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Was there a trade-off?

As a result of the furore created by
Chief Minister Trott being prepared to sign the
“framework” agreement between the UK and
Guernsey without consulting the States, he
issued a statement. Part of this says:

“As explained by the former Chief
Minister in a letter to States Members some
15 months ago, and to the media, the
Document could not be concluded by him on
behalf of Guernsey at that time because of
the constitutional difficulties on Sark. Those
difficulties were resolved when the Privy
Council gave Royal Sanction to the 2008
Sark Reform Law in April, 2008, following
which the Ministry of Justice has confirmed
that the Document is available for conclusion
with Guernsey.”

In other words, the UK government
and the States of Guernsey were keen to sign
this much publicised agreement already 15
months ago but were unable to do so because
Chief Pleas was dragging its feet over the law
reform. Without
industry, Guernsey is broke. Signing up to
this agreement with the UK would,
presumably, strengthen its credibility with the
IMF and help ensure that this industry
continues to thrive. Sark’s constitutional
dithering was obviously a hindrance; a
stumbling block for ambitious politicians who
were eager to conclude whatever it was and
get the blessing of the relevant international
bodies. So what could be done to whip Sark
into line?

Enter the big guns from Whitehall;
Lord Chancellor and Minister of Justice Jack
Straw becomes personally involved, his right-
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hand man Michael Wills is sent to Sark and
puts his persuasive powers on display: The
only Sark’s
conundrum is to go for Option A without any
further delay.

Did you ever ask yourself why Sark’s
accepted  this
unquestioningly; why not one of them voiced
concern about the undue haste and the undue

answer  to constitutional

establishment directive

pressure that was being brought to bear on
Chief Pleas by the combined might of the UK
government through Jack Straw and Michael
Wills’ personal intervention, the States of
Guernsey and the unelected Law Officers that
advise all parties involved?

As part ofa preparation that was
carefully orchestrated by the unelected
Seneschal, Michael Beaumont went a step
further than just supporting it and sent a
threatening letter to all members of Chief
Pleas spelling out the dire consequences to
Sark if Chief Pleas were to vote down the
Reform Law’s Option A.

Having observed Mr Beaumont,
Seneschal Reg Guille and their political allies
over time, Sark News finds it unlikely that any
of these people would just simply bow to
pressure or give something without getting
anything back. Was there a deal struck behind
closed doors — a trade-off?

We suspect this trade-off consisted of
the greater powers of the UK and Guernsey
promising Sark’s feudal ruling elite a hands-
off attitude to their personal positions and that
mainstay of the feudal establishment’s
economy, the Sark Lark. Does the Sark Lark,
aside from enriching the feudal establishment,
fulfil a function of great value to the UK
government?

Conspiracy theories you say? You bet!



Why else would William Raymond
insist he be the one to meet with the Procureur
to negotiate the subject of Sark’s law reform
after famously not allowing Deputy Richard
Dewe to represent Sark on this important
occasion — resulting in Mr Dewe resigning
from the GP&A? Given Mr Raymond’s
lucrative business activities, which appear to
be conducted through a Panamanian company,
licensed by the GFSC and employing the
services of Sark’s Treasurer, Mr Raymond
was unlikely to incur the wrath of HMP of the
Guernsey Establishment.  Obviously, Mr
Raymond had to ensure the meeting went well
— as indeed he reported it had. Note that Mr
Dewe is not a Sark Larker.

Why else would Mr Beaumont and the
Seneschal correspond privately with Jack
Straw and the Ministry of Justice on the matter
before the Chief Pleas vote, if not to strike a
deal to ensure a certain outcome when the
matter came up in Chief Pleas? Why else,
prior to Mr Wills’ much publicised visit to
Sark on 5™ February, would the Seigneur and
a select few met with the Ministry of Justice in
London, once again un-minuted, — and then at
the Seigneurie prior to the all important public
meetings and Chief Pleas debate? Why, if not
to strike a deal?

If there was no trade-off, why else
would a Labour government commit the
funding by UK and Guernsey taxpayers of
Judiciary Review proceedings
preserving the Seigneur’s and Seneschal’s
feudal and undemocratic powers on Sark?

