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NATIONAL PARLIAMENT OF SOLOMON ISLANDS
8TH PARLIAMENT – 1ST SESSION – 4TH MEETING
DAILY HANSARD
FRIDAY 17TH AUGUST 2007

(Draft Copy – Subject to Changes upon revision)
The Speaker, Rt Hon Sir Peter Kenilorea took the Chair at 9.30 am.
Prayers

ATTENDANCE
At prayers all were present with the exception of the Honorable Prime Minister, the Ministers for Finance & Treasury, Agriculture & Livestock, Communication, Aviation & Meteorology and the members for West Guadalcanal, Ranogga/Simbo, North Malaita, North Guadalcanal, North New Georgia, Ulawa/Ugi and South New Georgia/Rendova/Tetepare.
Parliament resumes

Mr Speaker:  I understand the honorable Member for East Honiara wants to raise a point of privilege.  He is not in, and so we will move on.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Medical services:  Afio area health centre

7.  Mr HAOMAE to the Minister for Health and Medical Services:  What are the Ministry’s plans to post a doctor permanently or on a shuttle basis, to the Area Health Centre at Afio, Southern Region of Malaita?

Hon SOALAOI:  Mr Speaker, currently the Ministry does not have any plans to post a doctor at Afio, Southern Region of Malaita.  
However, there are medical outreach programs through provincial health centre (Kilu’ufi Hospital) to the Southern Region upon request.

Sir, in places where there is no doctor, there is the primary health care clinics with referral system, which allows clinics to refer patients that need higher medical care to other medical centres.  To do that, Mr Speaker, there are communication links established with trained 
staff to enable them refer patients to provincial health centres and even to the National Referral Hospital.  In terms of the Afio Health Centre, there is ongoing referral directly from the center to the National Referral Hospital.  
To answer your question colleague Member for Small Malaita, there are no plans by the Ministry at the moment to permanently post a doctor to the Afio Area Health Centre.  But like I have said, Mr Speaker, there is an outreach program that is provided to the provincial health centre to the Southern Region of Malaita.

Mr FONO:  Mr Speaker, in view of the answer given by the Minister, how many doctors are posted to Malaita at the moment against the establishment?  How many should be in the establishment and how many are actually at post at the moment, which made it quite difficult for the Ministry to post a permanent doctor to the Southern Region?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, in the current establishment there should be nine doctors for Malaita Province.  However, there are only seven doctors posted to Malaita at the moment. Just recently one of them resigned due to reasons known only to him.  He was given unpaid leave hoping he will come back very soon.  Therefore, that leaves only six doctors posted in Malaita Province at the moment.  
The establishment is for nine doctors, which means there are still three more doctors that need to be posted to Malaita.  But on the question of why there is no doctor posted at Afio Health Centre, there is a system in operation where the need for a doctor in certain places is assessed.  We use benchmarks currently from surveys previously carried out at Afio Health Centre, and it is just a little bit below the benchmark.  We are still waiting for it to qualify before a doctor can be posted to the Afio Health Centre. 

Sir KEMAKEZA:  Mr Speaker, in view of the bottom up approach policy of the government, likewise the Ministry of Health and Medical Services should have a program to that effect to go in line with the government’s policy.  The Minister of Police has already done it and that is why bills have come as well as the Minister of Provincial Government.  What about the Ministry of Health and Medical Services?

(hear, hear)
Where is it, the policy program of the government on this bottom up approach in relation to this very particular question?  What is the plan, Mr Speaker?
Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, I thank the honorable Member for Savo/Russells for the supplementary question.  The approach taken by the Government at the moment is across all sectors, and I would like to report to the House that the Ministry of Health is currently carrying out the same approach.  
As all of us understand, we have in our policy to establish health promotion centres in all communities.  That is a policy we are working towards.  The establishment of these health promotion centres is already in our plan.  We have completed a strategic plan for 2006-2010.  
For the information of the House, I wish to assure all Members that the bottom up approach adopted by this current government also applies to the Ministry of Health and Medical Services.

Mr TOZAKA:  One of the problems that is hindering doctors visiting the Area Health Centres is transport.  What is the Ministry of Health’s plan in tackling this outstanding problem of doctors visiting Area Health Centres including clinics?  What is the Ministry’s plan to tackle this problem on transport?
Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, in terms of transport, all our hospitals, clinics and area health centres are provided with either truck for those that use the roads and outboard motors for those who use sea transport.  As far as I know Mr Speaker, there is no clinic without a form of transport provided by the Ministry at the moment. 
Mr Fono:  Mr Speaker, the Minister has informed the House that there are six doctors at post in Auki, Malaita Province at the moment.  Can the Minister inform the House whether these six doctors are all stationed in Auki?  Is anyone stationed in Malu’u?  
Six doctors according to the question by the MP for Small Malaita is in two forms, and that is whether permanently or visitation.  With these six doctors, what is the difficulty with these six doctors visiting either once a month or twice a month to the Southern Region or Northern Region?  Are these doctors only stationed in Auki or stationed in other places in Malaita as well?
Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, the answer to the question by the honorable Leader of Opposition is, yes.  Currently all the six doctors are based at the Kilu’ufi Hospital.  One thing we must understand is that we might think this number is big but these doctors are specialists.  Because Kilu’ufi is quite a big hospital these doctors are responsible for specific areas in the hospital.  
As far as I know there is an ongoing outreach program in Malaita Province.  If there are questions in the beginning, we just had a team that came back from the Southern Region, and they are planning another one next week.  I hope the Member is well aware of that.  There are lots of programs going on in the Southern Region and also in West Are Are.
Mr Haomae:  Mr Speaker, the Minister referred to an assessment done by the Ministry of Health.  What is the number of referral cases from Afio Area Health Centre to the Referral Hospital at No.9?  Is there any taken number of the patients?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, in terms of referrals from Afio Area Health Centre, with the assessment done, I am not really clear about the question because you referred to the assessment.  The assessment done was to ascertain whether that particular area health centre qualifies to be upgraded, and I have mentioned the benchmarks we used.  In terms of the number of referrals from Afio to the National Referral Hospital, Mr Speaker, I can provide that number to the Member later on. 
Mr Tozaka:   Mr Speaker, the problem of filling the establishments of doctors and to address some of these establishment problems on doctors, is this supposed to be addressed by the pending appointment of overseas doctors from Cuba?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, the answer is partly yes and no.  I say this because the Cuba arrangement is not a permanent arrangement.  It is only to assist us whilst waiting for our doctors to come back from training.  
When I said doctors on training students are sent for training and there are doctors who have gone out for post graduate trainings who are certainly coming back.  These doctors from Cuba will be filling up those posts until such a time we have our own doctors and will start to phase them out.  That is not the arrangement we are looking at as our future plan to keep those doctors in the country.  Like I have said the answer is partly yes and partly no for the time being.

Mr MANETOALI:  Mr Speaker, when will the Cuban doctors arrive in Solomon Islands?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, let me take this opportunity to inform the nation through this House that I know it is a much awaited arrangement that people are still waiting for.  We will be leaving for Cuba straight after this Parliament Sitting, and the doctors should arrive here in late September.  I cannot tell the exact date but they should arrive here after we return from Cuba. 
Mr SITAI:  Mr Speaker, I was to ask a question which my colleague MP for Gao/Bugotu has just asked.  But giving me this opportunity I could ask a supplementary question in relation to our own doctors who have left the country during the ethnic tension.  
The issue is about shortage of doctors.  My question is, what terms, if any has the government done through the Ministry to entice our locally trained and sponsored trained doctors who have left the country to come back and take up various posts in Solomon Islands?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, in regards to our doctors who left the country to serve overseas, there are two groups.  One is those who are serving in regional and international organizations like the SPC and WHO.  With those doctors, we are proud of them to be there.  Those that we want to come back are those who have taken up private contracts in other countries and the Ministry has just approved a new scheme of service for doctors and they are already indications from those doctors that they will be coming back after their contract ends.  They have signed contracts with overseas organizations and so they will surely be coming back after the end of their contracts.
Sir Kemakeza:   Mr Speaker, just a short question for the Minister.  How many graduate doctors do we have so far in the country?  Have we taken stock of them or have we fully utilized them or under utilized or is it because of some reasons that they have gone away?
Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, we have a total of about 79 doctors, and currently we have 59 in the country and 20 are outside of the country.
Mr Haomae:  Mr Speaker, is the Minister aware that in monetary terms, referral cases from Afio to the Central Referral Hospital here in Honiara costs more than if one doctor is permanently posted at Afio?  Is the Minister aware of this?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, the Ministry is very much aware of the costs involved with patients being referred to the National Referral Hospital.  At the moment there is allocation in the budget for that.  I think it is not the cost to the clinic but it is a cost to the National Referral Hospital.  I can assure the Member that we are still managing to cater for those referrals.  When they come to the Referral Hospital here, Mr Speaker, we look after them until they are discharged and we pay for their fares to go back home.
Mr Haomae:  My supplementary refers to relative cost of doctor based permanently or on a shuttle base at Afio and the referral scheme the Minister referred to earlier.  In monetary terms it will be cheaper if a doctor is posted permanently at Afio or he goes there on shuttle basis.  Is the Minister aware of that, is my question?  
Hon Soalaoi:   Mr Speaker, like I said we are well aware of costs involved.  The fact is that we do not have enough doctors to be posted to all Area Health Centres, but we continue to send them out on outreach programs to Health Centres like Afio in the Southern Region of Malaita.  It is working now, Mr Speaker.

Mr Haomae:  Is the Minister aware that the highest number of referral patients to the National Referral Hospital is from Afio in the Southern Region of Malaita, in Makira and the Guadalcanal Plains?

Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, the Ministry is aware of that and what I want to say here is that I think the Ministry is handling that quite well.  If there is anything wrong with those people being referred to the No.9 then you need to come and let me know.  As far as I know I think the Ministry still caters for those being referred from the Afio Health Centre.

Mr Haomae:  Mr Speaker, could the Minister utilize the much publicized doctors from Taiwan for purposes of them visiting the Afio Area Health Centre in the Southern Region of Malaita?

Hon Soalaoi:   Mr Speaker, we are not in a position to do that until we have enough doctors.  We still want to see the outreach programs I mentioned earlier on continue.  That will be definitely looked into it when there are enough doctors.  
The point is that we do not have enough doctors and that is the reason why we do not permanently post doctors to area health centres.  The only places that can qualify for doctors are mini hospitals and provincial health hospitals.  But I can assure my colleague that we will only do that when we have enough doctors in or country.

