in this 

Senate, so that we remember the importance and the sensitivity of what we are 

doing here, we are literally protecting their families.  Their families are victims 

according to the definition within this Bill and they are entitled to the rights and the 

protections guaranteed by this Bill.  But, Mr. President, what good is a right if it 

cannot be properly enforced?   

This Bill came about because the Government very rightfully recognized a 

gap, a shortcoming that was severe enough to require urgent action.  So we, as a 

Senate, need to ensure that our response adequately addresses this shortcoming.  

The reality is that victims of crime cannot get information from the police.  They 

often do not know the status of an investigation or the posture of a criminal case.  

They are sometimes mistreated by the police, ignored, roughed up, dismissed, 

some of them are even treated like criminals themselves, some victims are 
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victimized a second and a third time around by the very agencies meant to protect 

them.   

So what do we do about this piece of legislation before us?  We give it teeth, 

we give these victims a proper leg to stand on.  Now granted, Mr. President, I take 

it that anti-lawsuit and “anti-justiciability” clause they are not uncommon in 

legislation that guides agency or regulatory conduct.  But I want to argue that right 

now, right here, we are dealing with something so important, something so 

precious, something so deserving of legal protection, that these ousters that are 

troubling me in their current forms, I believe, that they erode the very protections 

that this Bill is meant to provide.  

If you take for instance Part V of the Bill, down in clause 22 where victims 

are able to give a victim impact statement.  Now, this clause 22, “Victim impact 

statement.”  It actually lines up really nicely with objectives (d) and (e) found in 

clause 4 of the Bill and these objectives are:   

“to recognise that a victim of crime has an inherent interest in the response 

by the criminal justice system to that crime.”  

Then (e) says to:  

“help reduce the likelihood of secondary  victimisation by the criminal 

justice system.” 

So we see how the objectives are met by allowing for this victim impact statement.  

But then what happens when the prosecuting agency mishandles or even fails to 

allow a victim to make a statement to the court, and so sentencing, for instance, 

does not even take into account the victim’s personal statement of impact.  In its 

current form it seems as if the Bill grants rights such as these on one hand, but then 

takes them away or removes at least the enforceability on the other hand.  So that 

what we have in front of us right now are aspirational principles but what we really 
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need to provide victims with are enforceable guarantees.   

So it is not enough for us to just guide the agency conduct.  It is not enough 

for us to say, you know, investigatory bodies need to do this, prosecuting agencies 

need to do this, victims’ rights agencies need to do that.  We cannot just create a 

list of administrative requirements and it is not enough to hope for disciplinary 

actions, especially in agencies in Trinidad and Tobago that operate like laws unto 

themselves and this is not me just saying, I can give the recent example where the 

Police Complaints Authority even expressed very openly concerns about the 

conduct of the TTPS of late.   

So I go back to the hon. Minister’s use of the phrase, the traumatic “failure 

of the system.”  And I keep going back to that phrase because I agree with the hon. 

Minister. Where we disagree is on the notion that this Bill without any real teeth, 

without any real enforcement mechanism, would significantly improve the 

experiences of victims.  So my suggestion is that we take a second look at clause 7 

and we revise it in part to at least provide victims with a statutory enforcement 

mechanism.   

6.40 p.m. 

So in that way, the Bill retains its exclusion of a private cause of action.  We 

do not need to have a private cause of action.  But at least victims should be able to 

apply to the courts to enforce their rights even within the criminal process. 

Now, this is a balance that has been struck by the US, and I think the US 

might be the only jurisdiction with this sort of very modern and hybrid version of 

enforcement.  And it is fine for them to be the only jurisdiction.  The Minister 

would have mentioned in his piloting that we are the first jurisdiction in the region 

to even bring this sort of legislation.  So, if we are first out of the box we might as 

well knock it all the way out of the park, right?  
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Now, the US Federal Crimes Victims’ Rights Act of 2004, what they do is 

they provide victims with enforceable procedural rights in criminal proceedings, so 

that a victim actually has legal standing to enforce their rights as created by the 

Victims’ Rights Act.  So, the victim may assert their rights in federal district court, 

and if it does not work out in federal district court, then they can seek appellate 

review. 

And I will very quickly just quote from the Act so we see how it works.  

There is a section on enforcement and limitations.  And at section (3),—well, 

subsection (3) under this section, “Motion for relief and writ of mandamus”, it 

says: 

“The rights described in subsection (a)” 

That is where they list out the rights of the victim— 

“…shall be asserted in the district court in which a defendant is being 

prosecuted for the crime or, if no prosecution is underway, in the district 

court in the district in which the crime occurred.  The district court shall take 

up and decide any motion asserting a victim’s right forthwith.  If the district 

court denies the relief sought, the movant may petition the courts of appeals 

for a writ of mandamus.” 

And then it kind of goes on into what the procedure should look like. 

Now, this kind of mechanism is very different from what the current Bill 

before us proposes, at least where enforceability is concerned.  The Bill before us 

very clearly refuses to create any judicially enforceable procedural right before the 

court so that victims are granted certain rights, and I fully agree with the rights 

they are granted, but then these same victims are deprived of any real mechanism 

through which they can go before a judge and enforce these rights. 

I would argue that that clause 7(1)(a) wording that says that the: 
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“…Act is not intended to— 

(A) create in any person any legal right…” 

—is entirely too restrictive.  In its current form, the Bill reads like a policy 

directive or even a framework for administrative treatment of a victim. It does not 

necessarily stand on its own as an independently enforceable legal entitlement, 

which is where we need to get to.  

Now, I referenced the US model, and as I said before, I admit that it is quite 

unique in, one, providing victims with explicit statutory standing in ongoing 

criminal proceedings, and two, it is also unique in its immediate judicial 

enforcement mechanism.  But we have all acknowledged from time to time, and 

we have acknowledged when this Bill was piloted, that right now in Trinidad and 

Tobago, we are facing abnormal circumstances.  And I posit that our legislation 

needs to react to reach us where we actually are.  And I take, and I note, that the 

Bill itself does actually provide us with a complaint system.  But again, this is an 

administrative complaint system, and it is one where it is himself unto himself, and 

it does not quite get us where we need to be.  The sad reality is that many, many 

victims in Trinidad and Tobago often need protection against the individuals 

operating right within these agencies, just as much as they need protection against 

criminal perpetrators.  And as I mentioned, many victims become double victims 

by virtue of the very callous, disregarding manner in which they are treated when a 

complaint is made to an agency, or even when an investigation is underway. 

In piloting the Bill, we would have heard our hon. Minister speak about a 

certain domestic violence situation.  And he spoke about all the reports that the 

victim would have made to the police, and he would have spoken about the 

horrible situation, the horrible experience she had when she made certain 

applications to the court for a protection order.  And then, the Minister told us 
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about her eventual murder, despite her best efforts to seek protection through these 

agencies, to seek redressed recourse through these agencies, and after trying to 

obtain justice. 

And his recollection of that sad, sad situation, it actually brought me right 

back to objective E. I believe that the outcome of that simple example that the 

Minister gave to us should be enough to convince us all here in the Senate, that we 

cannot just stop at policy or administrative enforcement.  It is not enough to just 

have a victim’s rights Act in place.  How do we ensure effective and impactful 

enforcement?  How is compliance being incentivized or penalized? 

Clause 27 of the Bill compels the Minister to come back to the Parliament 

and report on the operation of the Bill—well, by then, the Act, every two years or 

so, and this is excellent.  I quite like that.  Now, we just need to make sure that 

there is actually something effective to report on.  Now, in piloting, the Minister of 

Justice also gave us the statistics, I think, up to the year 2024. 

Now, if we look at 2025, while under successive SOEs, we would see that 

the country recorded approximately 369 murders.  In 2026 so far, while still under 

SOE, we have recorded somewhere between 152 going away somewhere, murders.  

Now, at least five of these involved minors, with three of these souls being 

children or categorized as infants.  And I am placing the figures on the record 

because, again, I am trying to urge us to recognize the importance of giving this 

Bill all the teeth that it needs to be enforceable and effective.  I mentioned that 

there were two areas that I thought needed re-examination, but as I am on the topic 

of enforceability, there is one more part that I believe is worth looking at in the 

Bill.  I mentioned it before, and I will go into it a little bit more.  And that has to do 

with the Bill’s complaints system. 

Now, I have noted that the language around the complaints system, so if we 
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look at clause 26(1), 26(2), it very closely resembles the language that was used in 

Canada’s Victims’ Bill of Rights, and all this seems fine.  We have clause 26(1), 

which provides for the establishment and maintenance of a complaint system by 

the relevant agencies.  Then we have sub clause (2), which says what the system 

should do, the complaint system.  And then we have sub clause (3), where the 

authority or the agency is mandated to even inform the victim about the existence 

of the complaint system.  And then, sub clause 4 outlines the victim’s right to make 

a complaint.  

Now, if we look at sub clause (4), it says:   

“(4) Where a victim has reason to believe that an investigatory agency, a 

prosecuting agency or a victims’ services agency is not complying 

with this Act, he may make a complaint— 

(a) through the relevant complaint system; and 

(b) to the Ombudsman in accordance with the Ombudsman 

Act.” 

But then it stops here.  So, what this means is that if a victim does not find recourse 

under the complaints mechanism listed here, then he, or she, or the Ombudsman, 

he or she, is flat out of luck.   