Why else would the venerable Privy
Council condone the continued feudal powers
of Messrs Beaumont and Guille, so obviously
not democratic in any way? Why else would
nothing be done to put an end to the shady
dealings that constitute the Sark Lark, despite
of the recent spate of publicity in the Guernsey
Press? Sark News is convinced there was a
trade-off and the result is, unfortunately for
Sark, that the promised democracy will not
materialise.

aimed at
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Sark’s tenants and the islanders will
be paying a heavy price for sleepwalking
into this situation; for doing nothing and
allowing the feudal junta to commit the
island to a less than perfect new
constitution through secret trade-offs
behind closed doors. Democracy and
independence will fall by the wayside. The
Sark Lark, however, will continue, and with
it the blackening of the island’s name —
along with that of the Bailiwick of
Guernsey.

WHEN ALL GOOD MEN DO
NOTHING, EVIL PREVAILS

SARK’S ECONOMY

With Sark Shipping being nearly £2
million in debt, guaranteed by Chief
Pleas, a potential claim for £8 million
or more from tenants and decades of
neglect and mismanagement, Sark’s

economy is in dire straits. It does not
have reserves or assets to meet these
liabilities. Unless it raises taxes to an
exorbitant level, it will have to go,
cap in hand, and beg Guernsey to
rescue its financial position.
Farewell to independence!

Sunrise at Maseline Harbour




It will inevitably be asked whether it is
really necessary to go through this again —
can’t Sark just be left in peace to get on
with its (supposedly) democratic reform?
Thankfully there is an individual on the
island who is willing to voice his protest
against Sark’s Reform Law as it stands and
apply to the High Court’s Administrative
Division in order to achieve a real
democracy on the island.

His aim is:

To end the abuse of power by the feudal
Seigneur and the unelected Seneschal and
to end the unfairness of the discriminatory

preferential treatment as given to them by

Sark’s Reform Law as it now stands

He states his case as follows, highlighting the
un-democratic practices that will continue
under the Reform Law as it now stands:

» The Seneschal will still be the senior of
the Islandis only two permanent
judges, despite not being legally
gualified;

» Neither the Seneschal nor the
Seigneur is required to be, and in
practice they are not, politically neutral
or impartial, in how they exercise their
powers. The incumbents have
engaged in a considerable amount of
political activism and have played an
active role in securing the passage of
the Reform Law in general, and, at
least in the case of the Seneschal, in a
form preserving and enhancing the
roles of the Seneschal and the
Seigneur in particular, through Chief
Pleas. No requirement for neutrality or
impatrtiality is introduced by the Reform
Law, and there is no reason to believe
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the Seigneur and the Seneschal will in
future perform  their  functions
impartially or neutrally;

As President of Chief Pleas, the
Seneschal has the sole power to call a
Chief Pleas meeting at any time of his
choosing; and no other party, including
the whole of the rest of Chief Pleas
unanimously, can do the same without
his consent; he sets the Chief Pleas
Agenda, decides which matters and
propositions get to be debated and
which do not, which draft laws get to
be seen at all and voted on by the
house, and which do not, and in what
order; he decides who speaks in Chief
Pleas debates and who doesn't, and in
what order; he can tell other members
to cease speaking and sit down, and
interrupts them at will, without having
to give justification; he often does so to
suppress dissent. No one else can
interrupt him, or any other member of
Chief Pleas; he has the power to eject
another member (or a memberis
representative) from the Chief Pleas
chamber which has been used and/or
been threatened to be used in order to
suppress dissent; he applies and is the
sole arbiter of the written Chief Pleas
Rules of Procedure; and at times
appears to invent written rules that he
claims represent the ficustomo of the
house; he is responsible for preparing
official minutes of Chief Pleas
meetings. These are widely perceived
as not impartial, often among other
matters omitting inconvenient
contributions of political allies. Chief
Pleas members have no power to
challenge the veracity of the record
except insofar as such corrections
relate to statements made directly by
themselves.