Hon WAIPORA:  Point of order.  I think I would like to take this opportunity to explain to this House because what has been questioned is partly to do with provinces, the difficulties there are in the provinces.  It is not only health that they will question about the difficulties of logistics, staff and all that.  
Last year in June, I took a paper to Cabinet for the Cabinet to approve a project on strengthening of the provinces.  However, the Cabinet deferred that paper.  In June this year I took up the paper again and I was pleased that it was approved.  My Ministry will go ahead to carry out assessments in the provinces under the provincial governance strengthening program, to find out not only the administration but to look at agriculture as well because I know you are going to ask a question on agriculture on why they did not go there?  When we go to education they will ask why did the teachers not go there.  That is why my staffs are working at the moment visiting the provinces.  
I just want to explain this so that when we come to questioning these departments the same questions will apply here.  The government is undertaking the program of strengthening the provinces and assessments will be done first, and that is done first at provincial headquarters.

Mr RIUMANA:  Mr Speaker, if there is shortage of doctors in the Ministry, does the Ministry any human resources development plan to train more doctors?
Hon Soalaoi:  Mr Speaker, the answer is yes.  The doctors that are going out for training are not just going out, but they go out according to the Ministry’s training program.
Mr Haomae:  Mr Speaker, I would like to thank my friend, the Minister for Health for his answers.  There is an eco tourism floating at Afio at the moment and on a shuttle basis the
(hear, h ear)

.......doctor will be no problem.  I am not the owner of that ........... because I do not make money out of my people.  I let them own those boats.  Also in passing I would like to thank the Minister for Provincial Government for his explanatory comments. 

Lands: redevelopment of the China Town

8.  Mr FONO to the Minister for Lands, Housing and Survey:  Can the Minister inform the House, why it has taken so long for the approval of the re-development planning scheme of China Town, in Honiara. 
Hon BOSETO:  Mr Speaker, in answering this question, I would like to inform this honorable house that the re-development planning scheme of China Town (Amendment to plan 1676A) has already been granted approval in December 2006 and has since been published in the Gazette, Legal Notice No.146.


What is taking long is the implementation process.  This delay is due to a number of factors, which includes:

(1) The need for the proposed redevelopment to address specific standards, such as building standards; safety standards; sanitation requirements and so forth

(2) There is an element of reluctance by some clients to proceed with re-development for the reason that their remaining lease periods are rather short and it would be a risk in terms of costs for them to proceed with any re-development endeavors. Because of this reluctance, the Chinese Association has been slow in responding to the need for the re-development of China Town to progress.  There are actually understood to be two separate Chinese Associations in existence; the Chinese Association, and the Chinese Chamber of Commerce, and between them there seems to be some rift which resulted in a stagnant situation.

(3) There are a total of 18 parcels of land registered within China Town, 14 of which have since expired, 7 parcels have less and half of their lease terms.  These terms base from 40 years to 75 years majority out of 50 years.  This, Mr Speaker, is a matter of Cabinet to look into the policy of reallocation or new allocation on these parcels that have expired.  This has to be carefully considered, on the basis of clients having the capacity to meet the expected building standards required under the new plan. 

(4) Progress  has  been slowed down partly because only an interim board has been functioning, however to date a new Town and Country Planning Board has been appointed and formalized and it is expected that this new board will start speeding up the progress.

Mr TOZAKA:  Mr Speaker, pending this development plan, is the Ministry still collecting rents or charging land rents on the victims?

Hon Boseto:  Yes, rental is being collected.  You will find in the newspapers a list of those who are in arrears for collecting.  If we do that the Ministry will be self sufficient with millions of dollars coming in.

Sir KEMAKEZA:  Mr Speaker, in view of the Minister not taking a paper to Cabinet, and this is not to preempt Cabinet, can the Minister inform Parliament of the Government’s plan in the form of assistance towards the victims, and if there is any assistance then in what areas?

Hon Boseto:  This is under consideration but basically the first group that should be considered for redevelopment is the original lease holders.  We hope they would be able to go ahead but it is up to them to perhaps ask for loans and all that.  
The government has not really deliberated on this issue that was raised but we hope most of the buildings in China Town, as this is not going to be the same China Town but a new China Town, will set the standards of building- not too wide or narrow, only two storey, ground floor and the second one and so forth.  
The Ministry with the participation of the Town and Country Planning Board, the City Council and others would be able to look at this together but in relation to the land, the Ministry of Lands and Survey will take a paper to Cabinet in relation to the number of landowners, those who have already expired about 14 of them, and those who are half way and that is why are hesitant to put up a building because of the limited period of time before expiry.  
The Town and Country Plan Board will provide recommendation to the Ministry to take to the Cabinet in relation to this.
Mr Riumana:  What is the time frame the Ministry and other authorities will take to re develop the China Town?

Hon Boseto:  A the moment I cannot say that it is not only an external rebuilding of the China Town.  We have to take into account the people who will take part in developing it, not everyone but the appropriate Ministries and other stakeholders will come in so that we can see the New China Town as our China Town.  So it is not only one group but it is for us, indigenous Solomon Islanders as well as the naturalized one, and others who come in to help us develop this country.  So it may take long.  It did not take long to burn it up but it takes time to think about all these things so that we do not burn it up again.  Thank you.

Mr Manetoali:  The Minister referred to the 14 expired parcels of Lands.  The question, Mr Speaker is this, what will the Ministry do to the 14 parcels of lands that have expired?
Hon Boseto:  Only 14 parcels have expired and about seven (7) parcels that are close to the end of their lease.  Between 40 and 75 years, they will be able to be considered to take part in rebuilding the new areas that are given.  

Mr Fono:  Is the Minister aware that some businessmen who hold the leases have already gone overseas.  With these parcels of land leases that have expired, are there provisions in the current legislation that can enable the government to reclaim these lands and given to Solomon Islanders.  

Hon Kaua:  This is the whole process why the Government has to look into it.  In the event there is a possibility of these parcels of land to be allocated to potential Solomon Islands businessmen then that will be the way to go.  

Mr Gukuna:  The fact that China Town is China Town is because Chinese people live there, Chinese people build those buildings and Chinese people are doing business there.  Is the Ministry involving the Chinese people or are you intending to turn China Town to something else?
Hon Kaua:  Mr Speaker, if you look at China Town most of those buildings are just the shops but the people reside in different places.  Because of that, that may not be the case applied to everybody occupying the China Town.  

Mr Fono:  Is the Government aware that with the burning down of the China Town, shopping centres or shopping arcades have become very crowded given the population.  This is a serious problem the government needs to address.  Is the government aware that shopping in the current shops available is very crowded with people inconveniencing a lot of our people?  Therefore, expanding the shopping center like the China Town used to provide should be a priority concern to the government.  Is the government aware of this problem?
Hon Kaua:  Mr Speaker, yes we aware of that and so as a result of that the Town and Country Planning Board is making a new plan for the China Town to cater for crowded shops and also to put in place public immunities that is not available at this time in terms of car parking and all that.  Those are the main things the Town and Country Plan has developed to become part of the New China Town.  

Mr Ne’e:  The China Town is in Central Honiara and so I want the Minister to assure the House that the redevelopment of China Town is in schedule.  In schedule, I mean is according to time frame the redevelopment of China will take place.  
Can the Minister assure the House that that is actually in schedule?  The reason why I raise this is that there are some areas within the city centre that have been lying idle for the last four to five years which have now become squatters in Honiara.  If you would look, for instance at the former Guadalcanal Province area it is becoming a squatter in the centre of Honiara.  
I want the Minister to assure the House that China Town is on schedule and the Town and Country Planning Board is working hard to re develop the China Town.  Can the Minister assure the House?  

Hon Boseto:  Yes, I can assure this house that it is on schedule but sometime schedules cannot be fulfilled.  Rebuilding of the China Town is very important for all stakeholders to participate.  As I said the most important groups are the original land owners of the China Town before it was burned.  It is very important that we accommodate them.  Also those who have expired and those close to the end of their year lease, they too will be considered.  It is very important that Cabinet makes a policy because the Town and Country Planning Board has achieved its work and responsibility and now it is a policy matter for the government.  Therefore, we are going to look at this schedule together as a Cabinet and a Government.  

Sir Kemakeza:  The Minister is aware that land is becoming very scarce in Honiara.  There is no land for any form of development that anyone could think of.  With the flow of investment coming into the country, the issue of holding up these people is a concern because according to the Minister of Finance’s facts and figures in this week’s Parliament, the major contributor to revenue are the importers - customs and excise, importers and exporters, these are major players in anticipation of most wanted revenue for the country.  
In view of this very, very important factor, it is now taking 18 months and I am with the MP for Central Honiara wanting to speed up this redevelopment.  What is the time frame which the Minister and the other authorities are looking at to redevelop this very, very important commercial area.  

Hon Boseto:  Mr Speaker, whilst it is important for us to look into the Honiara Town boundary I also understand that this Government also emphasizes decentralization of developments and therefore whilst we want to address the schedule of rebuilding the China Town, at the same time we have to develop the other provincial centres.  This has to be done in a holistic approach.  
What you say is very important.  I am aware that since the closure of the China Town, which is related to the second question, the site development plan is direct application and direct allocation and therefore anybody can apply and perhaps the Ministry through the Commissioner of Lands might find it difficult to handle so many people that come.  Therefore, this is why the Ministry wants to address the transfer of power to a body, a task force or a task allocation committee.  Its name is not yet finalized.  But power is going to be shared within the body to make decisions when they come back to tendering of public land.  
So far in the last 10 years it has been direct allocation.  In the past 10 years or more successive governments have seen this but have not addressed it.  We are now trying to address it by reactivating that fund within the Ministry so that the Commissioner of Land is able to plan ahead before tendering.  Thank you.

Mr Huniehu:  Mr Speaker, in view of the economic contribution of the Chinese Community in Honiara, in particular those operating businesses in China Town, in relation to its redevelopment I wish to ask the Minister whether there are any plans by the Government to provide a range of incentives for our Chinese Community to begin the process of redeveloping the China Town.  
What I mean, Mr Speaker, is whether the Government has plans to provide cheap concessions for imports, concessionary loans for them to begin the process and other benefits.  China Town is a result of one black chapter in our development history and I think government should be seen as helping this minority group.  
Hon Boseto:  Let us confine land to land.  In relation to investment and all that there has been talk by this government to address that.  But I will leave that to those responsible to talk about it.  But my Ministry is trying to concentrate more into land matters both customary and alienated land, which perhaps the Ministry will chair this when it is discussed in Cabinet.