So, the options for a victim where an agency fails to honour the victim’s 

rights under the Act is simply to go back and complain to the same agency who has 

failed to comply with the Act.  So you are complaining to an agency about the 

agency’s own actions, again, himself unto himself, or you go to the Ombudsman 

and you complain, which is generally fine, except that, one, the Ombudsman now 

has to depend heavily on the same agency being investigated to hand over 

documents and cooperate in the investigation. 

And then, two, the recommendations that might be made or the findings 
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coming out from the Ombudsman investigations are not legally binding so that an 

agency can still choose to simply ignore.  So again, even the complaints 

mechanism that is built into the Bill is weak on enforcement of the rights under the 

Bill.  Now, because the wording of this clause is so similar to the Canadian 

Victims’ Bill of Rights, I took note of how that legislation takes things a bit 

further. 

So, under the Canadian Victims’ Bill of Rights, they have a section called 

“Remedies”, and at subsection (2) it says:   

“Every victim who has exhausted their recourse under the complaints 

mechanism”— 

So that is the agency’s complaints mechanism— 

“…and who is not satisfied with the response of the federal department, 

agency or body may file a complaint with any authority that has jurisdiction 

to review complaints in relation to that department, agency, or body.” 

So you go to the agency’s complaints division department system, you are still not 

satisfied, you can then escalate that.  Naturally, that whole “any authority that has 

jurisdiction to review complaints” would include, in Canada, the federal and the 

provincial ombudsmen across Canada. 

But even here, there is a further distinction.  Canadian ombudsmen tend to 

have broader investigative capacity.  They have a more developed ombudsman 

system, if you want to call it that, including statutory powers to actually compel 

documents from agencies, so their investigations tend to be more effective, more 

timely, more rigorous than we have here.  They also have specialized oversight 

mandates.  So, for instance, they have victims’ ombudsmen, they have military 

ombudsmen, so they are very specialized in how they carry out their investigations.  

And then generally speaking, Canada’s administrative law culture is highly 
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developed, so that when a recommendation or a finding comes out from an 

Ombudsman, there is stronger administrative compliance from public bodies. 

And then I looked also at the English system to see if there was any 

distinction, and I noted the same distinction where ombudsmen are concerned in 

England.  Again, their system is more developed, it is more specialized, and it 

carries more institutional weight.  Again, England also has specialized ombudsman 

schemes, including for prisons and prisoners.  So, much like Canada, England’s 

ombudsman system also has stronger enforcement powers because of their deeply 

entrenched administrative law culture. 

So you will find that in these systems, while victims are able to complain to 

the Ombudsman, you have the public authorities and the public agencies more 

willing to comply with the findings or the recommendations of these ombudsmen 

because of their administrative law culture, their administrative compliance 

culture, and because they have some sort of enforcement powers where their 

investigations are concerned. 

So that what you have is a victim who is actually escalating their complaints 

in these systems to an authority who could actually bring about compliance.  

Now—how am I with time?  

Sen. Dhanpaul:  Ten past. 

Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman:  Ten past? All right, I am good, I am real good.  All 

right.  I have one more observation, Mr. President, and that observation is around 

clause 11 of the Bill.  I am of the view that clause 11 also needs some additional 

work.  As it is right now, it seems quite incomplete, and it can benefit from some 

stronger drafting.  In its current form, clause 11 just has too many loopholes, too 

many ambiguities, and too many enforcement weaknesses, especially for what it 

really does.  And to place my observation around clause 11 into context, I would 
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ask the Senate to recall again in the hon. Minister’s piloting where he mentioned 

that sometimes, as quickly as a victim reports a crime, by the time they get back to 

their various communities, the accused or their little partners have already been 

informed that the victim came to the station to report them.  So that is not enough 

to simply say in one sentence, “Doh disclose a victim’s personal information.”  We 

need to be very clear on what this means.  

For instance, strictly speaking, disclosure does not cover confirmation.  So, 

perhaps you have a person operating an agency, a police officer, for instance, and 

they do not actively disclose the victim’s personal information from a strictly 

language-speak aspect.  So they do not make otherwise confidential information 

known to others, but they simply confirm the information.  And it happens very 

simply, very easily in a society like ours.  And all a person operating an agency has 

to say is, “Boy, I never say I see he, dem fellas done know was he, dey just ask me 

and I say, yeah.  I didn’t disclose nutten, dey done know.”  But he has confirmed 

information regarding the victim. 

So, perhaps we want to consider wording such as, you know, something that 

says, “no person shall disclose, publish, communicate, confirm, transmit, or 

otherwise make available.”  And this part is important, the “otherwise make 

available to any other person identifying information relating to a victim.”  And 

then even within this clause, there is the question of what qualifies as personal 

information for purposes of this Bill. 

6.55 p.m. 

Again, we need to keep in mind the sensitivity of what the Bill sets out to 

do.  We also need to keep in mind that we live in a very small, close-knit society.  

Take Tobago for instance.  I do not need to disclose anybody’s personal 

information for that person to be identified.  I can simply say something like, “blue 
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car nah, or Scotiabank nah, or the one with the blue jacket nah.”  Within the right 

context, that can be sufficient to actually identify a victim.   

So that perhaps even here, we need to replace the term “personal 

information”, with a term that captures a wider range of identifying information.  

So we take out the “personal information” and we use “identifying information,” 

and then we go a bit further to qualify what “identifying information” means.  So 

your name, your address, and contact information, we all know about these, but 

also your place of employment, or education, or the place that you are always 

frequent in, and then your video, your audio recordings, all of these kinds of 

things.   

Then we add a catch-all that says, “Any other information which, taken 

alone or together with other available information, is reasonably capable of 

identifying the victim.”  So the idea here is not to just narrow it to personal 

information, but to ensure that we are prohibiting disclosure or confirmation of 

information geared towards identifying the victim.   Then, of course, I would argue 

that a clause as important as this, in order to make sure it is enforceable, it should 

attract some kind of penalty, whether that is a criminal penalty, an ability to file an 

injunction, or even disciplinary sanctions.   

The point is that any clause that is aimed at protecting a victim’s personal 

information or identifiable information should be given enough teeth.  And for 

obvious reasons, we need to move away from the common theme that seems to be 

running through with this piece of legislation, which is symbolic enforcement.  We 

need to move the Bill to a place where victims actually have practical protection.  

So those are the two, now three areas, that I believe need to be revisited.   

Now, the one area that I would require clarification on from the Government 

is the thinking behind the definition of “victim”, because the definition includes: 
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“a witness to an offence,”    

That is all it says, that the term “victim”—a “victim” is: 

“a witness…”  

—well, in addition to the other categories:  

“a witness to an offence,”—with no other qualifier.   

Now, I consulted the UK Code of Practice, and I noted that there, a person is 

not treated as a victim merely because he or she witnessed a crime.  To qualify as a 

victim, the witness has to actually suffer harm caused by the offence itself.  The 

Code actually states that: 

“If you have suffered harm, including physical, mental or emotional harm or 

economic loss, as a result of witnessing a crime, you are a victim of crime 

for the purposes of this Code”—and you—“are able to access services that 

support victims…”   

It then goes on to say that:  

“All other witnesses—so people who have not been harmed by the offences, 

but they have seen the offence being carried out, they—“can access services 

provided under the Witness Charter rather than under this Code.”  

So that a distinction is made.  Witnesses who have been harmed, whether that is 

psychologically or otherwise, by the offence, and then persons who have just seen 

the offence that need some sort of protection, you have something else to deal with 

them.   

So, you have—under the UK Code, you have victims who receive certain 

rights under the Victims (Bill of Rights) Bill, and then you have witnesses, 

unharmed, who receive certain protections and support services.  It is noted that 

witnessing certain offences can produce psychological injury, especially for 

children, and of course, the UK Code offers support services for that.  So, for me, I 



123 

Victims’ Rights Bill, 2026  2026.05.12 
Sen. M. Roberts-Radgman (cont’d) 

 

UNREVISED 

just cannot understand why we left our definition of “victim” so broad, to just say a 

witness, without any consideration of whether or not the person has been harmed, 

would be classed as a victim.  So, I am hoping that, at some point, I will get some 

clarification of the thinking behind that broad of a definition.   

Now, Mr. President, in closing, I want to reiterate my support for what the 

Bill purports to do.  The objectives are great.  What it sets out to do is great.  The 

fact that we are ahead of the curve in introducing this kind of legislation—I mean, 

the rights are found in different bits, but codifying it in this way is great.  I believe 

that it is essential, especially at a time like now, where, as a country, we are 

literally mourning alongside families.  We are literally mourning alongside 

mothers.  So, we get to see and we get to connect on a very real level with victims.  

We see the importance of them having certain rights, of them having certain 

protections.   

I am really hoping that, given the importance of this piece of legislation, 

given the need for it, we really take the steps to give it enough teeth to get it where 

it needs to be.  I do not think anybody in this Senate is going to disagree with what 

we are setting out to do here.  I think that maybe consideration should be given to 

the areas that I have identified, and I am sure that other Senators will identify areas 

that maybe need some cleaning up, and if we can refer it to a JSC, so we explore 

these areas that need some further addressing.  For instance, exploring the 

possibility of mirroring the US version in terms of statutory enforcement rights, if 

we can refer it, so we do some further work on this, so that when we pass this, we 

are passing a very comprehensive, but also a piece of legislation that can be 

properly enforced by the people who this piece of legislation is meant to protect.   