He is not elected by the inhabitants of
Sark, but is appointed by the Seigneur



with the approval of the Lt. Governor.
He can only be removed from office for
cause by the Lt. Governor.
Furthermore, for the first time in
history, this appointment is made for
life, whereas prior to the Reform Law,
it was for a period of 3 years. This is a
very significant expansion of his
powers introduced by the Reform Law,
which, certainly in his non-judicial role,
in my view has no justification.

The Seneschal firmly enforces the
Chief Pleas Rules of Procedure
against his political opponents, and
somewhat less firmly against his
political allies; but considers himself
not bound by the rules at all and
violates them all the time. Since he
alone is responsible for enforcing
them, Chief Pleas has - in the absence
of any sanction - no mechanism for
enforcing lawful behaviour on the
Seneschal. We state a few of his
violations of Rules of Procedure:

Documents which are not properly
submitted to Chief Pleas agenda by
the appropriate deadline and following
the proper procedure do not constitute
Chief Pleas papers and are not
permitted to be debated at the
appropriate Chief Pleas meeting, or be
attached to the formal Chief Pleas
papers or minutes; yet, at the February
2007 Chief Pleas meeting, the
Seigneur and the Seneschal sprung up
upon Chief Pleas at the meeting
document B3/3. This was not a proper
Chief Pleas paper and should not have
been debated at all. It was introduced
solely to intimidate Chief Pleas
members into voting at that meeting in
a particular way, with success. The
Seneschal made this document a part
of the minutes of that meeting. All this
was done in complete, knowing, and
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wilful breach of Chief Pleas Rules of
Procedure.

At a recent Chief Pleas meeting, when
reminded he was breaching Chief
Pleas Rules of Procedure, the
Seneschal responded that he did not
care if he was doing so.

The Lt. Governor refused to action,
read, or even accept for consideration
the Petitions mentioned above. When
attempting to hand deliver B8/5 to him,
a question was asked of the courier as
to whom the letter was from, and when
answered, the Lt. Governoris ADC
replied that fiHis Excellency does not
accept private correspondence from
individuals or groups of individuals with
vested interestso. A serious official
complaint therefore appears to have
been refused unopened on the basis
of who it was from (a group of Chief
Pleas members). It may be relevant to
note at this point that the Seneschalis
breaches of Chief Pleas Rules of
Procedure had the effect of favouring
the UK Governmentis interests within
Chief Pleas and that the Lt. Governor
is appointed by the Crown.

There exist therefore in practice no
remedies available to Sark residents to
sanction a Seneschal who is abusing
his powers and by extending his
tenure for life, the Reform Law
aggravates this situation.

Furthermore, it is also known that:

There have been a significant number
of by-elections where a single
candidate stood; and in at least some,
if not most, of them, the candidate was
a close associate of the Seneschal.
One Deputy so elected is the current
President of the General Purposes and
Advisory Committee of Chief Pleas,



Chief Pleas’ main and most powerful
committee.

The Seneschal is the Islandis sole
liquor licensing authority. This is
relevant because tourism is the
Island's main economic sector and a
great many members of the
community - present, and likely future
members of Chief Pleas, and
candidates for membership of Chief
Pleas - depend heavily for their
livelihood on being able to obtain such
licences. With Sark having no welfare
state, the failure to obtain or renew a
liquor licence can lead to financial ruin
and severe existential problems.

The Court of the Seneschal remains
the sole court of justice in Sark and the
Seneschal remains its Chief, and most
senior, judge, with a significant say in
the appointment of all other judges on
the Island.