Sir Kemakeza:  What is the difference here because those buildings burnt down at the Mendana Avenue and China Town?  The buildings that have been burnt down along the Mendana Avenue have been re-built.  Some of them are already in operation and even those along the Kukum highway?  What about those in China town?  They should be the same in nature because it is the same incident which caused their destruction.  If land is the issue here because they have not been renewed for their legal entitlements, why don’t you just short circuit it so that those who legally own those lands can go ahead and build just like what is happening to those in Mendana Avenue and the Kukum highway.

Hon Boseto:  Since I already accepted the program I have not been able to keep up, may be the Town and Country Planning Board are monitoring that.  Therefore, I not know who actually applied since accepting the plan.  I believe some applications may have already been received by the Town and Country Board which they acted upon, which I was not aware.

Mr Fono:  I thank the Minister for his answers.

Lands: development of Lungga/Henderson are

9.  Mr FONO to the Minister for Lands and Survey:  Why is development of Lungga/Henderson area going on at the moment, when there is no public tender for the sites?

Hon BOSETO:  Mr Speaker, in answering this question, I would like to inform this honorable house that for the past 10 years or so the system that has been in practice is ‘direct land allocation’ on application.  The public tender process ceased to be applied, after the Ministry of Finance in 1989 withdrew and closed the ‘site development fund’ which was placed at the disposal of the Commissioner of Lands, for the purpose of facilitating the public tender process.  Successive governments have since failed to reinstate this facility, and such the result of what has been happening up until today.


Mr Speaker, developments taking place in the Lungga/Henderson area is the legitimate right of developers who have been granted the fixed term estate land title, under this direct land allocation system.  Thank you.
Mr Fono:  There were public statements made by the original landowners of Guadalcanal Province including the Guadalcanal Provincial Government expressing reservations on developments that are now taking place in the Lungga/Henderson area.  
Why did the government saw it fit to continue allow the developers to develop amidst strong opposition from original landowners and the Guadalcanal Provincial Government?

Hon Boseto:  Mr Speaker, I think those developments were approved because they have the titles.  No one is allowed or permit to develop if he/she does not have the title.  Originally, all applications should come through the Provincial Government, which I am not aware of what has been going on there but originally it was intended to have light industrial development in the area.  This is a matter for the Ministry to work closely with the Guadalcanal Province to look into this.  But I believe those who have title have the right to develop the area.  But for those who do not have a title then that is another thing.  How they have the title should be followed up by my Ministry.   


The Lungga/Henderson area was initially intended and designated for light industrial development.  In consultation, and with the endorsement of the Guadalcanal Provincial Authority at that time, over the period from 1998 to 2005 and 2006, successful applicants were allocated sites under the direct allocation system.  Having been given the allocation and engaging a surveyor, the developer after going through a lengthy process of land registration formalities, and the fixed term estate title being granted, and in compliance with the development obligations under the grant, have legitimate cause to proceed and develop the site as soon as practicable.  This statement is prepared by the staff confirms what I already said that those who have valid titles have the right to develop.

Mr Tozaka:  On zoning of that particular land, was this land zoned for commercial, industrial, residential or what?  There seems to be a mixture of these three on this land.  Can the Minister clarify to the House about this?

Hon Boseto:  The zone is for light industrial development.
Sir Kemakeza:  The Minister must go and check this because residential is more than industrial there.  The Minister needs to get further information on the nature of this area.  Because it would seem to me the Minister is giving distorted information to Parliament.  

There was a transfer during the SIAC Government’s time and the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Land were in the government at that time.  The first former Member of Parliament for Gizo/Kolombangara was the Minister for Lands at that time handed over this particular land now under discussion.  That legal transfer was done with a ceremony witnessed by many people.  What is the legal status if that is recognized?

Hon Oti:  Point of order, Mr Speaker.  I am not responsible for lands but can the MP for Savo/Russells clarify which land is he making reference to in his supplementary question?

Sir Kemakeza:  It is the same land at Lungga/Henderson that was previously owned by RIPEL and now it is owned by ISSL, which is the shareholder, Commodities Export Marketing, Central Islands Province as well as the Unions.

Hon Boseto:  Mr Speaker, I understand that, that is a separate area and is not related to the particular area raised in the question.  
We are now beginning to have land reform in the Ministry.  We are going to have two key persons: Assistant Director, who will concentrate more on alienated land and crown land by reaching the people, talking with them and also doing more practical work rather than being in the office and bogged down with papers.  Another one will concentrate on customary land.


The Grand Coalition for Change Government is going to take a holistic approach on land.  That is why it is very important for us to be aware of some of the things that you raised in this Parliament.  We have to work with people and all concerned people to help us and especially Honiara is in Guadalcanal Province.  I hope they will play more important role to address the challenges and the problems we are facing.  
I feel we have not been doing very much because we tried to answer letters but let us follow the Melanesian way of person to person, humanize through dialogue, consult in the various sophisticated and technological world.  We have to humanize with people, meet people and talk with them, to appreciate their problems, their concerns and I hope this particular person is going to spend more time with the people than in the office.

Mr Gukuna:  Is the Minister aware that the government of Guadalcanal Province has raised concerns over this land we are talking about, and if so, what are you doing about those concerns?

Hon Boseto:  I mentioned the word holistic, collaboration, participation those are inclusive languages.  We have to include everybody including you too.

Mr Fono:  Can the Minister inform the House that the area we are talking about is within the Honiara Town boundary or Guadalcanal Provincial boundary?

Hon Boseto:  It is within Guadalcanal Province.  We do not have very much land.  The cemetery area for burial is already full, which is one of the problems the Ministry of Land is looking into.  This land we are talking about is within the boundary of the Guadalcanal Province.

Mr Fono:  So is the Guadalcanal Town and Country Planning Board involved in the planning scheme of developments taking place up there.  Are they involved or not?  Can the Minister inform the House?

Hon Boseto:  Yes, it is called the Town and Country Planning and so it accommodates alienated land and if the customary landowner wants this plan to extend to them it can be extended to them too.  It covers provinces alienated land or crown land and so it is not confined to the Honiara City boundary but it also goes beyond.
Mr Gukuna:  When this land was demarcated in 1994/1995 one big piece of land outside was put aside for some fuel tanks.  I just wonder whether that land is still being reserved for fuel tanks or is it being allocated to something else?

Hon Boseto:  I do not know whether that is related to the question here.  The area we are talking about here is about RIPEL.  I have to do more homework.  It all depends on the administrators to help me.
Hon Agovaka:  I would like to assist the Minister of Lands in answering some of the questions that are raised in Parliament.  
Mr Gukuna:  You should have come in early.

Hon Agovaka:  The Lungga land, and I stand correction, is under the registration of Levers Brothers who holds a fixed term title there.  The Lungga/Tenaru land is under the Central Guadalcanal Constituency, which is my constituency  
Sir, for the perpetual titles I have put a caveat on all the perpetual titles of Lungga land.  Only those people with a fixed term title can develop those lands but in so far as the perpetual titles are concern, I have put a caveat on them in the Ministry of Land and so there should not be any development in any perpetual title except for the fixed term titles.

Mr Sitai:  I would like to re-raise the supplementary question raised by the Leader of Opposition in relation to the subject because I do not think the Minister answered it.  
The question is, did the Guadalcanal Town and Country Planning Board deal with this land that we are talking about in terms of a planning scheme put in place in that area?  There are actually two Lands and Country Planning Boards.  If the area is within the Guadalcanal jurisdiction in terms of the boundary, then it should be the Guadalcanal Town and Country Board that should deal with it.  Can we have clarification on that?

Hon Kaua:  As you all know, all these estates are under the Levers arrangement and those people who are now developing certainly have to seek permission from the Guadalcanal Country Board before they develop.  That is the process at the moment.

Hon Boseto:  The Grand and Coalition Government for Change would like to decentralize the Town and Country Planning Board to open up offices in nine Provinces, for which Guadalcanal Province is one of them.  It is also a very important province because we are dealing with the Honiara area and outside of Honiara boundary.  This Town and Country Planning Board will work more and more through the nine Provinces, and I hope that the headquarters of the Ministry of Lands should play a more coordinating role.  Those who are going to do more work are those closer to the people to resource them with information, and all that sort of thing.  Information is being decentralized closer to the people so that they know what is being recorded and what is being registered so that they no longer come to the centre to look for that kind of information.  We are beginning to decentralize the offices and the Town and Country Planning Board is accommodating the question asked by the MP for East Makira is asking.

Hon USA:  Mr Speaker, I just want to enlighten us in regards to the Lungga land.  There are two things here, one is the land issue and the other one is the Town and Country Planning in regards to planning.  The Town and Country Planning Board is a devolved function.  It is already a devolved function to the provinces including the Honiara City Council.  
Going back to the question raised by the Leader of Opposition, I think it is very important for us to know that the Town and Country Planning Board of the Guadalcanal Province should be directly involved in the planning, and I believe there is a Town and Country Planning Board within the Guadalcanal Province which might have received applications to consider the buildings that are being erected within the Lungga land.  That is the position of the Town and Country Planning Board in regards to the Lungga land.

Mr Fono:  Mr Speaker, before I thank the Ministers for their answers, it is important that devolved functions like the Town and Country Planning Board in the Guadalcanal, Province is involved in planning because the physical development taking place there, some of them are not properly planned on how the buildings are laid all that.  This has given me the reason to raise this question here in parliament so that the Minister, as he has admitted does a bit of homework so that they could work according to a proper planning scheme.


With those comments, Mr Speaker, I thank the Ministers for their answers.

STATEMENT OF GOVERNMENT BUSINESS

(Statement read by the Deputy Prime Minister)

MOTIONS

PARLIAMENT TO PRESCRIBE THE PRIVILEGES, IMMUNITIES AND POWERS OF PARLIAMENT

Hon OTI:  Mr Speaker, I rise to move the motion standing in my name in today’s Order Paper.  Mr Speaker, the motion reads that this Parliament resolves that this Parliament resolves that, in the absence of any prescription hitherto by Parliament of the privileges, immunities and powers of Parliament and its Members and until Parliament otherwise so prescribes according to Section 69 of the Constitution, this Parliament hereby prescribes (and it shall deemed to be so prescribed) that the privileges, immunities and powers of Parliament to be of its Members and Committees shall be of those of the House of Commons of the Parliament of Great Britain and Northern Ireland existing as at July 7, 1978.