In closing, I will say this, Mr. President, on a very real, level-headed basis.  

My heart genuinely goes out to all who, at this time, are struggling from the impact 
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of criminal offences.  We are seeing it.  We are feeling it.  It feels heavy.  I am 

really hoping that the work we do here can bring them at least one step closer to 

finding peace.   

Mr. President, I thank you.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Mr. President:  Sen. Anthony Vieira SC.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. Anthony Vieira SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I am happy to support this 

seminal piece of legislation, which represents a welcome and significant 

development in the evolution of a more responsive, victim-centred justice system.   

I would like to consider the Bill in five segments.  First, by explaining why 

it matters, why we should make special provision for victims under the law.  

Secondly, by considering whether this legislation is creating actionable legal rights 

or something else.  Thirdly, whether the legislation is properly grounded in 

Trinbago’s history and culture.  Fourthly, how the Bill intersects with the Office of 

the Director of Public Prosecutions.  And fifthly, by looking at the issue of 

restorative justice and how it features, if at all, in the proposed legislation.   

Perhaps I can begin by trying to make this subject real.  Historically, and this 

may not be generally appreciated, many victims enter the criminal justice system 

without clear information about disclosure requirements, evidential processes, 

court 

procedures or the protections available to them.  Worse, there is a phenomenon 

often described in criminology as secondary victimization or re-victimization, 

where the criminal justice processes themselves compound harm already suffered 

by the victim.  Now, that can occur through indifference, bureaucracy, delay, 

humiliation, disbelief, institutional rigidity or just a lack of empathy. The hon. 
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Minister spoke about the Tot Lampkin case, and this is a useful starting point.  In 

that case, the hon. Mr. Justice Robin Mohammed documented repeated state 

failures to protect a victim and her family.  Ultimately, the court imposed a 

positive obligation on the State to apply the law with due diligence and to take 

effective action to prevent deprivation of the right to life, infringement of the right 

to protection of the law and infringement of the right of respect for family life.  So, 

one of the positives of this legislation is that it gives statutory force to the court’s 

mandate that the State should act positively to protect victims.   

Now, in the span of my practice, it was not uncommon to hear complaints 

from victims of domestic violence about not being taken seriously, whether by the 

police dismissing incidents as private family matters—although I have to say that 

this has changed somewhat—whether via pressure to reconcile with the abuser; a 

failure to act until the violence started escalating severely; repeated retelling of 

traumatic events to multiple officers or agencies; and cross-examination in court 

attacking credibility, morality or sexual history.   

The consequences of that type of behaviour on the victims of domestic abuse 

could range from emotional re-traumatization, a loss of trust in the justice system, 

increased danger if the abuser decided he was going to retaliate, and the victim 

withdrawing the complaint out of fear or just simply being exhausted.  That is 

particularly acute where the victims are financially dependent on the offender or 

have children with them. 

At one point, in the 1980s, I did some work with the rape crisis centre, and 

my eyes were opened to what sexual assault victims were often made to endure:  

Intrusive questioning about clothing; prior sexual history; conduct; delays in the 

forensic examination; public exposure; gossip, lengthy and uncertain delays before 

trial; aggressive cross-examination, implying fabrication or exaggeration; and 
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cases collapsing for a lack of evidence, despite credible complaints.  So in those 

situations, victims of sexual assault would suffer shame, humiliation, 

psychological trauma, a reluctance to report future offences, and a perception that 

it was they who were on trial.   

Victims of burglary and theft have also had unpleasant encounters with the 

legal system.  I was once retained to represent the victims of burglary or theft who 

had lost access to their own property.  In that case, it was expensive and 

sentimental jewellery because the police wanted to hold on to that property for 

evidential purposes.  I learned from that experience that when the police retain a 

victim’s property, whether it is a phone, a car, cash, tools or electronics, and they 

hold on to it for years, the property deteriorates while it is in police custody.   

When the police and the courts fail to return the property promptly after 

proceedings conclude, and when the victims have to repeatedly attend the police 

station or to the court to retrieve their own property, it could have consequences.  It 

could be financial hardship, an inability to work if your tools are in the lock-up, or 

business equipment was seized.  Very often, they were left with the feeling that 

they were being punished by the system.  In fact, in some jurisdictions, victims 

have complained that recovery of stolen property creates even more inconvenience 

than the original theft.   

Secondary victimization or re-victimization also occurs when the victims are 

made to endure countless court attendances.  We all know what it is like: Repeated 

adjournments; the witness goes into the court, he is waiting all morning only for 

the case to be postponed; little coordination, little regard for the victim’s 

employment obligations.  The unintentional, the inadvertent, but the very real 

knock-on effect of our court processes on victims could include a loss of wages, 

the risk of disciplinary issues at work, child expenses, transport costs and 
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emotional exhaustion.   

7.10 p.m.  

In fact, for poorer victims, participation in the criminal justice system can be 

economically punitive.  So I was heartened when I heard the hon. Minister 

recognize that victims are rights owners, not just an afterthought.  It resonated with 

me when I heard him say that victims have an inherent interest in the response to 

crime, that they are not just witnesses for the prosecution. 

So, I join with him in recognizing that when victims are excluded from plea 

discussions or they are not given timely updates about their case status or they are 

not informed when the accused gets bail or they discover that their cases were 

discontinued without explanation, the victims feel invisible; they feel used; they 

suffer from a loss of agency and they may feel, and understandably so, that the 

system belongs to the lawyers and  to the court officials, rather than to the citizens 

that the system is meant to serve.   

I could speak about victims of fraud or financial crime and the pressures on 

them in terms of complex reporting requirements, having to produce extensive 

documentation, having to endure long investigations with no updates and having to 

attend both civil and criminal courts simultaneously.  One can only imagine what 

the families of murder victims go through when graphic evidence is repeatedly 

replayed; when the media clumsily and insensitively intrudes on their private lives; 

when they have to endure court delays over many years; when communication 

from the authorities is poor and when having to relive the death of a loved one at 

every hearing. 

When court processes themselves become instruments of humiliation, the 

consequences can range from chronic grief, psychological exhaustion, and loss of 

closure.  Some families describe the process as a second trauma.  I can talk about 
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victims with disabilities, immigrant or non-national victims, victims of 

cybercrime—revenge porn.  But if I were to do so we would be here all day and I 

would not get time to get around to talking about the legislation itself.  

Suffice it to say that the criminal justice system was historically designed 

primarily to adjudicate guilt fairly, to restrain state power and to protect accused 

persons from wrongful conviction.  But, and as this Bill properly recognizes, the 

system evolved with comparatively less attention to victim dignity; 

trauma-informed process; practical inconvenience; emotional well-being; 

emotional economic impact and restorative outcomes.   

So long story short, the objectives of this Bill are not just commendable, 

they are a practical and moral necessity for our society.  There can be no serious 

disagreement that victims of crime in Trinidad and Tobago deserve to be treated 

with dignity, respect and compassion.  They should be kept informed in real time 

as to the status of their cases, and they should not be re-victimized by the very 

system designed to protect them.  These are not controversial propositions, but the 

task before us in this Senate is not to endorse good intentions.  It is to interrogate 

whether this Bill, as drafted, meaningfully advances these good and lofty 

objectives or whether it merely gives them legislative expression without 

corresponding effect.   

It is through that gap, the gap between intent and action, that I wish to make 

my second observation.  Because even though this Bill is styled and can be cited as 

the “Victims’ Rights Act”, when one examines the legal architecture, one sees 

immediately that it does not create enforceable rights in the strict legal sense.  

Clause 7 is pivotal.  Clause 7 expressly provides that the Act creates no civil cause 

of action, it does not affect the validity of proceedings and it cannot ground judicial 

review of decisions.  So that being the case, if a victim who is denied the 
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protection set out in this Bill has no direct legal remedy under the Act itself, then 

what exactly are we creating?   

What are legal rights?  Legal rights may be described as interests, 

protections and entitlements recognized, guaranteed and enforced by the legal 

system. Legal rights provide individuals with the power to act in specific ways or 

to hold others to certain duties, with violations punishable by the courts.  

Enforceability is key.  If a legal right is violated the law should provide 

mechanisms to seek redress.  But how does this square with clause 7(1)(a), which 

expressly provides that the:   

“…Act is not intended”—to  

(a) create in any person any legal right or give rise to any civil cause of 

action...” 

Logically, if no direct legal remedies are available, then we are not providing for 

rights in the strict legal sense.  Not rights per se, but perhaps expectations.  And as 

such, while the Bill promises much in terms of standards of lofty objectives as set 

out in clause 4, whether it will deliver much in practice, I think that is an open 

question.  

Now, this Bill is being touted as a purveyor of legal rights.  The hon. 

Minister suggests that it is a paradigm shift in our criminal justice history, one 

offering practical enforceable reform.  In fact, I took very careful note when he 

used the word “enforceable”.  But if you are to be candid, this legislation is not a 

transformative rights instrument.  At best, I think it is a codification of service 

standards within the criminal justice system.   