The Seigneur, too, retains
considerable powers under the Reform
Law. He remains a member of Chief
Pleas ex officio and retains the right to
speak in Chief Pleas. He will doubtless
continue to sit alongside the
Seneschal on a dais facing the rest of
the members of Chief Pleas. This
reflects the historic position that it was
his assembly rather than the
Seneschalis, the Seneschalis merely
being a feudal office holder
subordinate to the Seigneur. The
Seigneur also retains the right to
temporarily veto Chief Pleas
Ordinances, to appoint the Seneschal
(who is normally a very close
associate), the Greffier and the Prevot.
Together, these officers are the Island
Trustees and control all of the Island's
public property, including schools,
teachersi houses, medical centres,
administrative offices, etc. To illustrate
the extent of this power, we mention
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only two of the more valuable assets
this puts under their control:

The Island Hall - a building that cost an
estimated £2.5 million to build;

The Isle of Sark Shipping - the
company holding the commercial
monopoly for getting to, and from the
Island (there being no route by air, and
no other entity permitted to land a boat
carrying more than 12 persons at a
time). This company owns three boats,
the latest of which has just been
bought at a cost of £0.7 million.

In comparison, Chief Pleasi annual
budget has in recent years varied from
£0.25 million in the mid-1990s to £0.9
million in the last few years. The
unelected Island Trustees therefore
have under their sole control Island
assets which amount to a large
multiple of the Island's annual budget.
Questions from Chief Pleas members
about the financial state of the assets
controlled by Island Trustees have
recently gone unanswered.

An alternative explanation is held by
many on Sark. The Seigneur and the
Seneschal have been instrumental in
helping (sometimes through unlawful
manoeuvres) the UK Government
steer their preferred version of the
Reform Law (Option A) through Chief
Pleas. | refer to the Court to
documents, where the Chief Pleas
Constitution Committee (the organ of
Sark government legitimately
responsible for all constitutional reform
matters and communications about
them with external bodies) complained
that iThe DCA Statement was directed
to the Seigneur and the Seneschal. It
is a regrettable feature of the
discussions which have taken place
over the months and years that Chief
Pleas has been among the last to



know what is going on, and the last to
be addressed.0

This point of view is further illustrated
by the following incident: It was
minuted at the Chief Pleas meeting of
24™ November 2004 that the then Lord
Chancellor, Lord Falconer and Mrs.
Belinda Crowe, then Head of
Constitutional Policy Division had
attended a reception at the Seigneurie.
The official party met with Island
officials after which they discussed,
with Sieur E. Baker, Sieur Harris,
Deputy A. Guille and Deputy Ms. M.
Collins (the  then Constitution
Committee of Chief Pleas, which was
composed entirely of different
members than the Constitution
Committee which produced B3/5), the
Constitutional legislation. The briefing
visit was described as fiextremely
successfulo.

The same meeting the Constitutional
Steering Committee of Chief Pleas
presented a report and propositions
which were debated at length and
voted upon. None of them concerned
the composition of Chief Pleas itself.
However, the Seigneur took great
exception to the report and made a
statement. | draw attention to the tone
of this statement, which is very typical
of the Seigneuris interventions. They
are obviously planned in consultation
with the Law Officers and the
Seneschal, who is always aware of the
Seigneuris wish. The statement is
made at an important moment in the
meeting, designed to have maximum
effect and, typically, no debate is
permitted. The Seigneur has used his
position to influence the debate at
critical moments.
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The Real Property Law

The Real Property Law is the first law in
Sarkis history which permits Chief Pleas
to collect a tax whose amount can be
expected to be substantial.

Yet, it allows the Tax Assessor
extremely wide discretion to make an
assessment as to the amount of tax
payable under the law. Furthermore,
the taxpayeris recourse is very limited,
and the appeal (after an appeal to the
Tax Tribunal) is to the Seneschal, but
only on a point of law. Given that in my
view most disputes will be on the Tax
Assessoris exercise of his discretion to
make an assessment, and to the
amount of tax assessed, | believe an
appeal on a point of law only is
essentially meaningless.

The Tax Assessor, the Assistant Tax
Assessor, members of the Tax
Tribunal and the Seneschal are all lay
volunteers without any formal training,
nor are they known for their
impartiality. They have all in the past
abused their position of power to
persecute political opponents.

| refer tothe documents where Edric
Baker, the Assistant Tax Assessor,
accused political opponents  of
breaking tax laws, and achieved their
removal from Chief Pleas Committees
and suggested they face much tougher
sanctions still. The targets of his bile
did nothing wrong other than to have
been politically opposed to him, and to
have found themselves in a minority in
Chief Pleas at that point in time.

| refer to the documents which
demonstrate how the Tax Assessor
accused one of my leaseholders - with
whose political views he disagreed - of
a using a fictitious address for his tax
return  (a tax offence), while



subsequently sending his tax demand
to the previous occupant of that
address, which demonstrates that he
must at all times have known that that
address was not, in fact, fictitious.