Furthermore Mr Speaker, that the part that this Parliament under Standing Order 73 resolves to appoint as Special Select Committee to forthwith prepare appropriate rules and regulations for prescription by Parliament according to Section 69 of the Constitution and not withstanding anything contrary in the Standing Orders for the purposes of this inquiry:

(a) the Committee shall comprise only Members of Parliament appoint by the Speaker,

(b) the Committee shall submit its draft report to the Parliamentary House Committee for its examination and approval and it shall report to Parliament under the provisions of Standing Order 70(1),
(c) the Committee shall have power:

(i) to adjourn from time to time,

(ii) to adjourn from place to place

(iii) to send for and examine persons, papers, records and other things,

(iv) to make visits of inspection,
(v) to request the attendance of and examine members of the House

(d) the Committee shall take all evidence in public unless the committee decides otherwise,

(e) Members may at any time be discharged from the Committee by the Speaker, and other members appointed or added,

(f) The Clerk is to fix the time and place for the first meeting of the committee in such manner as the Clerk thinks fit,

(g) Any persons or body may make written or recorded submissions to the committee with respect to the inquiry, and the committee shall have the power to authorize publications before presentation to the House, of submissions received and evidence taken, and lastly but not the least

(h) The committee may authorize the tape recording of its public hearings and require an official record to be prepared by Hansard.

Mr Speaker, as Parliament would recall from the initial Notice Paper and Provisional Order Paper, much work has been put into this motion I proposed and raised through my intervention under matters of privilege in Parliament on Monday this week.  Since then I have engaged research officers and staff from Parliament, I have engaged the officers of the Attorney General, and it is to that extent that I have been advised and with your concurrence that the Motion should as much as possible from the outset encompass all aspects, all expectations that the Motion would in the end, if resolved by Parliament would bring about the required amendment or prescription of the parliamentary privileges and immunities under Section 69 of the Constitution.  
Mr Speaker, the effect of this Motion when it is passed is two fold.  Firstly it will result in the privileges and immunities and powers of the House of Commons as at 7th July 1978 being prescribed by this Parliament according to Section 69 of the Constitution.  However, Mr Speaker, I wish to place on record that to avoid any doubt, the government proposes to introduce legislation to that effect in the near future.  In the meantime, however, Mr Speaker, this resolution of Parliament will apply.  
Secondly, Mr Speaker, the motion creates a special select committee, as I have laid out in the presentation of the motion, whose task will be to prepare a report and propose a draft legislation to create our own privileges and immunities Act, and submit that report to the parliamentary house committee for consideration and report back to this House.  After due consideration by all Members, a National Parliament of Solomon Islands Privileges Act will be introduced or should be introduced into Parliament.  
I am hopeful that this can be achieved by mid next year should there be a sitting.  And during the intervening time the special select committee will receive the full support of all Members of this Parliament as it undertakes this very important work.  
Mr Speaker, for the past 29 years Parliament has not exercised its powers under Section 69 of the Constitution to prescribe the privileges and immunities and powers of Parliament and its Members.  However, under the same section, section 69(a) and section 69(b) have been invoked to give rise to the entitlements of Members of Parliament.  Section 69 subsection 62 of the constitution which requires this Parliament to establish its own standing orders have also been prescribed and has been invoked.  The only provisions of that constitution that applies to Members of Parliament and which has not been invoked are those in Section 69 of the Constitution.  
Mr Speaker, Parliament is a creature of the Constitution we adopted upon the grant of our Independence in 1978.  The term Parliament is defined in Section 1441 of that instrument to mean the National Parliament of Solomon Islands established by the constitution.  Section 65 establishes Parliament as a unicameral national legislature for Solomon Islands to which persons are elected as members pursuant to Section 47.  
I make this statement, Mr Speaker, because of your ruling and the reference since independence of our reference to the British House of Common privileges and immunities, which applies, if not so, prescribed in the constitution or in the laws of Solomon Islands, a fall back is the House of Commons privileges.  But Mr Speaker, notwithstanding your reference to very, very strong reference, in particular to the situation that arose last Friday, I would like to quote the case by his Lordship Justice Macuson in Huniehu versus Speaker in our Court of Appeal on the definition as he sees of the Parliament of Solomon Islands.

He said this, “The National Parliament of the Independent Solomon Islands is not to be confused with the mere colonial legislature of the kind considered in the Privy Council decision referred to”, and he is making reference to that particular case.  “It is in everyway the sovereign law making body of this nation”.  This is a reference to the Parliament of Solomon Islands.  “Equally however it is not to be confused with the Parliament of the United Kingdom, which is a product of a long process of historical evolution and revolution having rules, practices and customs that are not necessarily to be taken as having been transplanted to legislatures in other parts of the world, even in many respects they are based on the Westminster model.  There is fundamental difference between the British Parliament and the Parliament of Solomon Islands that our Parliament is the creation of a written constitution” which I have just made reference to.  
Mr Speaker, having said that and in reference to parliamentary privileges, I would like to make reference to the Standing Orders under which perhaps the areas to which some of the privileges and immunities and restrictions are currently applied in Solomon Islands.  
Mr Speaker, by virtue of the transitional provision of the Solomon Islands Independence Order 1978, to which our constitution was appended as a schedule, the existing legislative assembly at that time was renamed and became Parliament until our first General Elections.  
Mr Speaker, this is now the Eight Parliament since independence. Mr Speaker, the life of this Parliament is four years from the date of its first sitting after a General Election unless sooner dissolved under Section 73(1) of the constitution.  
Mr Speaker, the Standing Orders of Parliament were made by the resolution of Parliament on August 9th 1982 and replaced the Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly made on August 27th 1974.  The latter continues to apply until 1982 by virtue of Section 94 of the Solomon Islands Independence Order 1978.  
Mr Speaker, both the earlier and the current Standing Orders were made under expressed provisions that were identical in terms.  The present Standing Orders were expressly made under Section 62 of the Constitution in exercise of Parliament’s powers from time to time to make, amend and revoke rules and orders for the regulation and orderly conduct of the proceedings and the dispatch of business and for the passing intituling and the numbering of Bills.  Mr Speaker, there cannot be no doubt that the subject matter of Parliament’s powers under Section 62 and the nature of any rules and orders resulting from this exercise are procedural in character only.  That is confirmed from the text of the Standing Orders whose opening words state that they are made in accordance with Section 62 of the Constitution.  
Mr Speaker, Standing Order 82 reinforces that conclusion by authorizing resort to the usage and practice of the Commons House of Parliament of Great Britain and Northern Ireland for the resolution of any doubts or any lacuna in procedure.  

Granted, Mr Speaker, that the Standing Orders made under Section 62 regulates procedural matters and in the absence of specific and previous parliamentary rules which any previous parliament has hitherto prescribed pursuant to Section 69, what are the prescribed privileges and immunities and powers which this parliament and its Members enjoy, Mr Speaker.  
Considering it is Parliament that must make and empower to legislate under Section 69, is it the case that without any requisite rules being prescribed by this Parliament each Members are neither privileged nor immune from speaking freely about matters which are sub judice.  These questions would be able to be resolved through the resolution of this Parliament on this motion in the interim to prescribe under Section 69 that this Parliament adopts the House of Commons privileges and immunities until such time this Parliament enacted its own legislation.  

Mr Speaker, as I have alluded to, it is absolutely very, very important after 29 years that Seven Parliaments of Solomon Islands, perhaps did not see the urgency that such legislation be brought in place where it is tailored to the context for Solomon Islands to take into account our cultures, to take into account specific situations in Solomon Islands, which are totally different from prevailing however evolving they might be, the circumstances to which the House of Commons privileges and immunities apply to Great Britain and Northern Island.  

Mr Speaker, it should be a concern for the House that this be brought into motion as soon as possible, and it is my hope as a third termer in Parliament, perhaps the Eight Parliament should be congratulated for seeing that it is now more appropriate than ever before that we have such a legislation in place.  

I have been assured, Mr Speaker, notwithstanding the busy schedules the Prime Minister might be engaged in, this matter as a matter that concerns the whole of this House will be given the utmost priority to which it warrants.  

With those few remarks, Mr Speaker, I beg to move.

(The motion is open for debate)

Hon FONO:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for allowing me to contribute to this important motion.  This side of the House is free to contribute.  We have no common position on this motion.  I allow Members to contribute freely to this motion.  In doing so, Mr Speaker, I thank the Minister of Foreign Affairs for bringing this motion for us to consider it.  
Sir, I can see this motion in two parts.  The first paragraph is trying to allow Parliament, in the absence of a prescription by Parliament on the privileges, immunities and powers of Parliament that we pass such privileges and immunities.  This raises a question as to whether or not since independence we have been covered by relevant sections of the Constitution.  

As far as I can see, Schedule 3 to the Constitution on application of laws, in the absence of any prescribed legislation, the Common Law applies.  That is the understanding all along that whatever is said in Parliament is covered under the provisions of the Common Law.  

Sir, I would like to raise here too, as made reference to by the mover of the motion that what transpired last Friday surprises me too in the way Prime Minister responded telling the nation and this House that once the no confidence motion is moved the government will not respond to it.  He said they will only listen to what Members will be contributing to the motion, the consequences they will receive and so forth.

Mr Speaker, that is like intimidation.  It is like a threat that we are not free to say whatever we want in this Chamber.  That is the first time I heard such comments.  Mr Speaker, all along, you know very well, as the father of the nation and somebody who is involved in the constitution of this nation, our understanding, and also being a third termer in Parliament is that we are covered under the Common Law on areas there are no prescribed immunities, privileges and rights of Parliament.  That is the understanding we have.

Having said that, Section 69 of the Constitution as rightly stated, it is Parliament that should prescribe it.  Therefore, I accept the second part of this motion which requested a select committee to be set up.  I see this as important to look at.  The terms of reference and the work of the committee are also spelt out here, which I accept.

It is also important, Mr Speaker, that the immunities and the rights of Members of Parliament or the Committees are also included in here because the media is now beginning to cover our parliamentary standing committees and there are certain statements or information that may be given out during the committee meetings that needs to be protected.  Otherwise we will be sued for defamatory on any allegations we make in the committee meetings of Parliament.  Therefore, I want these whatever privileges, immunities and rights of Members of Parliament, not only here in parliament but also in committee meetings, Standing Committees of Parliament we are involved in to be covered.  This is very, very important.  

In relation to what the immunities are going to be, Mr Speaker, it has to be wider to cover us.  That is what we have been told or what we were led to understand that whatever we say in Parliament cannot be challenge in any court of law.  That is the understanding some of us have since entering Parliament because the Standing Orders are there to guide us in our debates during parliament meetings.