My third observation relates to the high level of cut and paste from 

legislation of other jurisdictions.  The hon. Minister exhibited great pride when he 

declared that we are the first in the Caribbean in moving forward with legislation 
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such as this.  But, “ah doh” want to burst his bubble because I too am proud of the 

fact that we are the first in the Caribbean to prioritize the experience of victims.  

But when one examines the structure of the Bill with its emphasis on information, 

consultation, protection, and post-trial compensation, you recognize a pattern.  You 

recognize a model that is seen across Commonwealth jurisdictions.  Sen. 

Roberts-Radgman talked about Canada, same, United Kingdom, and Australia.  

And there is nothing inherently wrong with borrowing from comparative 

experience.  We do it all the time.  In fact, doing so is often wise, but the critical 

question is this:  Have those foreign models been adapted to the realities of 

Trinidad and Tobago?  Have those templates been sufficiently marinated in 

Trinbago’s history and culture?  Or are we transplanting foreign models largely 

intact into a very different social and institutional context?   

On a careful reading, and I could be wrong about this, but it seems to me 

that the Bill reflects a very standardized template with very limited localization, if I 

could put it that way.  No one disputes, as a matter of principle, that every victim is 

deserving of dignity, compassion, and respect.  But when we are borrowing or 

piggybacking from laws from foreign, I think local content and context must be 

critical. 

History and culture matter, because our cultural backgrounds determine how 

we behave.  Actions and thoughts are shaped by culture and different cultures have 

different ways of communicating and acting.  In fact, we all see the world through 

the lens of our cultures, whether it is from the ghetto or an elitist, culture matters.  

Our criminal justice landscape is not abstract.  It is defined by some very real and 

very pressing challenges.  High levels of violent crime; gang-related activity; 

witness intimidation; significant delays in the criminal process and in many cases, 

a deep, deep distrust of institutions.  
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So against that background, one might have expected to see provisions that 

would strengthen witness protection linkages, that might address delay and 

communication failures, that could provide structured support in high-risk cases, or 

that could tailor protections for vulnerable communities.  But those features are not 

meaningfully developed in the Bill.  I would say they are a missing dimension to 

the legislation.   

My fourth observation concerns the provisions relating to prosecutorial 

decision-making.  Now, under this legislation, the Director of Public Prosecutions 

is required to obtain the views of the victim before discontinuing a matter, before 

modifying charges, or before accepting a plea to a lesser offence.  This is an 

important development, but we need to be precise about its legal effect.  It bears 

highlighting that victims’ roles remain consultative, not determinative.  The DPP is 

not bound by a victim’s views, and he should not be.   

So, this is obviously right in principle.  Our law has long recognized that the 

prosecution of crime is undertaken in the public interest, not as a private contest 

between individuals.  And the Bill preserves that orthodoxy, as it should.  From a 

legal system standpoint, initiatives of this kind will inevitably raise questions about 

balance.  Any expansion of victim support must operate within clearly defined 

parameters, where the rights of the accused are not compromised.  That is the 

balance. 

Now having said that, it is unclear if and to what extent the Bill may impact 

on plea bargaining.  Even if one accepts that the legal position remains unchanged, 

it may be oversimplifying to say that we may be shifting the practical dynamics.  

At the end of the day, plea bargaining depends on efficiency, flexibility, and timely 

decision making. 

The introduction of a statutory obligation to consult victims and provide 
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reasons may slow down that process.  It may introduce additional layers of 

communication, and in some cases it may constrain prosecutorial discretion in 

practice, if not in law.  So I see a potential tension here, a tension between the 

efficiency of the system and the expectation of the victim.  That tension is not 

resolved by this legislation.  In fact, that tension is introduced by this legislation.  

My fifth observation relates to the matter of restorative justice.  The hon. 

Minister mentioned restorative justice in his contribution.  He said, and I agree 

with him, that justice should not be merely punitive, it should be restorative.  Yet 

ironically, this legislation is completely silent on the matter of restorative justice.  

Now, for those who may not know, restorative justice is a way of thinking based 

on a set of principles and values.  The court system is about determining guilt or 

innocence and deciding on punishment.  Restorative justice is about admission, 

accountability, restitution, and eventual healing.  

7.25 p.m. 

In a nutshell, restorative justice is a process where a person has been harmed 

and the person who has caused the harm, they come together with others who have 

been affected to discuss what happened, what the impact has been, and what can be 

done to repair the harm.  The process requires the person who has caused the harm 

to take responsibility.  The focus is to repair the harm and satisfy the needs of the 

person harmed and others who have been affected.  So, even though victims’ rights 

are part and parcel of restorative justice practice, there is no framework in this 

legislation for victim-offender mediation, for conferencing, for reparative dialogue 

or any structured non-adversarial resolution.  This is striking because 

internationally, modern victim-centred reform increasingly incorporates at least a 

right—at least a right—to be informed about restorative justice options or to access 

such other processes as may be appropriate.  This Bill does neither.  So, it struck 
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me as irrelevant to be talking about restorative justice when that is completely 

absent from the legislation and, as we know, effect cannot be given to an enacted 

intention.  Suffice to say, I regard the absence of restorative justice provisions as a 

significant omission in this legislation.   

Now, as I draw towards my conclusion, it seems to me that we may be 

crafting legislation which proclaims rights without remedies, and this is a structural 

weakness in the Bill.  The goals are good, but it seems to me that the measures fall 

short.  And what is the value of rights if they cannot be enforced?  If a victim is not 

informed, if a victim is not consulted, if a victim is not treated with the dignity 

promised in this Bill, what happens then?  Hmm?  The answer is that a complaint 

may be made, an apology may be issued and an explanation may be given, but 

there is no legal entitlement recognized by law, no access to a judicial remedy if 

provisions are breached, no enforceable sanction within the proceedings or any 

direct consequence affecting the outcome of the case.  

The enforcement mechanism in the Bill is not judicial.  It is administrative.  

So, fundamentally, this Bill risks creating rights without remedies, expectations 

without enforcement, participation without consequence.  And when that occurs, 

there is a danger not only of disappointment, but an erosion of confidence in the 

criminal justice system itself.  So, as such, we must not mistake the title of the Bill 

for the thing itself because this legislation does not create legally enforceable 

rights.  It will not significantly alter outcomes in criminal proceedings.  It does not 

incorporate restorative justice mechanisms.  It does not fully engage with our local 

realities.  It does not resolve the tension it is introducing into plea bargaining, and it 

remains to be seen whether this legislation has the punch necessary to achieve the 

beneficial purposes set out in the objects. 

My recommendation is that we change the nomenclature.  Do not call it the 
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Victims’ Rights Act.  Let us call it the Victims’ Charter.  A charter frequently sets 

standards of service, it states principles or expectations, it articulates values or 

commitments, it guides public bodies administratively and it promotes 

accountability politically or morally, rather than legally.  Want some examples?  

You have examples like: patient charters, customer service charters, and airline 

passengers’ charters.  All of these are intended to improve institutional culture, to 

establish benchmarks, and to communicate expectations to the public.  Simply put, 

a charter is a policy document, not a source of independent legal rights, pretty 

much like what we see in this Bill.  But I will nevertheless support this legislation, 

because I believe it will help refine the experience of victims within our criminal 

justice system, but my position is measured and cautiously optimistic.   

On the one hand, the Bill has value and it does a number of things very well.  

It recognizes victims as participants in the process, not mere bystanders.  It imposes 

obligations of information and communication.  It seeks to reduce secondary 

victimization or revictimization.  It introduces victim impact statements and 

strengthens their role, and it mandates training and reporting, which are essential 

for cultural change.  These are all meaningful steps.  I do not overlook them, I do 

not dismiss them, I do not take them for granted.   

But on the other hand, the legislation is limited in ambition and effect.  This 

Bill will certainly give victims a voice, but not a say.  It will give them recognition, 

but not enforceable rights.  They have participation, but not power.   

So, let me conclude by reiterating that this legislation is, without question, a 

very welcome step forward and I have no hesitation in acknowledging its merits.  I 

only urge that we do not mistake this step for the destination, because if we are 

truly committed to a victim-centred justice system, then the work does not end 

here.  It begins here.  I thank you.   
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Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Mr. President:  Sen. The Hon. Phillip Alexander, Minister in the Ministry of 

Housing. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Minister in the Ministry of Housing (Sen. The Hon. Phillip Alexander):  Mr. 

President, I thank you for the opportunity to bring some political sexiness to this 

debate.  I just wanted to put a smile on some faces who are otherwise angry.   

Mr. President, I am wanting to answer some of the things that were said, but 

without a lot of the anger of the earlier contributions because I think we are late in 

the game now.  But we—and I need to say this before I get into my substantive 

contribution.  We on this side sit here every time we come here and listen to the 

Opposition Bench give ideas, suggestions and edits to what they are reading.  One 

might be confused into forgetting that they were in Government for the last 10 

years before elections in 2025; that all of these bright ideas that they seem to think 

that they have, they did nothing with.   

Sen. Vieira is someone that I have a lot of respect for.  I have known him a 

long time and we use to talk a lot more when I was not a Senator.  We used to talk 

a lot.  We used to exchange—when I was an activist.  I find that a lot of people, 

now that I am in the Government and in the Senate, who used to talk to me as an 

activist, are not as forthcoming.  

Hon. Senator:  [Interruption] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Eh?  I wanted to say just a couple of things to him, 

with respect, especially when he raised the issue that this is rights without 

remedies.  I just wanted to say that we need to stop letting the best be the enemy of 

the good.  