These Laws, if allowed to stand, and
particularly the Reform Law, will
change Sark fundamentally. They
threaten to sweep away a system of
government hundreds of years old
without compensating those who have
lost by that reform whilst at the same
time retaining, and in some important
ways aggravating, those aspects of
government most harmful, in my view,
to Sark. There is no doubt that the
interference of the UK government has
been decisive in the outcome, and
wrongfully in my view. All these
matters should return to Sark to be
debated openly and fairly, without that
pressure being brought to bear.

TAX ASSESSOR

The Barclay Appeal Goes Ahead!

Sark News is pleased to inform its
readers that the Right Honourable Lord Justice
Dyson has granted Sir David and Sir Frederick
Barclay leave to appeal on the results of the
earlier Judicial Review on an expedited basis.
Lord Justice Dyson’s reason for granting this
appeal is that he considers the appeal to have
“real prospects of success”.
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This is a very familiar scenario!

In a surprise move, and quite contrary
to our expectations, the independence debate
seems to have died a sudden death on
Guernsey. Without consulting the electorate,
contrary to agreed policy and without
mandate, Chief Minister Trott had agreed to
sign an agreement with Jack Straw and the UK
government which, according to the Guernsey
Press, will “substantially weaken Guernseyods
autonomy”. How? this
agreement would, if ratified, give the UK
power to act for Guernsey, internationally,
without the island’s prior consent, so long as
there is

Alarmingly,

“consultation”.  Does that sound
familiar?

Firstly, this is exactly what Gordon
Brown did when he signed the Treaty of
Lisbon without, as promised, consulting the
UK electorate. This Treaty widens the EU
power to act and legislate for the UK without
further consent.

Secondly, it is exactly what Guernsey
continuously seeks to do in relation to Sark. A
steady stream of legislation with “opt-out”
(not opt in) clauses are presented for the
acceptance of Chief Pleas by Guernsey. Such
legislation empowers Guernsey to further
legislate for Sark without even having to first
consult Chief Pleas.

The responsibility for the Crown
Dependencies, i.e Guernsey, has in turn lain
with the Home Office, the Department for
Constitutional Affairs and now finally the
Ministry of Justice, Jack Straw’s department.
The Guernsey Law Officers still maintain that
the UK cannot impose anything on the island
— after the dotted line is signed. Does that ring
any bells?

Earlier this year, Jack Straw exerted
much pressure on Chief Pleas to ensure that
his preferred version of Sark’s Reform Law,
Option A, was accepted forthwith and
presented to the Privy Council for Royal
Consent without further ado. Nothing else



would do if Sark were to have a “proper”
democracy. But, lo and behold, during the
subsequent Judicial Review that sought to
challenge this Reform Law due to its obvious
flaws, the UK Court decided that UK Human
Rights legislation had no application to UK
institutions and that it did not therefore come
under that court’s jurisdiction to rule in the
matter. In other words, after Chief Pleas had
signed the dotted line, the UK judiciary was
happy to wash its hands of the affair.

(It still remains to be explained, of
course, why, if that was the case, it was it any
of Jack Straw’s business, in the name of
democracy, to dictate to Sark the terms of the
island’s law reform in the first place.)

Chief Minister Trott’s action did,
thankfully for Guernsey, create an uproar
amongst the members of the States and the
issue should now be thoroughly debated.
Whatever the outcome, one thing is for
certain: The situation makes it glaringly
obvious that it is absolutely imperative for
Sark to actively safeguard and cultivate the
autonomy and independence it still has — or
suffer the consequences and effectively
become a puppet of Guernsey and thereby
part of the European Union by default.

An (undemocratic) power unto
themselves....