Mr Speaker, this motion as I have said is in two parts.  It is the first part that I question on why we have to resolve when it is already provided for under Schedule 3 of the Constitution on the application of laws, and in this case the Common Law of England or the Commonwealth that we normally apply in the event there are no prescriptions provided for in the Constitution.

Mr Speaker, the privileges I understand under the parliamentary privileges or the Parliamentary Entitlements Commission can award remunerations or the privileges of Members of Parliament as provided for under the Constitution.  

Mr Speaker, we have also during the past years, being the Chairman of the House Committee, formulated a code of conduct for Members of Parliament.  This is very important as it should also be brought to Parliament for adoption.  In a way there are no provisions or there are no legislations or a code of conduct for Members of Parliament so that we are continued to be seen as leaders keeping up our integrity, which cannot be questioned.  

Mr Speaker, as I have said I have asked Members on this side of the House to debate freely, to share their views on whether or not they accept this motion, t is up to them to decide on it.  But as far as I see, the first part of this motion is unnecessary because there are already provisions in the constitution that protects us under the immunities and privileges that we have freedom to debate in the House.  

I only accept the second part of this motion and I would like to see this special select committee involved in drawing up what is provided for in this motion so that we are covered.  I believe that over the years a lot of debates in the House raise allegations, raise statements that are defamatory in nature but I have not heard of any cases that somebody is challenging a Member of Parliament as to what he says in the House.  That is why I made reference earlier on that the statement made by the Prime Minister made last Friday would seem to be that there is no protection for us Members of Parliament, which surprises me too on how he responded to the motion of no confidence intending to be moved by the mover.  He seemed to be making threat or making us afraid not to debate freely.  If that is the case, Mr Speaker, where are the protections in the laws that Parliament is provided for so that we can debate freely and whatever is said in Parliament cannot be challenge in any court of law.  That should be the case.  
I support the second part of this motion so that a special select committee can look at the various areas of the rights of Members of Parliament, the immunities and the privileges that we should have as leaders of this nation. 
With this small contribution, Mr Speaker, I resume my seat.

Sir KEMAKEZA:  Mr Speaker, first of all I would like to thank the mover of this motion.  In fact he is a wrong person to move this motion.  However, he was using sections 25 & 26 which qualified him.  It should be the Prime Minister or the Chairman of the House Committee that should have moved this motion.  But I must congratulate him for taking a bold step in moving this motion.  Similarly I must thank my Leader for giving us a free vote because this motion carries my support, and this is because of two reasons.

First, Mr Speaker, I must congratulate your office and the Clerk for continuing to review all these anomalies, if you like, and starting to repatriate Schedule 3 of the Constitution as provided for under Section 76 of the Constitution.  For that, I must thank your office for updating or reviewing the proceedings of Parliament, the development of parliament both externally and internally.  It is very good that we have officers of the Project to help us on these things.  We Members of Parliament have been privileged to watch the further development of Parliament by having its own website.  These are the many changes you have made, Mr Speaker.  
I also thank the Minister moving this motion.  As a member of your standing committee of the House, I support this motion.  However, let me assure the House, Mr Speaker that I always take the privilege of Section 76 and Schedule 3 of the Constitution, which allows me to talk in here and no one will stop me, like I always said.  I am guided by that provision and so I am already protected.  But to make it more specific this motion wants a committee to look into that.  That is why I stand to support the Minister for this select committee to come up with the scrutiny of the House Committee for the future of our Parliament. 
Sir, I do not intend to talk very long.  This motion is straightforward and is a part of developing Parliament where a select committee will be appointed.  I am sure the government will give you some money, Mr Speaker, so that you select members to look into this very important issue.  
It also gives leverage to the Chair as well, Mr Speaker, for some guidance because sometimes we give you headache to find ways out when matters of this nature are brought up in Parliament.  

With these few remarks, Sir, I support the motion.

Mr HUNIEHU:  Mr Speaker, I will be just very brief in making a few statements in reference to the motion moved by the Minister for Foreign Affairs.  First of all, I would like to thank him for moving this motion for us to debate at this point in time.  


First of all, Mr Speaker there are only 50 of us here.  Many parliaments in the world have 500 Members of Parliament and in some parliaments even more.  For us here, Mr Speaker, there are only 50 of us.  All of us who are elected into this Parliament are men of honorability.  We are not criminals.  We know that after being elected are here to serve the interests of the people of Solomon Islands.  Those with criminal records should not be running as a Member of Parliament in the Solomon Islands Parliament.  That is the first point I want to express here.  

This Parliament is one of integrity, honorability and respectability and therefore I would like to see this Parliament as the House of the Speaker.  This is the Speaker’s House.  He must control the day.  He must control the Parliament within the prescriptions of the law.  
Mr Speaker, if there is a need of moving this motion, let us look at the last 29 years.  Have we encountered a serious issue, a serious problem that warrants this motion to be moved at this point in time?  What are those problems?   If this motion is introduced into this Parliament as a consequence of a motion of no confidence that I tabled and moved in this honorable House last Friday, then is that a good enough reason to contemplate moving a motion of this nature to regulate the character and the conduct of Members of Parliament?  
It was very clear from the exchanges from the learned Attorney General and the Speaker of Parliament that the Attorney General was expressing it in the legalistic concept the Speaker in his ruling was merely exercising the rights of Members of Parliament to move motions within the provisions of the Standing Orders - the constitutional right of Members of Parliament.  
I would like to see this house as not the High Court of Solomon Islands.  I do not think we should see this house as the High Court of Solomon Islands.  Matters of Parliament must be concluded with the ruling of the Speaker, and all of us must respect the ruling of the Speaker whether those rulings are made within the context of the Common Law of England or the common accepted laws within the Commonwealth.  That is supposed to be ruling of the day.  Why should those rulings be contested in the courts of law?   
My fear is that if we regulate it will open the eye for more High Court cases against Members of Parliament.  All of us should be mindful of what we say here, and all of us must not be afraid of what we say in this Parliament because the Speaker has the right to ask the Member of Parliament to withdraw any statements, which in his judgment or in his view are not compatible to public interest.  
I have not seen during the last 29 years of any issue that has gone beyond the management of this Speaker and previous Speakers.  I have not seen one.  I was the only one who took the Speaker to the High Court and went on to the Supreme Court.  I was the only one, the man on the floor right now.  This is because the Speaker then ruled when I raised a matter of objection in regards to quorum that he can overrule me.  I said no, constitutionally it is the right of the Member of Parliament to object and I expect the Speaker to follow suit because it is constitutionally provided for.  We went to the High Court and I lost for some reasons I know why and I applied to the Supreme Court for judgment, and I won.  I won the case, a simple matter.  That was the only issue that I took the problem up to the Supreme Court of Solomon Islands. 

Unfortunately, it was the case about MAVO/Mamara Tasivarongo.  I disagreed because that Act marginalizes the interest of the people of Guadalcanal.  I know that that is one of the bona fide demands of the people of Guadalcanal. I am very, very sure that if that Act was passed and implemented, the interests of the original landowners of this Province would be totally ignored.  That is why I went to Court, and that is why I objected the Speaker then, Mr Speaker.  


I cannot see last Friday’s instance as the case to provoke moving this motion.  All in all, Mr Speaker, I withdrew the motion.  I withdrew the motion after having considered submissions from all the lawyers here.  I thought we only have one Attorney General but we have too many lawyers in here and so I withdrew the motion.  

Sir, I cannot understand a motion that is seeking to look at our privileges and our conduct in this honorable House because I always conduct myself in good order.  But I am not sure about the mover of the motion.  If it was for him then I would agree but for me I am all right.  When the Speaker asks me to behave, I behave.  And all of us are behaving Members of Parliament.  

If all of us agree to appoint a select committee then it means every one of us is cowboys.  I am not.  I am okay.  I am okay with the Common Law of England exercised by the Speaker.  I think the Speaker’s decision on Friday last week was absolutely clear, and that is what Parliament is supposed to be all about.  I think all people in the Solomon Islands were happy about that decision.  


As I have said earlier on, Mr Speaker, I want all of us to respect this house as the Speaker’s House.  If we cannot respect the Speaker in this House who else can you respect?  This is not the High Court of Solomon Islands; this is not the Chief Justice’s House.  No!  This is the Speaker’s House.  That is what I want to put across to us.  I hope if the motion passes and a select committee is appointed to look at the ways in which Members of Parliament must behave, you are turning us back to the days of the classroom.  That is already gone.  I am already three and half terms in this Parliament, and more to come.  I am not sure about some of you.  

Sir, in that respect since this is the government’s motion it will pass.  I don’t have to object it.  I hope this parliamentary select committee tasked to look at our characters will be fair, not to us but to the ones coming.  If the ones coming are much better than us then they will scraped it anyway.  Thank you, very much.  

Mr Speaker:  Honorable Members of Parliament since there is no real clear opposition to the motion and since we do have an appointment during the lunch break with the Secretary General of the South Pacific or SPC, I wonder whether we should prolong the debate on this particular motion or simply ask one or two or if many wants to debate because of that lunch appointment we should suspend and continue after lunch break at 2pm.

Hon Kaua:  It appears from the debates we have heard so far that there is not much opposition to the motion and therefore we should now take the vote.  
Mr Speaker: That is another one, but I saw the Member for Small Malaita wanting to debate.  Is that a short contribution?  I will allow the Member for Small Malaita.
Mr Haomae:  I should think, Mr Speaker, that lunch should not take precedence over Parliament business or any other ministerial aspects or function.  

Mr Speaker:  I am not talking about us breaking for lunch.  I do not know whether there is any lunch.  I am saying that there is a lunch appointment.

Mr Kengava:  Point of order, Mr Speaker.  I think to be fair on other MPs who are planning to contribute to this motion I suggest that maybe we should suspend.

Mr Haomae:  Mr Speaker I was going to suggest what my colleague Member for North West Choiseul said that we suspend for lunch and then we continue in the afternoon because I want to contribute to the debate of this motion.

Mr Speaker:  Thank you very much indeed.  We suspend Parliament until 2pm today and please Members remain for this lunch appointment.  It is not eating but the Honorable Secretary General is going to meet Members of Parliament over the lunch period.  

Sitting suspended until 2pm.

Hon Kengava:  Mr Speaker, thank you for giving me this opportunity to contribute to this motion.  Sir, in contributing to this motion I would like to say that this is a motion that has been overlooked by previous governments for many years.  This is the best motion to ever come before this Parliament.  This motion is all about setting standards in parliament.  