Because he did agree that this is a very worthwhile Bill, and we need to accept and 
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admit that because we need to start somewhere.  We need to begin somewhere, and 

I am highlighting some of the “somewheres” that we are beginning in this Bill with 

clause 9.   

I have been an activist for most of my adult life.  We have been fighting for 

things like this.  I did not know this was coming.  This Government is just going so 

far and beyond the activist agenda, and I have to say to the Prime Minister, the 

hon. Kamla Persad-Bissessar, thank you. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. the Hon. P. Alexander:  Clause 9:   

“All investigatory agencies, prosecuting agencies and victims’ service 

agencies shall— 

(a) provide clear, timely and consistent information to the victim about 

available support services; and 

(b)  where applicable, refer the victim to the relevant entity which can 

provide access to support services.”  

And Sen. Melanie Roberts-Radgman, who brought up my post and hit me 

over the head with it, I am going to read it into the record.  I do not know if the 

PNM Government and the PNM party—the Opposition that she is a part of—ever 

looks at people and see need, and looks at the poor people, and looks at the people 

who are most times who are the victims of most of these crimes, and sees that they 

are the ones most in need of this sort of help.   

She lamented—Sen. Melanie Roberts-Radgman—my post and, if you just 

give me one minute to pull it up here, because I want to say it to the national 

community who have not yet heard it.  It crossed 450,000 views, a lot of people 

have, but for those who did not, and those who might be misled by what she said, I 

want to say it now, because this is important.  
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“PNM constituencies out of control.  Two year old among three murdered in 

Belmont this morning.  Lack of representation.  Lack of education 

opportunities.  Lack of skills training.  Lack of social support.  Lack of 

proper jobs and not ten days hustles in exchange for votes.  Belmont is a 

perfect example of what happens to good people when bad politics prevails.  

Gunmen, gangs and government corruption, drug empires using abandoned 

human capital as their human resource, the PNM cancer in Belmont has 

metastasized to the bone.  Condolences to the loved ones of this innocent 

child caught in the crossfire of PNM mayhem.  A ZOSO in Belmont would 

have transformed that community back to functional…” 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]   

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:   

“…but would have robbed the drug lords financing the PNM of their cheap 

expendable labour.  The Independent Bench in the Senate had a chance to 

help fix this and went the other way.  That two year old would be alive right 

now if Belmont was under a ZOSO and in the control of law enforcement 

and the army with Social Development reinventing lives to prosperity and 

peace.” 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:   

“Shameful disgusting ‘play for the camera’ politics and hidden agendas 

aimed that bullet this morning.  Every PNM community is failed.  Every.  

Single.  One.  It is time to get serious.  We have a chance to fix this.” 

Law enforcement has—and I am quoting the Minister of Defence—that this 

killing of this two-year-old child was a reprisal for what took place in Morvant a 

couple weeks before, where another—a six year old child was killed.  
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I said nothing then, so nobody could have told me, “Do not politicize it.”  

But when I said this, they said, “Do not politicize crime.”  Their leader said the 

blood was still wet.  The blood was dry in Morvant; none of them were talking. 

7.40p.m.  

Their leader said the blood was still wet.  The blood was dry in Morvant, none of 

them were talking; none.  None of them had any concern for that little six-year-old 

child.  It did not become a national issue.  There was no post getting 455,000 views 

to cement that child into history.  This one is, because this forced a national debate.  

And while the PNM tried to solidify that debate around my right to speak, what it 

did was expose why certain communities in this country—and I said outside this 

Parliament the last time we were here, to the media— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

PROCEDURAL MOTION. 

Minister in the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. The Hon. Darrell Allahar):  

Thank you, Mr. President.  According to Standing Order 48(5), I beg to move that 

this Senate continue to sit until 8.30 p.m.  

Question put and agreed to.  

VICTIMS’ RIGHTS BILL, 2026 

Mr. President:  Hon. Senator, continue, please.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Thank you, Mr. President.  And the point I am 

trying to make is—because it is easy crystallize into victimhood when you are 

using people for politics. It is different when you are trying to get help for 

communities. And I was saying, before I was interrupted, that outside the 

Parliament, to the media, last week, I was telling the media that this Belmont that 

people are trying to escape from now—the Member of Parliament for Port of Spain 
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North/St. Ann’s West is moving his office as far from Belmont as he could, from 

where it was to where it is now.  Because it is not the same place, but it used to be 

one of the best places to live in, in Trinidad.  It was one of Trinidad’s first, what 

we call a “Westmoorings”.  It was a nice community.   

Somewhere along the way, those with agendas decided that the human 

resources that they needed to become billionaires, needed to be isolated and 

broken.  No education, the education facilities that the communities—I mean, I do 

not want to go too deep into that, but we know that we end up in a situation in this 

country where we had prestige schools, also-rans fighting for that, for decades.  I 

was the one who stood up by Fatima College.  I touched one wall, Fatima College, 

the other wall, Mucurapo Senior Comprehensive.  I asked, a wall separating them, 

“How could one be a prestige school and one be a failed school if they both have 

the same Ministry of Education and the same curriculum?  How could that be so?”   

Hon. Senator:  PNM.  

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  How could it be so?   

Hon. Senator:  PNM.  

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Financial opportunities, credit, the ability to start 

businesses.  You walk into any business, any restaurant, all the chains of 

restaurants—I remember a businessman said on a television show once, his group 

of people were the smallest, but they were the most powerful, and I said to him, 

“You are only the most powerful because of the people that work in your 

businesses.”  And they cannot get credit to open businesses of their own.  These 

issues were never raised under the PNM.  They had office for 10 years.   

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I rise on Standing Order 46(1).  Not a clause 

mentioned yet.   

Mr. President:  Overruled.  Continue, please.  
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Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Mr. President, I have to say thank you very much 

for your protection, but I will continue.  He sneered at me down his nose with 

46(1).  That is him.  I wrote it down.  I wrote it down, Lurbz, LifeSport, jail, child 

support. “Ah man belly so big, his button could buss and take out his eye.”  That is 

what we sat down and listened to from him.  And he pretends to be this man of 

entitlement, this learned man, “and dais what he does be shooting across de 

divide.”  That is him. He and his partner in crime next to him, “all dey does be 

doing”— 

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  [Inaudible]—CIC.  

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:—is attacking, demeaning and they have so much 

cocoa in the sun, that if we really—but I know that our leader does not want us to 

become what we hold in contempt.  She does not want us to become monsters if 

we are going to slay monsters.  And that is the reality of the PNM because the 

issue that is before us today—“we could talk it now.”  He wanted the clauses.   

Mr. President, for far too long in this country, the criminal justice system has 

revolved around two central figures, the State and the accused.  Somewhere in that 

equation, the victim, the person who suffered the harm, the family that carries the 

grief, the witness who lives with the trauma, has been treated as incidental; 

children of Belmont and Movant, as peripheral, as an afterthought.   

Mr. President, from what I have read in this Bill, this Bill seeks to correct 

that imbalance.  It does not overturn the Constitution.  It does not diminish the 

rights of the accused.  It inserts the victim into the architecture of justice, and that, 

Mr. President, is long overdue.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  When you examine clause 8 of this Bill, you see 
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something that should never have needed legislating, but here we are.  It requires 

that victims be treated with courtesy, compassion, dignity and respect.  Mr. 

President, the fact that we must legislate compassion tells us everything we need to 

know about the lived experience of victims in this country.  It tells us that there are 

mothers who have gone to police stations and been dismissed.  It tells us that there 

are victims who have sat in waiting rooms, uninformed, unheard and uncertain.  It 

tells us that there are citizens who, after suffering crime, have suffered again at the 

hands of the system meant to protect them.  This Bill says, no more.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  It says that the State has an obligation, not a 

courtesy, not a favour, but an obligation to treat victims as human beings first and 

that is a powerful statement.  It says that the State has an obligation, not a courtesy, 

not a favour, but an obligation to treat victims as human beings.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Mr. President, clauses 9 and 10 go further.  They 

require that victims be given information, clear, timely, consistent information, and 

that such communication be tailored to their needs.  It means a victim is no longer 

left in the dark.  It means a mother knows what is happening in her child’s case.  It 

means a citizen understands the process that is unfolding around them.  Mr. 

President, information must not be a luxury in the justice system.  Information is 

dignity, and this Bill begins to restore that dignity.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Mr. President, I want to turn to what I consider one 

of the most important philosophical shifts in this legislation, the recognition that a 

victim has an inherent interest in the response of the criminal justice system, and 

not a legal interest in the sense of controlling outcomes, but an inherent interest in 
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being heard, being informed and being acknowledged.  That is a mature position. It 

balances the rights of the accused with the humanity of the victim, and it does so 

without collapsing into populism or vengeance because this Bill does not seek to 

weaponize victims.  It seeks to respect them.  

Mr. President, I must also address what cannot be ignored in this debate.  

For the 10 years prior to April 28, 2025, this country was governed by the PNM; a 

full decade of mandate, 10 years, 120 months; a full decade of authority, a full 

decade in which the cries of victims echoed across this nation.  In Laventille, in 

Morvant, in Arima, in central, in south, communities were gripped by crime, 

families broken by violence, citizens pleading not just for safety, but for dignity in 

the aftermath of crime.   