Who advise the UK government on
island affairs? Who advise the Privy Council
on island affairs? Who advise the States of
Guernsey on island affairs? Who advise Chief
Pleas on island affairs? Who draft the laws
and documents that rule the relationship
between all these parties? That’s right, such is
the power of the Law Officers.

Who elects these powerful figures?
Who has given them a mandate to decide what
is best for the population of Guernsey and
Sark?  Nobody! The Procureur and the
Bailiff are appointed by the Crown, which in
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practice means they are appointed by the
Minister of Justice, Jack Straw, along with a
group consisting largely of unelected legal
advisors.

Yet, the Procureur and the Bailiff are,
behind closed doors and away from public
scrutiny, briefing the people of Guernsey’s
lawfully elected representatives to advise
them, amongst other things, on the current
“framework  agreement”, a  document
promoted by the man who was party to
appointing them to their present elevated
position: Jack Straw.

It should, in this context, not be
forgotten that the present Procureur also is a
former resident of Sark, former tenement
owner, former member of Chief Pleas and a
personal friend and advisor of the Seigneur as
well as other Sark Larkers. The poacher has
turned gamekeeper.

The power that the Law Officers
hold in the Bailiwick is, to use a famous
Sark News deeply
undemocratic.

expression,

Whose territorial waters?

Apparently, Guernsey is once again
putting pressure on Sark — and Alderney — to
sign up to an agreement on the administration
and management of the Bailiwick fisheries.
As far as Sark News can ascertain, it is
suggested that Guernsey administrate the
licensing on behalf of Sark and Alderney as
well as the policing of their waters since these
tasks
bureaucratic

require manpower, material and a

framework considered
burdensome to the smaller islands.

The price to pay for these services is,
of course, “reciprocal licensing” arrangements
— meaning sharing Sark’s fishing grounds with
Guernsey’s fishermen to an undisclosed
extent. None of this is new; there have always
been reciprocal agreements between the

islands. What is new would appear to be the



loss of Sark’s right to license its own
fishermen in Sark waters, which is
unacceptable.

What is also new is that this comes on
the tail of the planned extension of Bailiwick
territorial waters from 3 to 12 miles. In order
to have such an extension agreed to by the
UK, Guernsey would have to make
considerable concessions to the UK fishing
fleet and perhaps also the French. Clearly, if
Sark concedes more rights to Guernsey and
Guernsey in turn concedes more rights to the
UK / EU, Sark’s fishermen will soon find they
have keen competition for their catch.

In addition, it is not really made clear
whether the present discussions encompass
other types of commercial exploitation of
these waters, including seabed rights, and the
broader picture as to the terms and conditions
for the extension of the territorial sea is
In view of Alderney’s firm
commitment to a tidal power installation and

unknown.

Sark’s tentative (we hope) steps in the same
direction — who will really own the rights to
the seabed on which the generators are
anchored and who will be able to lay claim to
any income in the form of royalties? Setting a
precedent now with the fishing rights could
have serious implications for future known
and unforeseen rights to important resources.
Sark must strongly assert its rights
and safeguard its present territorial waters.
Signing away any rights at this stage could
prove costly indeed. Sark must find a way
of funding the policing and administration
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of its own territorial waters. It will, in the
long run, turn out to be a good investment
for the island. At the very least, Sark must
retain unchallenged control of its extended
territorial waters. The increased 12 mile
limit is potentially an extremely valuable
asset and essential to the island’s future
economy. No commitment must be made
by any politician or committee without first
bringing the proposal to Chief Pleas.

Is the Viking for sale?

Sark Shipping has not had an easy
summer. The Viking has been laid up for
more than two weeks, its heat exchanger taken
out and installed on the broken-down Sark
Venture to keep the passenger route running.
Sark Shipping obviously had no spares in
stock — indeed it appears none can be found in
the UK. Meanwhile, Guernsey’s Sarnia work
boat had to be hired in to take a freight run,
which will not help the company’s balance
sheet. Hopefully no Sark businesses have
made commercial commitments that depended
on the planned Dielette freight route as no
such sailings appear to be taking place.