Many of us tend to believe that we have all the right to say what we want in parliament.  Many times because of that assertion that we are being mandated by our people, that we are being protected by the rules and regulations of parliamentary Standing Orders that we tend to feel as no other laws binding us outside of this chamber.  Therefore, this motion is very important because it is the first time after 29 years that we want to correct or set the situation whereby you will guide our people in the way we deliberate on their behalf.


Sir, I think it is very important that if this motion is passed and Section 69 is prescribed, you should bring about a parliament that is more respective, more effective and progressive in its deliberation on national issues and national interest.  
Sir, every time a motion of no confidence is moved in this parliament, for me as a person representing a group of people in the country, it tends to make us look like we are arguing, not being mandated by the people but upon our own interest.  Therefore, by prescribing Section 69, it should enable us to look more closely at what we want to say in this parliament that will really represent the wishes of our people and the nation.


The motion itself, Mr Speaker, to me is a reflection of the need to constantly review the constitution so that Solomon Islands does not get stuck with the British common law, which in my opinion, tends to pull this country at a very slow pace, it tends to make our minds to become more conservative in our attitude towards developing Solomon Islands.  

The Constitution was adopted 29 years ago.  It is time to look at it rigorously, improve on it, and modernize it.  Sir, we must ask ourselves what our constitution should do for us.  Should it become the principal law that cannot be changed?  Does it blocks progress and allows for no improvement or change?  Or should we have a constitution that allows for change and progress for this nation?  To me, Mr Speaker, the motion comes because there is a need to further improve our Constitution.


The stability of this country, Mr Speaker, rest very much on the kind of constitution we have.  I am sure that Section 69, if addressed properly by the committee suggested by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, will address and should put an input into bringing about a most able government in this country.  To me, stability is the soul of any nation.  Without stability a nation dies or becomes sinking within political strife and no services and development, which are the people we speak so much and represent in this country.


Stability can be nurtured in the constitution.  Section 69, in my belief, has not been prescribed in the last 29 years and that is why we have so many changes within the government during the life of this parliament.


It is being robbed and regularly challenged by political changes due to one small fact, one small but important factor, and that is a motion of no confidence can be moved in this House at any time by any member at all.  There is no restriction on that.  
Sir, we forget that whilst it is the right of Members of Parliament to move motions of no confidence, at the same time we are putting at the expense of our people when there is instability in this country.  By looking at Section 69 of the Constitution it should be able to control or bring some form of stability in this House.


Sir, currently we Members of Parliament understood that a motion of no confidence is the right of Members of Parliament.  This is also stated in the constitution and also in our Standing Orders.  However, there is a tendency, in my simple opinion that we sometime abuse this right of moving a motion of no confidence in parliament.


We tend to move motions or take actions in parliament in the name of representing our people.  Most often it is in the interest of Members of Parliament that we are putting in this parliament and not so much the interest of our people.  It could be the interest of political groups that we represent, and not so much the people that we say we are representing.


Sir, I find it unacceptable when a motion or action in parliament divides this nation.  And a motion that can easily divides this nation, in particular Solomon Islands culture and nature is the motion of no confidence.  We must instill in the Constitution somehow to control moving a motion of no confidence in this Chamber.  A motion of no confidence must be moved only when it is necessary.  Necessary I mean when it is not mandated and in the interest of a Member of Parliament but the interest of the people of Solomon Islands.  Somehow it must be inscribed that way.


Sir, Section 69, if passed today and get it through the process being suggested by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, should address who should move a motion of no confidence in this chamber.  Should it moved by an individual Member of Parliament, a political party or a leader of a political party?


In my view, this motion is come into this house because certain Standing Committees in this Parliament may be are not doing their job enough.  The Constitutional Review Committee should be responsible of going through the constitution and look at things that need to be done, upgrade it, modernize it, to make Solomon Islands become a progressive country.  It should not be sticking to the past, holding this country, and protecting existing laws, as if they cannot be changed.


Sir, I want to mention some sections in the constitution that may be taking this opportunity I would like to mention may be the Constitutional Review Committee or in the process may be a new Committee that is going to be appointed to start looking into this in a much broader sense.  For example, Mr Speaker, Section 62 – Rules of Procedure of Parliament where the Standing Orders are being made needs to be reviewed now here and again, regularly, so that it is not treated as a law itself because it is an order guiding the procedures of parliament.  
Section 70 is also an interesting one in the constitution whereby the parliament can be held in public but does not state ‘where’, whether only in Honiara or where.  It does not say where, Mr Speaker.  If it says it is not only in Honiara or the capital city, then why not hold it in Provincial Centres?  Sometimes if there are political pressures in Honiara, move the meeting to Gizo, to Auki, move away from pressures in Honiara, so that we can get on with our business of serving this country.  I know it is very expensive but it is a requirement.  These are things that must be clarified.  
Also Section 54 of the constitution spells exactly how many constituencies we should have in this country, which is not less than 30 and not more than 50.  Sir, there are 60 seats in here, of which there are 10 spare seats and so what are we doing.  Should we allow them to be empty, and allow ghosts to sit on those chairs?  We should review this section to allow it so that the maximum is 60 equal to the number of seats in this chamber.  These are the things we should be looking into, progressive.  There should be more Members of Parliament coming in, may be women should come in so that there is a cross section of opinion in this country, so that we are not bogged down with political infighting in this country.


Sir, in mentioning that, whilst having this opportunity, I think this motion really touches on the very point that we must look at our constitution, modernize it, upgrade it and make it more representative of the people of this country.  
Political parties must be looked into very seriously.  That is the point.  If we bring into this parliament the Integrity Bill it should also assist in bringing about stability in this nation.  In my opinion, if political party system is strengthened, only political parties should move motions of no confidence in this House and not individual Members.  In that way, we are going to make sure, it is because of policies and the interest of this country that a party moving a motion of no confidence is not because of a personal dislike of another person by a MP, having enough mandate as representatives of the people, you move a motion at any time you want.  No, in my opinion we are abusing the right of the people who put us in this chamber.


In conclusion, Mr Speaker, this motion is very important.  And I am not very pleased with the way the Leader of Opposition and the MP for Savo/Russells behave in regarding this motion very lightly.  That is not the way.  This is a very important motion.  Though simple or small it may be, this is the sort of motion we should debate more in this chamber.


With that, Mr Speaker, thank you for giving me this opportunity to expound and emphasize my view that this motion is a very important motion.  Though small or short, straightforward this is a motion the people of Solomon Islands would like to have.  It is motion that should guide the privileges, rights of Members of Parliament on what we do in this chamber so that we deliver more what our people want, and that is more goods, more services and more development.


With these, Mr Speaker, I support the motion.

Mr SITAI:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for allowing me to contribute very briefly to the debate on this motion moved by the Minister of Foreign Affairs.  In so doing, to put on record my support for the motion and also to thank the Minister for seeing it fit in bringing the motion to parliament.


Like my colleague, the Leader of the Opposition, my good friend and colleague, I too see this motion in two parts.  I wish to briefly comment on part one of the motion.  In so doing to just say that the intention of Part One of the motion moved by the Minister does have my support.


Parliament or MPs should see it has an interim measure in adopting the privileges, immunities and rights of MPs as expounded by the House of Commons and Northern Ireland.  I say this because we are going through a phase where we do not have legislation.  To rely on the provisions of the common law and Schedule 3 of the constitution is inadequate.  
I say this because just last week I asked a question without notice to the Minister of Police and Justice and my rights were curtailed as a MP because I was not provided the answer simply because that issue was before the Court.  If the provisions of the Common Laws and Schedule 3 do apply, I should have had the answer on the floor of this parliament because it was a matter of great public concern.  The public wants to hear about this issue and I believe it was my right to ask that question without notice.  If we rely on those provisions that have been cited, I do not think this thing is good.


All I am saying is that before our legislation is made, we should have this provision to protect Members and give them their rights to at least get answers to Parliament on issues that concern the public and the nation and also to protect them as MPs.  
Sir, I see the point raised by my good colleague, the MP for East Are Are in relation to this motion, connecting it to this point that this motion before the House must come to the floor of parliament.  I do not see it that way.  I have cited an example concerning what I raised and I was curtailed, I was not given the answer on the floor of parliament.  I do not think those provisions that are cited including section three of the constitution could cater for these situations.  
The intention as expounded in the motion will give us protection and will also facilitate for us to seek answers to our questions or to raise matters of common concern in Parliament without being ruled that the matter is before the court and it cannot be discussed on the floor of parliament.


Having made those comments in relation to Part One of the motion, Part Two of the motion follows very neatly and I agree with the intention that a Special Select Committee be appointed by you, Sir, look into this issue and to come up with a legislation so that by that time we could then revoke the arrangement in Part One so that we have our own legislation to give us immunities, protection, our rights as MPs of Solomon Islands.  
I hope that Committee will be selected by you, Sir.  I hope since this is the Government’s sponsored motion and in many ways I am sure resources would be allocated for this Special Select Committee to carry out its work.  
Having come this far, we need to carry out these changes, may be not so much in a sense that because of a specific situation that prompted this motion to be put to the floor of parliament for debate.  I see our parliament as an evolving and developing parliament.  If we are going to effect this motion there is nothing wrong with it.  It is just timely for us to effect it.


With those comments, Mr Speaker, I support the motion.

Mr MANETOALI:  Mr Speaker, thank you for this privilege of contributing to the motion moved by the Minister of Foreign Affairs.  
Mr Speaker, we are yet to write down the privileges but because of common law privilege, Mr Speaker, thank you for granting me the privilege to contribute to this motion.  I thank the Minister of Foreign Affairs for moving this important motion.


Mr Speaker, the starting point for this motion is Section 69 of the Constitution which provides that parliament may prescribe the privileges, immunities and powers of parliament and its members and Schedule 3 of the constitution provides that the principles and the rules of the common law and equity shall have effect as part of the law of Solomon Islands.


Mr Speaker, Section 69 of the Constitution provides that the parliament may prescribe.  The word ‘may’ here is discretionary and not mandatory.  It is all up to the parliament to prescribe.  The provision does not say that we must prescribe but it is up to us parliamentarians.


Mr Speaker, since independence until today we are relying on section 3 of the constitution, and that is the principle and rules of the common law and equity.  Hence, the privileges and powers of parliament and the immunities are determined by the common law.  
Mr Speaker, what is common law?  Common law is laws made by judges in deciding cases.  They are not the constitution or the Act of Parliament.  They are legal rules created by the decisions of judges, hence it is vital that an Act of Parliament be created so that the privileges, immunities and powers of parliament are clearly spelt out.  
The motion before Parliament now, Mr Speaker, is on the privileges, immunities and powers of parliament and its members.  I agree to the setting up of this Special Select Committee so that it could start up the job.  What are the privileges, what are the immunities and what are the powers?  What privileges need to be written down?  What immunities need to be written down and what powers need to be written down?  What privileges do we want to give to Parliament Members?  What immunities do we want to give to Parliament Members?  And what powers do we want to give to the Parliament Members?  Where do the privileges, immunities and powers apply, inside of Parliament, outside of Parliament or both inside and outside of Parliament?