Sen. Roberts-Radgman spoke about crime.  Every single year prior to the 

2025 year, when we won the election and put them out of office, they were 

breaking the murder record every single year.  Sen. Roberts-Radgman said that we 

are living in a difficult time for people.  And I remember reading a post by a PNM 

spokesperson that said, with 35 extrajudicial killings, it looks like killing by police 

is the PNM’s crime plan.  Two years before that, under the PNM, that number was 

62.  We cut it in half in 12 months.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  The murder rate dropped by 42 per cent.  They are 

doing everything in their power so that people do not realize that, or recognize that, 

or feel that.   

Sen. Al-Rawi SC:  I rise, Mr. President, 46(1) again.   

Mr. President:  I overrule again. Continue.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Mr. President, what did the victims receive for 
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those 10 years?  Smoke, vapour, air. During that time, the House of 

Representatives sat between 350 to 400 times between September 2015 and early 

2025.  The Senate sat 300 to 340 times.  Did they bring a law?  No.  Yet we come 

here every time we sit to be treated incessantly to “coulda, woulda, shoulda.”   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  What did they do for the thousands of victims of 

crime under their stewardship?  Press conferences, platitudes, statistics, excuses.  

But not this. Not a structured framework of rights.  Not a codified obligation to 

inform, to respect, to protect.  Not a system that recognizes victims as participants 

in justice.  Mr. President, that absence matters.  Because while policies were 

announced and initiatives were named, the lived experience of victims did not 

fundamentally change.  “Coulda, shoulda, woulda.”  

While they were “eating government food and drinking government wine”, 

the victims were abandoned, ignored, left in the dark, treated as an afterthought, 

trapped in a pipeline, left to navigate a system that spoke about justice but failed to 

consistently deliver humanity.  And so today, Mr. President, when we stand to 

support this Bill, as we must if we have a heart for people, we must also be honest 

about why it is necessary.  It is necessary because it was not done.  It is necessary 

because it was delayed. It is necessary because for 10 years, those with the power 

to act did nothing— 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:—and failed to bring forward legislation of this 

nature.  It is necessary because victims have rights, and it is the duty of those who 

hold high office to enforce and protect those rights.   

But today, when you listen to each of them stand and speak with the brazen 

audacity to lecture or advise a government only 12 months in office, a government 
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that understands the assignment, that real government is about caring for all the 

people, not just friends, family and finances; that real government keeps its 

promises; that real government serves the people.  So let them keep their “coulda, 

woulda, shoulda.”  A real government is in office.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

7.55p.m. 

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  A real Prime Minister has her hands on the wheel 

of the ship of State. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Mr. President, let us be clear, this is about 

accountability, because governance is not only measured by what you say, it is 

measured by what you do and what you fail to do, and on this issue, that decade 

represents a missed opportunity.  Mr. President, during the investigation phase, this 

Bill requires that victims be updated at reasonable intervals, and, yes, there are 

safeguards.  Information can be withheld where necessary to protect the integrity 

of the investigation.  That is appropriate.  That is responsible, but what we are 

doing here is ending the culture of silence. 

Mr. President, during the prosecution phase, the Bill becomes even more 

consequential.  It requires that the victims be told whether charges are laid, why 

charges are not laid, when hearings will take place, what the outcomes are, and 

even the conditions of bail.  Let us pause there.  Because in this country, there have 

been victims who learn that an accused was granted bail, not from the court, not 

from the State, but from the street, and that is woefully unacceptable.   

As activists, we have asked for decades why the prosecutorial arm of the 

State could not keep, if not all of us, at least the victims of criminal matters under 

active investigation, informed.  People keep asking, “How matters involving 
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politically connected individuals remain unsolved for years with no outcomes and 

no updates,” leaving the public to distrust a system that appears to pander to the 

connected in society.  That is where the distrust comes from that Sen. Vieira spoke 

about. Mr. President, until they, on the other side, could clean their own house, 

they could keep their suggestions and their ideas.  They could keep their “coulda, 

woulda, shoulda.”  We on this side, led by the hon. Kamla Persad-Bissessar, are 

ending the situation where a victim reports a crime and then hears nothing for 

months and sometimes years.  We are saying you matter enough to be kept 

informed.   

This Bill closes that gap.  It ensures that the victims are not the last to know 

in a process that affects them the most.  Mr. President, clause 17 introduces a 

particularly important requirement:  That the Director of Public Prosecution obtain 

the views of the victim before making key decisions such as plea bargains, or the 

decision to discontinue a case, or to accept a plea to a lesser charge.  Now, let us be 

clear, the DPP retains full discretion, and that is correct.  We must protect the 

prosecutorial decision-making, but there is a difference between control and 

consultation.   

This Bill mandates consultation.  It says to the victim, “Your voice will be 

heard even if the final decision does not rest with you,” and that is fairness.  That is 

balance.  That is justice with humanity.  Mr. President, the provisions relating to 

the courtroom environment are also significant.  The requirement to minimize 

contact between the victim and offender to protect against intimidation—these are 

not abstract concerns.  These are real issues that victims face every single day in 

our courts, and by addressing them, this Bill begins to make the courtroom a place 

of justice, not fear.   

Mr. President, after the prosecution, the Bill provides for victim impact 
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statements, compensation, and the return of property.  Again, these may seem 

procedural, but they are deeply human.  A victim impact statement is not just a 

document.  It is a voice.  It is an opportunity for the victim to say this is what was 

done to me, and this is what it cost me.  And in a system that often speaks about 

victims, this allows victims to speak for themselves. 

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I did not address clause 7, the provision 

that makes it clear that this Act does not create a civil cause of action.  Some will 

say that this weakens the Bill.  Some will argue that without enforceable rights, 

these provisions are merely aspirational.  I understand that concern, but I say this:  

Legislation is not only about remedies, it is also about standards, and standards, 

when embedded in law, have power.  They shape behaviour.  They guide 

institutions.  They create expectations.  What my colleague, Sen. Nakhid, was 

trying to say earlier, as to how we carry ourselves here, matters.  We send a 

message to the world, watching what is taking place in this room.   

We could give them hope in the government.  We could change the attitude 

on the ground tomorrow by what we do in here.  The people see.  They take 

guidance from this space.  So the nonsense about “Lurbz,” jail, and child support 

nonsense being shouted across the aisle, that does not help.  That diminishes.  Mr. 

President, this creates a basis for accountability, disciplinary, administrative, and 

ultimately, political.  This Bill lays that foundation.  It is not the final step, but it is 

a necessary step. 

Mr. President, the inclusion of a complaints system is another important 

mechanism.  It ensures that where the system fails, there is a pathway for redress.  

Mr. President, what this Bill represents at its core is a shift in philosophy.  It says 

that justice is not only about the accused, but it is also about the affected.  It says 

that the State’s duty does not end with prosecution; it extends to compassion, 
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communication, and care, and in a society grappling with crime, with trauma, with 

fear, those elements are not optional; they are essential. 

Mr. President, I support this Bill because it moves us forward.  I support it 

because it recognizes the humanity of victims.  I support it because it begins to 

rebuild trust in a system that, for many, has felt distant and indifferent.  But I also 

say this, our work does not end here.  This Bill must be implemented properly.  It 

must be resourced adequately.  It must be monitored rigorously, and where it falls 

short, and it most likely will, we must be prepared to strengthen it, because the 

measure of a society is not only how it treats the accused, but it is also how it treats 

the wounded, and today, Mr. President, we take a step towards treating them better. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:   Mr. President, that is why I took the time to thank 

the hon. Prime Minister for having the heart of a mother and the backbone of a real 

leader.  

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. The Hon. P. Alexander:  Bills like these are how real governance is done.  

And for the opportunity to contribute these words, Mr. President, I thank you. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Mr. President:  Sen. Faris Al-Rawi SC. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. Faris Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  I rise to contribute on this 

Bill before us.  Whoever wrote that collection of slogans and platitudes for the last 

speaker certainly did not read the law, the Bill, or appreciate the value of things 

that the hon. Senator said mean nothing.  The hon. Senator just told us things like 

child support is nonsense.  The hon. Minister called off—on his remarks in 

responding to Sen. Roberts-Radgman, he called into living record in the Hansard 
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his views expressed elsewhere, but repeated here today, that a ZOSO in Belmont 

would have stopped a two-year old child from being killed.  That child would now 

be alive if 

only they were under the protection of an army or police force.  What on earth does 

a state of emergency do, Mr. President?  If not, suspend all your constitutional 

rights, allow the army to aid in enforcement with the police, allow a cordon, allow 

curfew, allow restriction, allow police presence, allow limitation of gathering, what 

on earth was the last speaker talking about, Mr. President? 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Absolute arrant hogwash in my respectful view, Mr. 

President, no wonder he ran from the Chamber, Mr. President.  It really is a 

difficult task to listen to the hon. Member who just contributed, Mr. President.  I 

heard the hon. Member state that the last Government did nothing for victims’ 

rights, nothing at all, Mr. President.  He said, to do and to fail to do.  He said that 

there was no law, there was no codification of obligation, et cetera.   