The grapevine insists that Sark
Shipping’s management is being slimmed
down in an effort to cut costs, with key
personnel leaving Sark Shipping’s employ.

Also, persistent rumour now has it that
the Sark Viking is up for sale. This raises
some serious questions, the first of which must
be why did they order this boat in the first
place? The most serious issue is, however,
financial. Sark Shipping has a duty to make
its accounts for 2006 and 2007 available to the
people of Sark, its shareholders. The 2006
accounts were only presented to an un-



minuted ‘special’ meeting that excluded the
public. The actual cost of commissioning the
Sark Viking is therefore still shrouded in
mystery. The initial £700,000 must have been
exceeded by further, large amounts of money
for the remedial welding works, survey fees,
reports etc. etc.

As Sark Shipping is unwilling to
disclose its accounts, Sark News has pieced
together, from a variety of documents
available to the public, an estimate of how Mr
Raymond and his colleagues have indebted
Sark Shipping:

rumour is true, either Sark Shipping needs
the money or they have over-capacity.
Either way, it proves the company’s
directors’ complete incompetence.

Initial shipyard bill
(Dr Spencerts Shipping Review p.

o) £500,000

Ownersi extras not budgeted
(Max. £235,000, min.

£85,000)

(Chief Pleas report Jan. i06) £160,000

Appledore Shipyard after 1st

builder went bankrupt

(Estimate) £100,000

Fitting out in Guernsey

(Estimate) £30,000

Trips made by directors to

view progress of build

(Estimate) £5,000

Costs of servicing loan,
annually £65,000, 2 years

(Guernsey Press Oct 27 2007) £130,000

Legal fees, misc. services,

surveys & consultations

(Estimate) £25,000

Total spent on behalf of the
people of Sark

£950,000

If the above figures are out of line,
why not open your books, Mr Raymond, and
show us the real ones? After all, it is Sark’s
taxpayers the
consequences and the sooner they know, the
better.

who will have to bear

How on earth do Sark Shipping’s
directors hope to recuperate such an
amount of money through a sale in today’s
economic climate? How much will Sark’s
residents have to pay for this vanity
project? There can only be two valid
reasons for selling the Sark Viking; if the
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-10 -

HOW TO PASS
THE ESTABLISHMENT LOYALTY TEST

The name Maitland keeps cropping up in
conversations about the Island School
and Community Hall Trust and also in

connection with the mysterious donor who
enabled a charity trust to purchase the

Seigneurie Gardens. Is this another fairly

recent arrival on the island who, like

Mr Chris Thomas, has allowed herself to

be hastily recruited by the feudal camp in
return for general social acceptance?
There is nothing like joining a cause to

find feudal friends!

A certain lack of ethics at work?

As stated in the Minutes of the Chief
Pleas meeting of 2™ July, David Melling did
the right thing. He declared his interest and
left the meeting prior to Proposition 14A, the
use of the school hall, being debated.

Sark News notes that despite Dr Henry
prompting as follows,




“Those with considerable financial
interest in this matter should take the
example of Deputy Melling and with draw
from the debate”,

one member of Chief Pleas saw fit to
disregard such issues as political ethics. Ms
Sandra Williams, the island’s biggest financial
stakeholder in the matter, had the gall to
remain in her seat and cast her vote in her own
(financial) favour.

We expected no less, Ms Williams!

Say, who is the “get rich quick merchant’?

In his column on Friday 1% August,
Phil Falle makes much ado about Sark’s
legendary hospitality — or was it much ado
about the need for a pub in the school
building? Mr Falle was quick to label
shopkeepers on the Avenue as “get rich quick
merchants” but now he appears to be more
than happy to use much of his Guernsey Press
column space (which gives him more credit
than he deserves) condoning the presence of a
pub and an off-licence in what is also a school
building. Does he also condone Mrs Williams
benefiting financially from this communal
asset by not paying rent, not seemingly having
to present accounts to the school / hall
charitable trust and then enjoy the special
status of being allowed to negotiate how much
of her profits should be handed to the Trust?
Does he condone the unfair competition Ms
Williams® subsidised business presents to
Sark’s other establishments? Does Mr Falle, a
wordsmith by trade, condone the re-branding
of the pub to a “licensed cafeteria”?