Mr Speaker, these are all important questions.  It is very important for a representative parliamentary democracy to enact this legislation so that each Member collectively and individually freely participate in its proceedings and to introduce matters they consider relevant for the proper performance of the Parliament’s functions.


Mr Speaker, the privileges, immunities and powers must be clearly defined, as it applies inside of parliament and outside of parliament.


Mr Speaker, I am very brief on this motion and before I take my seat I wish to thank the Minister of Foreign Affairs again for this motion and I do support the motion and beg to take my seat.

Mr HAOMAE:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for finally recognizing the MP for Small Malaita.  I shall be very brief.  At the outset, Mr Speaker, it is my duty to thank the honorable Minister for Foreign Affairs tabling this motion in parliament.  This is a motion that touches the heart of members of parliament.  For purposes of democracy, members of Parliament have to be given immunity to debate in Parliament otherwise this Parliament will degenerate down to polite discussions.  So I thank the Honorable Minister for Foreign Affairs for tabling this motion in Parliament. 


It appears that this is a government motion and I am at a loss to have the Minister of Foreign Affairs tabling this motion.  I would have thought that it would be the Prime Minister or in his absence the Honorable Deputy Prime Minister to table the motion on behalf of the government or if not the Chairman of the House Committee.  But I think my friend, the honorable Minister of Foreign Affairs will extrapolate the fact that he has seen it fit for himself to take upon and using Standing Orders 26 to table this motion in Parliament. 


Mr Speaker, first on the wording of the motion.  I would have thought that the first part should be worded as the House of Commons of the United Kingdom or Great Britain and Northern Ireland.  The motion is still there but I would have thought that there should be an insertion because that is the proper reference to the Government in England.  It is the House of Commons of the United Kingdom or Great Britain and Northern Ireland.


Mr Speaker, in my view, the first part of the motion, as some Members have already alluded to, should not be there.  I say this because Schedule 3 of the Constitution as read with Section 5 of the Solomon Islands Independence Order, that is the order, the Constitution is a schedule to the Order in Parliament.  Schedule 3 of the Constitution read with Section 5 of the Independence Order provides for that already and that is we are already using it.  It provides for that interim arrangement and so there is no need for Part One.  It is also repetitive and there is no need for it and it is not necessary under the present situation.


As the Member for Gao/Bugotu said, Mr Speaker, section 69 says “Parliament may prescribe”.  Whether it may prescribe it or not, it relies upon Schedule 3 of the constitution read with section 5 of the Independence Order.  That is what we have been using all along.  
This brings me to the timing of the motion.  You were the Prime Minister of this country for some time.  This is my third term in Parliament too.  The question therefore arises as to why Parliament has not prescribed these things for a long time now.  Because in my humble view, and I submit to you, sir, that they have been relying on Schedule 3 as read with Section 5 of the Independence Order.  
Those parliaments up to the seventh parliament, in my view, have thought that it was adequate for their present purposes.  That is good.  Now it is the eighth parliament and we are going ahead to make this, and I agree with it but it brings me to the timing the motion.  I am not going to be thrown into debating motions of no confidences because that is a different matter under Section 34 of the constitution.  We are talking about Section 69 of the constitution.  
In my humble opinion and I submit to you, Sir, that this motion is being tabled at this point in time because it is a reactionary motion in its timing.  It is a forward looking motion in terms of the idea of prescribing the privileges and d immunities of parliament.  But in the perspective of the timing it is reactionary.  It reacted to what has happened last Friday to the motion that was tabled by my honorable colleague, the MP for East Are Are and subsequently to my motion of no confidence that was ruled by you, Sir, as inadmissible.  I respect your ruling, Mr Speaker, on those matters.


Mr Speaker, I agree with the second part of the motion but I have only one problem with it, and that is the wording, ‘notwithstanding anything contrary in the standing orders.’  The implication of this wording is that only Members of Parliament will be members of this standing committee proposed in this motion.


Mr Speaker, I would have thought that since this is a technical area concerning the privileges and immunities of Members of Parliament, we should have a much wider membership from outside of Parliament too as this is allowed for special select committees.  Only standing committees comprised Members of Parliament as members.   

We are going to have officials and we will bring in some technical people and experts to advise the select committee but they will not have full power in the committee.  That is what I am having problems with.  
I would have thought that outsiders in all fields of human endeavor in this country who are relevant to such situations or the intention that is here enable them to become members.  I think the Minister for Foreign Affairs only wants Members of Parliament to get sitting allowances.  
But that aside, I think technical and professional people from outside of Parliament should also become full members of this select committee and not merely advisers or technical people assisting the select committee.


Mr Speaker, the motion is also open ended.  It does not have a time frame.  In the wording of the motion, I cannot see what time if appointed, I think in the terms of reference perhaps, when you appoint the select committee you will put a time frame within which they will submit the final report. 

Also, Sir, whether this job can be done by the House Standing committee, is a question.  I do not think the House Standing Committee is doing a lot of work.  Why does it have to be a special select committee if we do not want outsiders to be members?  It should be the standing committee house committee rather than a special select committee as stated in the motion?  Mr Speaker, when the Minister replies he might explain why there is no time frame to this motion.  


Mr Speaker, as I have alluded to earlier, our constitution is a schedule of the Independence Order.  I understand that when the then member for Aoke Langa/Langa was the Chairman of the House Committee, they work on repatriation of that order to make our constitution become the constitution of Solomon Islands, like the Minister of Foreign Affairs has alluded to.  At the moment this is not yet.  
I agree with the Minister of Foreign Affairs that the United Kingdom has a set of common laws and practices and not a written constitution.  In Solomon Islands we have a written constitution and that is why when the stipulations are there under a certain section it must be carried out, as the Minister referred to the case of the honorable colleague last time on the Mamara-Mavo Bill at that time.  The written constitution is there – the quorum.  So when power and all these things in the constitution are stated explicitly or even implicitly stated then they do not apply to Schedule 3 as read with Section 5 of the Independence Order.  That is straightforward. 

I think the Minister of Foreign Affairs has slightly read the other side of it, and I differ with him in the reading of that particular section because it is straightforward.  When the situation is stated explicitly in the constitution, it is there already because it is a written a constitution.  When it is not in the constitution, when the constitution is sort of silent on it, then the case is referred to Schedule 3 of the constitution, and that is okay.  That is what we have been doing all along.   
Sir, I would have thought although this motion is a little bit separate but the Government should also look at the Repatriation Order together with what the motion is asking for under Section 69 of the constitution.  If it is not then the constitution still remains a schedule to the Order in the British Parliament, and it is not homegrown.  

If the Minister of Foreign Affairs moves this kind of motion, I am looking forward to him moving another motion for another select committee to work on the repatriation of the Independence Order because he has taken on himself the responsibility of moving the motion in terms of prescribing the immunities and privileges for a select committee to look into.  I encourage him to do that so that he can move another one for purposes of the repatriation of the Independence Order.

Mr Speaker, as I mentioned at the outset, the substance of this motion deals with the spirit, the body of the heart of democracy.  If Members of Parliament do not have privileges or immunities of debating in this Chamber, and they are intimidated from speaking their minds on behalf of their people on this honorable floor of Parliament, this parliament will degenerate down into polite discussion.  It would be just gentlemen clubs. 
What is the definition of democracy?  It is the Government of the people, for the people and by the people.  If you weigh those three, why is it a cooperative matter in democracy?  Because it is by the people, it is the people who elected us and we did not elect ourselves, like the Prime Minister appointing the Attorney General by himself.  He is an ex-officio member, he is not a Member of Parliament and that is why he cannot speak above and beyond advising the government on legal matters and point of law when making clearances in Parliament.  That is the reason why I was at awe with the acting Attorney General at that time because he went beyond that percentage where the definition as ex-officio Member of Parliament does not give him the right to debate like an elected Member of Parliament.  
Sir, the operational word of Abraham Lincoln’s definition of democracy is by.  As you know, Mr Speaker, Adolph Hitler used to say that he was of the German people.  He used to claim that he was for the German people in Germany at that time.  He cannot say he is by because he was not elected but he was a dictator and dictators do not allow people to talk.  They build up an apparatus that intimidates people.  They make people to be afraid.  Therefore, when they said that only you will talk and we will not, we will see you in court on what you are saying in Parliament, is intimidation.  That is psychological and political intimidation.  
That is what I want to base my talk on, Mr Speaker.  I do not want to talk on other issues because my colleagues who have already contributed to the motion have already adequately and eloquently covered those issues, and I do not want to go as far as that.  


In summary, Mr Speaker, I support the second part of the motion as stated in here.  The first part is what we have been using.  So what are you wasting time, wasting ink and wasting parliamentary secretaries’ time to include that in here, Mr Speaker.  Schedule 3 of the constitution already mentions that.  Even if we pass this motion it does not make any difference as far as the substance and the immunities and privileges that we are enjoying now relative to the immunities and privileges that Members of the House of Commons of the Parliament of United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland are enjoying this time.  It does not make any difference.  
It is the second part, despite its timing that is reactionary, in my view.  Looking into the perspective of time, the last 29 years relative to this meeting of Parliament that convened last week, in that perspective it is reactionary.  


Mr Speaker, I want to tell the mover of the motion that it is also in a way forward looking too because we must start somewhere.  So it is okay we better start, and in that particular view, the motion is okay and that is why it carries my support and I thank you for giving me the opportunity to debate the motion.


Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

HON ABANA:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for allowing me to contribute briefly to this important motion.


Mr Speaker, it is remarkable that Parliament does not prescribe the privileges and immunities and powers of Parliament and its members under Section 69 of the Constitution for the past 29 years.  Remarkable also, Mr Speaker, that legislative assemblies created and existing during the colonial period likewise lack the explicit rules and privileges and immunities of their constituents and members.


In supporting the motion, Mr Speaker, moved by my colleague Minister of Foreign Affairs, External Trade and Immigration, I cannot neglect to point out honorable Members’ significance of the preamble of our constitution, which recognizes the democratic character of the policy established by our founding fathers.