Mr. President, I mean, come on, Mr. President.  The Interception of 

Communications Act Chap. 15:08, debated by Act No. 13 of 2020, Act No. 25 of 

2020; the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act, last debated by Act No. 19 of 2020; 

the Criminal Procedure (Plea Discussion and Plea Agreement) Act Chap. 13:07, 

Act No. 12 of 2017, amended 2017, 2018, chapter and verse, including victims’ 

rights, Mr. President; the Children Act amended; the whistleblowing protection 

law, watered down and amended, because the last Opposition would not support it, 

Mr. President, all of these laws; the Trafficking in Persons Act, the home invasion 

legislations in the trespass position.  All of them included victims’ rights, Mr. 

President.   

Let me take you to the Criminal Procedure (Plea Discussion and Plea 
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Agreement) Act, Chap. 13:01, Mr. President.  The hon. Member clearly does not 

use the tools given to him in the Parliament; the iPad could research the law, or 

whatever it may be.  Mr. President, you will notice Part III, clause 13, under the 

heading: 

“Victim Impact Statement  

Every victim may provide a victim impact statement explaining the physical 

or emotional harm, financial loss, or other impact that the offence has had on 

the victim.”  

Mr. President, this starts at the moment of somebody being a suspect, for heaven’s 

sake, Mr. President, and we had to listen to the academic drivel coming from the 

last contributor, Mr. President?  We hold a very different view of the law and a 

very different standard, and I will never be guided by the likes of Philip Edward 

Alexander, the hon. Senator. 

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping]  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Never, Mr. President, ever, would I be guided by him, 

talking to us about the irrelevance of child support and children, come on, Mr. 

President.  I was looking forward to this Bill because the hon. Minister, hon. 

Devesh Maharaj, whom I have known for my life.  I have a lot of regard for him.  

He said when we were debating the probation law, we were dealing with the 

Probation of Offenders Act, and we proposed amendments.  I proposed a series of 

amendments, Mr. President; several pages of amendments asking the hon. Member 

to include victim impact statements and positions.  The hon. Member said, “Trust 

us, the law is coming just now.  The victim impact is coming just now.”   

So, when this law was sprung upon us on Monday for Tuesday, or Tuesday 

for Wednesday last week, I said, “Okay, I am looking for the law.”  Lo and behold, 

Mr. President—now I know my friend well, he is not a man who would have no 
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shame, but, Mr. President, you would not believe that this Bill has absolutely 

nothing to do with probation, parole, nothing.  We deal up to after conviction, we 

certainly do not include release from prison, when people are most afraid of those 

who have been incarcerated for years, sharpening the proverbial blade to come and 

exact vengeance.  You could believe that this Bill has none of that, Mr. President?  

So not only does the Bill not have it, but my friend, the hon. Minister of Justice has 

been put in such an invidious circumstance that nobody told him that he was 

breaching his own undertaking?  Not my friend, the hon. Minister of Justice could 

not be him.  He is an honourable man, Mr. President. 

8.10 p.m.   

This Bill cannot in any serious way bring the justice that we are looking for.  

Let me say it, there is a legitimate aim certainly in giving a statement of victims’ 

rights.  But, Mr. President, if you want to make this law work, you have to address 

a few constitutional issues, and I do not mean three-fifths majority per se, 

necessarily.  There is a part of it in a three-quarters majority, but in a skirting way.  

You need to deal with the ability to enforce the law because subsidiary legislation 

could never triumph over primary legislation.  And by that I mean you cannot be 

leaving rules and regulations under the Minister’s hand to tell you that the law will 

prevail.  It does not work as the dominant factor over primary legislation.   

This law has a glaring headlight in clause 7, that says that the law creates no 

right, Mr. President.  This Bill says in its clause 7— quite shockingly, Mr. 

President, it says this:   

“(1) For the avoidance of doubt, this Act is not intended”—to— 

“(a) create in any person any legal right or give rise to any 

civil cause of action; 

(b) affect in any way the interpretation of any written law; 
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and 

(c) affect the validity, or provide grounds for review, of any 

judicial or administrative act or omission. 

(2) Subsection (1) shall not operate to prevent a contravention of…”—

the—“…Act from being the subject of disciplinary proceedings.” 

Mr. President, at best, this law is a statement of a victim’s charter.  It is a 

White Paper.  It may even be a Green Paper.  It has no enforceability in the way 

that the hon. Minister promised us the Probation of Offenders would be remedied 

by this Bill, Mr. President.  It does none of that, Mr. President, because listen to the 

mechanism for enforcing this law in Part VI.   

“COMPLAINTS SYSTEM” 

Investigation “…agencies, prosecuting agencies…victims 

services agencies shall establish and maintain…complaints 

system to receive and resolve complaints from victims. 

(2) The complaints system shall— 

(a) be accessible…transparent… 

(b) offer fair and reasonable remedies including 

apologies, acknowledgements of the occurrence of 

errors, explanations for errors and steps to be taken 

to prevent the reoccurrence of errors… 

(4) Where a victim has reason to believe…”—the 

investigating—“…prosecuting…or…victims services 

agency is not complying…”—you shall—“…make a 

complaint— 

(a) through the relevant complaints system; And  

(b) to the Ombudsman...” 
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And we know the Ombudsman is clothed under the Constitution to receive certain 

complaints in a very limited fashion.  Does one even expect remedies not through 

the Office of the Ombudsman personally there, Mr. President, but in the manner in 

which the system works?  So, Mr. President, when you hear: 

“29. The Minister...”—at clause 29 shall—“…make Regulations in respect 

of— 

(a) applications for compensation or financial assistance; 

(b) the criteria for determining whether compensation or financial 

assistance is payable; 

(c) the criteria for determining the amount of compensation or 

financial assistance payable; 

(d) complaints systems under Part VI;... 

(e) any other matter necessary...” 

What next?  Mr. President, if you want this law to work, you do not need to look 

far.   

In the United Kingdom, on April 29th 2026, they passed the Victims and 

Courts Act, 2026.  You know what that law did?  That law amended 10 primary 

laws and one Code directly, and cut and inserted into those laws the victim’s rights 

processes, procedures and consequences in law.  Mr. President, let me assist you in 

the Code, it is the Sentencing Code.  Part 3 was amended.  We had the Armed 

Forces Act 2006.  We had the Children Act 1989 of the UK.  We had Mr. 

President, the Victims and Prisoners Act 2024 in the United Kingdom, the 

Domestic Violence, Crime and Victims Act 2004, the Victims and Prisoners Act 

2024, the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985, the Criminal Justice Act 1988, the 

Prevention of Social Housing Fraud Act 2013, the Modern Slavery Act 2015, and 

the Sentencing Code breach of criminal behaviour Order, the Sentencing Code 
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breach of restraining order.   

All of those Acts were amended to insert victims’ rights in law, in primary 

legislation, Mr. President.  Not a statement of a charter unenforceable, Mr. 

President.  But, Mr. President, the example for how that is done is to be found in 

our laws as well.  In the Criminal Procedure (Plea Discussion and Plea Agreement) 

Act, Chap. 13:07, if you go to section 14 of the law, Mr. President, you will see 

that under Part III: 

“13. (1) Every victim…”—may—“…provide…a victim impact 

statement explaining…physical or emotional harm…”—as I alluded to 

before.   

It says what the victim impact statement shall not include in section 14.  It says 

what a relative of a victim may do to provide a victim impact statement.  It 

provides in section 16 if the victim is a child, it provides if the victim is a business, 

how that is agitated.  It says what the prosecutor shall ensure that the victim impact 

statement does and how it must comply, Mr. President.  It says all of those things 

so that it becomes an actionable feature of a prosecutor, Mr. President, not an 

evader, a prosecutor.  

Sen. Alexander:  [Inaudible]   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  The reason why the Children Act, hear this—Mr. President, 

across the Floor from a man that cannot understand children’s rights as this Act 

contemplates.  He says, “You could not do it.”— 

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter] 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:—Mr. President, in a bumbling, idiotic tone.  And, Mr. 

President, when you listen to that— 

Hon. Senator:  You cannot say that.   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:—you understand the four corners of— 
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Mr. President:  I do not think you can describe that.  You see the language that 

you just used?  I think you know better.  I think you can withdraw that and let us 

go on. 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Duly withdrawn, Mr. President.   

Mr. President:  Yeah.   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  I should not describe the language.  I should have described 

thoughts, but I understand your point.  Mr. President, an unintelligible position to 

not understand the supremacy of victims’ rights in relation to children, Mr. 

President.   

Hon. Senators:  [Desk thumping] 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, do you know that it is an offence to neglect a 

child?  An offence under the laws of the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago, 

punishable by imprisonment, Mr. President.  The victim is the child that you 

neglect, you fail to “mine”, you fail to support, and you fail to acknowledge.  That 

is an example of victims’ rights, Mr. President.  We are very certain that when we 

took care of plea bargaining law, and we inserted Part III, Mr. President, that that 

victim, that child whose parent was running away from supporting them, dodging, 

Mr. President, that mother of the child or person with responsibility for the child if 

you look at the plea bargaining legislation, would have the right at the sentencing 

of a deadbeat parent who could not support their child and running away from 

things, in the context of the Children Act, that negligence, that that deadbeat parent 

would be in the position of— 

Sen. Smith:  I stand on 46(1).  Mr. President, I stand on 46(1).  I think the Senator 

is taking it a bit too far now.  Tedious repetition, 46(6) and 46(1), relevance. 