It seems to Sark News that the
hospitality in question was a very last-minute
thing — a rushed return invitation after a
successful evening on board the navy ship the
night before. (An evening so convivial, we
hear, that one of Sark’s most prominent
politicians made herself guilty of most un-
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stateswomanlike behaviour after indulging in
one or two too many!)

Why the bluster about it being Sunday,
with no open pubs? The hastily arranged hot
buffet and drinks served at the Island Hall —
could, of course have been arranged for at any
of the island’s catering establishments with a
restaurant licence, thus spreading the
commercial benefit. Or, under ideal
circumstances, planned for at the Island Hall
in advance, catered for under a special licence,
as usually granted for such occasions...

The Cattistock at anchor off Sark

One is left to wonder who picked up
the tab for this evening’s entertainment. For,
if the navy personnel paid for their own food
and drink, it could hardly be called hospitality,
Mr Falle, but rather a commercial enterprise
for the benefit of the “get rich quick
merchant” Ms Sandra Williams.

CITIZENS) ADVICE

Sark News is pleased that help is now
at hand to island residents in need of
legal assistance if they feel that the law
of Sark has not been properly applied
and that they are being denied natural
justice.

Certainly, the free, objective advice of a
non-resident advocate must be
welcome indeed for anyone unlucky
enough to fall out of favour with Sarkis
Constables and their paymaster and
resident Judge, the Seneschal.



The latest issue of La Vouair de Sercq

blithely announces the demolition of

traditional granite buildings at the Seigneurie,
accompanied by a graphic photo of the

T,

bulldozer
action.
Furthermore,
it seems from
the text that
this has been
- done prior to

in

plaﬁ fng pg‘rmission bi granted for the

changes of use and the “new developments”
hinted at by Mr Beaumont’s former employee
and confidante, Ms Cochrane.

Compare this toa project that Ms
Cochrane has studiously omitted to mention in

any of her newsletters; the on-going

restoration project over at the Beauregard
Cottage, where SEM is painstakingly taking

down walls stone by stone in order to be able
to rebuild in the correct sequence and
reconstruct this historic building faithfully.
The  hypocrisy of Ms
announcement is breathtaking.

Look again at what is taking place at
the Seigneurie! Surely it would be possible to
create facilities for serving tea and cake to
visitors without tearing down what is surely
part of Sark’s architectural heritage, on Sark’s
most famous property?

It seems the mysterious donor of the
Seigneurie Garden Trust is demolishing
historical buildings to make space for a
commercial development in order to increase
revenue to justify his costs.

What does La Société Sercquaise
have to say to this? Mr Axton, Mr Baker
and Ms Birch, where are your voices of

Cochrane’s
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protest? And what happened to
“development control”? Do the rules apply
to some and not to others?

The devil’s in the detail!

The latest edition of La Vouair de
Sercq also reports that a poll undertaken in
1996 to ascertain how Sark’s residents felt
about licensing the Island Hall showed that
“people voted for a bar”. This is inaccurate:

Firstly, Ms Cochrane, what the
questionnaire actually asked, was whether the
people of Sark “wanted the hall licensed”.
This is not just semantics and we are not just
splitting hairs. The Hall could easily cater to
social events and special occasions under a
suitable licence without operating as a full
blown, permanent bar / pub.

Secondly, we object to La Vouair’s
misrepresentation of the poll results. In fact,
and as Ms Cochrane well knows, only a third
of those polled replied. Of that third, only
41% (i.e. some 13.5% of the whole poll)
“wanted the hall licensed”! This means that
the remaining 86.5% of the island had no
desire whatsoever to see the Hall licensed, let
alone see it become a pub — a fact which was
simply swept aside.

Is Ms Cochrane not guilty of a third
little slip here — she ought to know it is not a
bar or a pub anymore — it is a cafeteria, isn’t
it?

Sark News is more than happy to print any response t o
articles in Sark News. We cannot guarantee to publish
all responses and reserve the right to edit pieces both for
length and content.
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