The preamble declares that all powers in Solomon Islands belong to its people and is exercised on their behalf by the legislature, executive and the judiciary.  The preamble Mr Speaker, records our people’s agreement and pledge that our government shall be based on democratic principles of universal suffrage and the responsibility of executive authorities to elected assemblies, we shall uphold the principles of equality, we shall respect and enhance human dignity and strengthen and build on our communal solidarity.


Our preamble serves as a beacon by the formulation of future rules on parliamentary privileges and immunities on the basis of the context we operate our parliamentary democracy in a Melanesian social, political environment.  The rules that we must make are those we can readily abide by and can relate to effectively.  


It strikes me, Mr Speaker, as unrealistic to talk about the absolute privilege of Members of this Parliament to speak freely about anything in this house when our customs and traditions dictate restraint in our speeches.  Section 12(1) of our constitutional bill of rights recognizes our freedom of speech and duly made its scope and operation for the reasons permitted in section 12 of the constitution. The formulation of our proposed parliamentary privileges and rules was not trespassed on the requirements of the Constitution on section 12(2) respectively. 
Mr Speaker, with these few remarks, I support this motion.

Mr TOZAKA:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for allowing me the floor to also contribute very briefly to this motion presented by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, External Trade and Immigration.  I also join other honorable colleagues who have spoken on this motion. 


Mr Speaker, I will be repeating myself on some of the very important issues and points that have been expressed by other honorable colleagues on this motion.  I have only two points I would like to make on this motion.  
Solomon Islands is one very unique country in the world.  It is a free country.  It is a free country basically because our cultures and our traditions have made us free.  We can express ourselves freely and interact freely with each other.  I think we are known very well in the world for that.  They know that our country is very unique.  In fact our identity in the world has become apparent.  They have recognized us as very, very strong in our cultures, customs and traditions.  That is what we are and we are very proud of that.


I was not there when we came up with our constitution but I am sure when leaders at that point in time, including yourself, Sir, came up with our constitution, you took into consideration the fact that we identified our cultures.  There are two extremes here.  One is for us to have our privileges in the way we do things, the way we think and the way that we interact.  We legislate for these things or we leave them as they are not disturbing them because that is how we identify ourselves in the society.


Sir, I see this motion as important but what is wrong at the moment, Mr Speaker?  What is wrong with our constitution?  What is wrong with our privileges here and our immunities at the moment under the present legislations and the constitution that protect us?  
I personally do not find any difficulties with them.  I do not have any problems with them.   It is when we try to be prescriptive about these things that we are starting to tie ourselves up.  We are trying to restrict ourselves and not free to say what we want to say.  
I do not know whether it is timing for us to do that at this point of time or we leave it until the time is right.  But as I said initially our society is like this, and we would like to keep like that.  We want to mentor this life to go down to our children.  We would like to see Solomon Islands as different.  Can we not be different from other countries?  I am sure the other side of the house has said this all the time.  Most of the time they pointed out can Solomon Islands be different from other countries?  
Supposing we have the privileges, immunities and other things that we have not prescribed, there are reasons for that because they just do not come out from the blue. And to some of us they are meaningful to us.  I am free I can express what I want to express here and we have a system whereby someone presiding over us puts us right.  
Sir, whilst I can see the point in this motion, I think it is too early for us to actually restrict ourselves in the manner being proposed here because I see there is nothing wrong at the moment.  There is nothing wrong so leave it as it is.  
I do not want to speculate on why we are coming up at this time on this motion, why we are changing at this particular point of time, what is so special about it at this time, I do not know.  But I can notice here also how the honorable Minister’s proposal here is to have a committee to look at it.  That is fine.  That is the normal government way of doing things.  But in general what I am saying is can we leave things as they are in our country, in our system whereby we can express ourselves openly.  I am sure we have systems like that.  
If anyone of us in this House have problems with this system, the only thing I can advise is that we start to learn the systems of the house.  Learn them.  Coming into our country as guests of our country, there is need for time to learn about our culture, learn about our system in the way we think and interact with each other, how we massage each other, massage these two systems in order to come up with the way we walk, the way we operate, the way we think, the way we stay and then the way we reach our harmonious relationship within our society and the government system.  

I feel that I would like to make this point Mr Speaker.  In principle I accept the motion as it is, but in substance I just don’t see the purpose of it being produced at this point in time, looking at our society as it is a very good society, with its expressions of speech, we can speak freely, interact freely and so why do we have to regulate these ways.


With those few words, Mr Speaker, I resume my seat.

Hon Oti:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, and I thank all honorable colleagues who contributed to this motion.  Perhaps my summary of my impressions of the contributions that were made towards contributing to the debate on this motion would be like this.  


I am impressed that the constituents of North Vella and 48 constituencies throughout the country already know what the privileges, the powers and the immunities of their Members of Parliament.  Only the people of the MP for Temotu Nende do not know them yet.  You are all right.  That is how I would sum it, hence the gist and the drive of this.  

The need for the public to know, to have easy access to what they could grab and see as a document representing both the collective and individual rights, privileges and immunities of their legislature.  Today you cannot touch or show to them like the Standing Order. 

To those of you who are lawyers, you are better off.  You have that privilege that when we talk about common law issues you know what you are talking about, some of us do not, and that is why we want to have one for ourselves in Solomon Islands.  


Mr Speaker, I am consoled by the contributions that have alluded to the need to have a progressive and evolving Parliament.  This constitution and any laws for that matter, is not cast in stone.  The laws have to evolve; they have to change as circumstances so dictate.  Whether it is now, if it was not done in the last 29 years, why can it not be done now.  Is that the reason that the fact that we have not done it, we should therefore continue not to do it?  No! Mr Speaker.  So timing is immaterial.  

The circumstances, different situations are triggered by different events in any undertaking.  In Parliament, perhaps for those of you who were not really concentrating, I take particular reference to, especially for the presiding officer in this Parliament to continually tell Members of Parliament, no, you are out of order, no.  That need not happen if we are all equipped with and understand what our privileges are, what our immunities are, to what extent we can say things, to what extent we can do things, whether or not some of the statements we make in Parliament can be taken on us when we leave the outside of Parliament.  The reference particularly by the MP for Gao/Bugotu is an interesting one that we need to consider especially when we come to the Special Select Committee that because the circumstances in Solomon Islands, because of the cultural settings, because of our customs, can this Parliament not take on the shape and the behavior of the social cultural and customary practices of our different people?  Or should we continue to abide by the Common Law references that have been made, which really, some of them in terms of governance, yes, but in terms of normal day to day living within our own communities, a lot of these are totally out of context.  At least that is how I see it, may be you see it differently.  


Mr Speaker, yes, perhaps this motion was triggered by my invoking of Standing Order 26 on Monday basically because as a Member of Parliament I was concerned.  I also happen to wear the Minister of the Crown hat and therefore perhaps it is not common for Ministers to move a motion on Fridays because it becomes a practice by convention, in fact by observation that only ordinary Members of Parliament can move motions on Friday.  This is also an incident off the limit which we can go through the proceedings of Parliament daily this motion has had to end up today hence the reference is being made to my designation as Minister for Foreign Affairs.  

In fact I moved this motion not as a Minister.  Even if I move it as a government minister I moved it under my privileges governed under the Standing Orders.  Once again it shows too the limitations stated in the Standing Orders that we Ministers although there are things we want to move as motions, we are not permitted, at least at the moment.  

This is the first motion that a Minister move on a Friday, which is confusing because is it a government motion or a private members motion or what is it?  This motion does not belong to the Government.  As the Leader of Opposition said they are not looking at it from the political divide between the opposition and the government.  Also on the government side we are not looking at this as a government motion.  
This motion I am moving it, I moved it on behalf of the 50 Members of Parliament, on behalf of the 490,000 people of this country.  This motion is about their Parliament, Mr Speaker.  
In concluding, I would like to particularly thank those who have contributed and those who are contributing through their imagination of what is being said or what they would have said and have not said it, I also thank you all for the brains you shared without telling out what is in your brains.  
Mr Speaker, on the advice of your officers and of your establishment in Parliament the motion has been worded in such a way that the resolution once adopted, will as much as possible live within the confines of the terms of reference stipulated in Part 2.  
Mr Speaker, the timing has been questioned but once again as is required under Standing Orders and Standing Select Committees, appointment of members of the Standing Select Committee or Special Select Committee in this instance rests on your office.  And based and depending on the resources available to Parliament both in terms of human and financial, the timing should be left to you, but the urgency is here, Mr Speaker.  
On that note, Mr Speaker I hope that during the formation of the committees as much as possible both sides of the House, and this must mean a political and non-political so that there is participation and input from all Members of Parliament regardless of the political equation or political divide that remains among us.  
The choice therefore, Mr Speaker, that it be a Special Select Committee as opposed to referring the matter to the House Committee is basically because this has limited time frame and for a specific purpose.  Of course, the reference to the ‘notwithstanding other provisions of Standing Orders that specifies membership of Special Select Committees, this has been widely discussed with you and your offices and we hope that with the understanding and undertaking that we now have set ourselves to work towards, we will achieve this as part of our processes to continue to improve this legislature, Mr Speaker.  


With those remarks, I beg to move.  Thank you.  

Mr Speaker:  Before I put the question I simply want to clarify today’s Order paper.  Today’s Order paper has been decided by the House Committee under the provision of Standing Order 15(3)(c), and so it is a kind of mixture of questions and semi-formal motions.  So it is quite in order.  
The motion was put to the House and passed
Mr Speaker:  I am advised and I think it is also proper since the notice of motions 1 and 2 was noticed only yesterday, the Chairman of the Public Accounts has decided that this be withdrawn from today’s Order Paper for some other day.

Motions No.1 and 2 withdrawn

Mr Huniehu:  Point of order Mr Speaker.  With regards to the two reports - the Auditor General’s report, the Public Accounts Committee on its examination of the Auditor General’s Audit Report on the Ministry of Infrastructure and Development and Development Civil Aviation Division and the one on the Immigration Division of the Foreign Affairs, External Trade and Tourism.  


I understand that these are the contents of the minutes of the report by the Public Accounts Committee.  The substantive report relating to these particular issues, I do not think were tabled in the pigeon holes of Members of Parliament.  That was the proper Auditor’s Report in these two issues, and I think that is the one we should be debating and not the minute details of discussions of the Public Accounts Committee.

Mr Speaker:  That is right.  It is the report submitted by the Auditor General that is laid before Parliament for debate and therefore they are now put on notice for next week’s discussion.  

MOTIONS

Hon Kaua:  Mr Speaker, I beg to move that the House do now adjourn.

The House adjourned at 4 pm.  