Mr. President:  All right, well, I understand what is happening, so I ask you to 

press on, please. 
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Sen. Faris Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  So, in dealing with victims’ 

impact statements under the plea bargaining legislation, I have just given you an 

example of a very serious position.  It might cause people some discomfort, but 

this is the reality of life, Mr. President.   

So, Mr. President, the first submission that I make is that the example as to 

how to approach this law ought to be taken from our jurisdictional experience, in 

our amendments to the Children Act, in our amendments to the Evidence Act, in 

our amendments to the plea bargaining legislation, in our construct of the Justice 

Protection Act, which I am going to spend a lot of time on, about persons in 

protective custody, Mr. President, people who are at risk of being killed, 

assassinated, because of crimes that they may tell.  In the Justice Protection 

Legislation, there is a model in the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act.  Again, 

we deal with the protection of witnesses and their dependents, but when you go to 

the most recent example in the commonwealth, Mr. President.   

Sen. Alexander:  [Inaudible]   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  When you go to the United Kingdom, the Victims and 

Courts Act 2026, in amending 10 parent laws, and one code shows you how it 

ought to be done, Mr. President.  It shows you.   

Sen. Alexander:  [Inaudible]   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I am being disturbed by some words across 

the Floor that you really do not want me to take bait on and beat some more, Mr. 

President.   

Sen. Alexander:  [Inaudible]   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you.   

Mr. President:  Do not take “no” bait.   

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter]  



156 

Victims’ Rights Bill, 2026  2026.05.12 
Sen. F. Al-Rawi (cont’d) 

 

UNREVISED 

Mr. President:  Just address the Chair.  I will ask Members to allow the hon. 

Senator to speak.  We are adjourning in the next few Minutes.  So allow him to 

speak in silence, okay?  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Thank you, Mr. President.  You know, sometimes you do 

feel a little guilty when you hold on to the scruff of the neck, and you have to deal 

with them, Mr. President, but you know— 

Hon. Senators:  [Laughter] 

Mr. President:  [Inaudible]   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Nah, Mr. President.  So, Mr. President, when you deal with 

the Bill before us, there are a number of submissions that I would like to make on 

the Bill.  

Hon. Senators:  [Interruption] 

Mr. President:  Please.   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  And they start with, Mr. President— 

Mr. President:  Members, please. 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  They start with, Mr. President— 

Mr. President:  Let there be silence.   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:—in summary, because I know we are coming to a close in 

nine minutes, before I will have to move on.  I have recommendations with respect 

to the definitions section, Mr. President.  There is a deficiency when you look at 

the definition of family member, Mr. President, because when you look at the 

family member definition, and you compare it to the plea bargaining law, what is 

missing there is the person with responsibility for a child or the person who has 

responsibility for the victim.  It may not be by consanguinity or the manner of 

attachment that we have described here, it certainly is in need of amplification.   

Mr. President, when we look to the definition of injury, unlike the Criminal 
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Compensation Act, we do not have the pecuniary losses of economic losses, Mr. 

President.  And that therefore conflicts with the disapplication or rather the 

application of this law when the failure of the Criminal Compensation Act 

happens, because that law treats with economic losses. Mr. President, when we get 

to the investigating agency, and we compare that to what the United Kingdom has 

done.  Mr. President, there are Orders in the United Kingdom that victims 

specifically have in relation to children who are conceived as a process of rape, 

violence, et cetera.  This victim’s law ought to be considered.  There are 

amendments which I will propose in that regard as we get there.   

Mr. President, when we look to the investigating agency, we also have to consider 

the extra-territoriality when we look at the Justice Protection Act because some of 

those investigating and social services agencies such as Justice Protection, which 

looks after witnesses who are in protection, who are fleeing the jurisdiction, those 

witnesses actually include not only victims per se, but members of the judiciary, 

members of the armed forces, members of the prosecutorial agencies, all of whom 

can and ought to be considered as victims, because our current law acknowledges 

that they are victims in the Justice Protection Act.  Mr. President, when we look at 

the definition of: 

“‘offence’, in relation to a victim…”—it—“…includes an offence, or a 

series of related offences, committed at any time, whether or not a person 

has been accused…”   

But when you compare that with the definition provided in the plea 

bargaining legislation, Mr. President, you realize that we are not capturing the 

aspect of a suspect in the precise form that we ought to be doing.  Mr. President, 

that applies to an offender.  An— 

“‘offender’ means…”—a person— 



158 

Victims’ Rights Bill, 2026  2026.05.12 
Sen. F. Al-Rawi (cont’d) 

 

UNREVISED 

“(a) charged with an offence… 

(b) convicted for an offence;” 

What about the suspect?  We have defined a suspect in the plea bargaining law as 

somebody who ought to be captured in relation to a victim.  So we are therefore 

not capturing the concept of a suspect.  Mr. President, when we look to the 

definition of victim as I have mentioned, even though it includes, at paragraph (c): 

“a witness to an offence…” 

Mr. President, it does not capture the category of persons in the Justice Protection 

Act.  Those are persons in need of protection, Mr. President.   

8.25 p.m.   

Mr. President, witness services.  In the definition of witness services, if you 

factor what witness protection involves and you deal with extraterritoriality, 

another government looking after your victims, Mr. President, surely victim 

services agencies will not necessarily be an entity funded by the State to provide 

support services.  That is another state.  That is a reciprocal arrangement within the 

definitions of the justice protection legislation.   

So, what about somebody running away in police custody, now transferred 

to witness protection, afraid to talk about killings that have happened in notorious 

programmes in this country like LifeSport?  Are those victims not entitled to be 

told as to the consequences of the State in the same way?  After all, the taxpayers 

are paying millions of dollars, Mr. President, in witness protection for people to 

run away from people that they are afraid of, or have need to be protected from.  

Mr. President, let us go to the objects of the Act; the objects of the Act and 

the application of the Act.  The objects of the Act are to recognize certain 

principles, et cetera.  But, Mr. President, the objects of the Act collide with clause 

7.  The objects are to:  
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(a) recognise…principles…  

(b) recognise…impact…  

(d) …giving rise to…rights and entitlements… 

Listen to this: 

“to recognise that a victim of crime has an inherent interest in the response 

by the criminal justice system to that crime,”—and I quote—“giving rise to 

the rights and entitlements set out in this Act…” 

But all of a sudden, clause 7 hits you, that says, you have no right and entitlement.   

So is there a collision between clause 4 and clause 7?  Yes, there is.  How do we 

interpret this, Mr. President?   

When you are getting down to the last clause of the legislation, the Bill, and 

it says that you could apply for compensation and injury, well, how are you going 

to enforce that?  How are you going to complain that you have an entitlement 

under this law to get compensation, albeit by an erroneous ultra vires set up that 

you are going to have it by subsidiary legislation, meaning regulations, nothing in 

the parent law?  How are you going to enforce that right in the face of the object 

saying you have a right and clause 7 saying you have no right, Mr. President?  It 

makes no sense, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, let us get down into this Act.   

Sen. Roberts:  [Inaudible] 

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I am warning the hon. Senator, through you, 

if you will, would you advise him to keep quiet?  

Hon. Senators: [Interruption] 

Mr. President:  Nobody warns anybody except me.   

Hon. Senators: [Desk thumping and laughter] 

Mr. President:  Nobody warns anybody.  I am the only person who could warn 
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you.  So do not warn anybody, please.  I want to make that very clear.  No 

warnings.  I could issue three, and then you take your seat.   

All right, so listen.  Sen. Al-Rawi, you see, we have to adjourn at 8.30.  You 

have 13 more minutes, which you will take when we resume, whenever, or are you 

going to wrap up?  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  I will go to the 8.30.    

Mr. President:  I think—you will go to the 8.30?  Okay, go ahead.  

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Two minutes is still ample time, Mr. President, and we will 

adjourn and I will continue on the next day.  Mr. President, thank you so much, 

Mr. President, for your charming guidance, Mr. President.  Always appreciated.   

Mr. President, when we get to the— 

Hon. Senators:  [Crosstalk]  

Mr. President:  Please, please, please.   

Sen. F. Al-Rawi SC:  Mr. President, I would like to say, I would like to give you 

some flags as to where I am going to go on the next occasion.  The treatment 

during an investigation, the treatment during a prosecution has to be amplified by 

treatments after conviction, on early release, on maximum sentence indication, on 

probation, on parole.  These are critical aspects for us to consider.   

Mr. President, I will then get to the consequences of the mandatory 

directions that the Director of Public Prosecutions—and the can of worms that that 

is going to open in the requirement for reasons where the DPP may not be in a 

position to do so, or ought not to be directed by mandatory wording of this 

legislation.  And, Mr. President, I will also go into, with your leave, the 

requirements that we need to do to shore up the provisions around clauses 18 and 

21, 29, et cetera.  

But, Mr. President, I know that we have amendments that we will take at 
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committee stage.  I will be, Mr. President, proposing significant amendments.  I 

genuinely recommend to the hon. Minister, great intention, best done in a joint 

select committee if the hon. Member is serious about having— 

ADJOURNMENT 

The Minister in the Office of the Prime Minister (Sen. The Hon. Darrell 

Allahar):  Mr. President, I beg to move that this Senate do now adjourn to a date 

to be fixed.   

Question put and agreed to. 

Senate adjourned accordingly. 

Adjourned at 8.30 p.m.  

 


