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Review of the role of the Crown Officers in Jersey

1. This document incorporates the responses of Stéphanie Nicolle Q.
C., H.M. Solicitor General January 1994 to March 2008, and
Terence Cubitt Sowden Q. C., H. M. Solicitor General, January
1986 to December 1993, both of whom have been asked for their
views.

S. C. Nicolle, Q. C.

2. 1 have spent my entire professional life in the public service. In
September 1971 1 joined the Judicial Greffe where | first worked
principally in the Police Court (now the Magistrate’s Court) and then
principally in the Royal Court and the Court of Appeal. | was called
to the Bar of England and Wales in November 1976 and to the
Jersey Bar in August 1978. In September 1982 | joined the Law
Officers’ Department. In 1985 | became a Crown Advocate, and in
January 1994 Solicitor General. | retired in March 2008. The
Royal Court, the Police Court, the States, and the Law Officers’
Department have all undergone radical changes in the time | have
known them.

3. When 1 started working in the Law Officers” Department, and when |
became Solicitor General, the States operated by a committee
system which appears to have started on an ad hoc basis in the
eighteenth, and which became firmly established for all States



business during the nineteenth, centuries. I was Solicitor General at
the time of the implementation of the change to Ministerial
government, and for some time thereafter.

The role of the Bailiff

. The proposition of the Deputy of St. Martin refers to the Report of
the Review Panel on the Machinery of Government in Jersey, 2000
(“the Clothier Report” and its three reasons of principle for saying
that the Bailiff should not have a rdle both in the States and as Chief
Judge in the Royal Court. My own view is that unless a better
alternative can be found, or there is some binding legal principle
which prohibits it, the Bailiff should remain President of the States,
and Chief Judge of the Royal Court. For my part I am unable to
think of any better alternative. There are other options, but they all
appear to me to be inferior, rather than superior, to the present
position. Nor do | think that there is any legal principle which
prohibits it.

. The Clothier Report states that the Bailiff “is” the Speaker of the
States, and goes on to argue from that that as the Speaker of the
House of Commons is the servant of the House of Commons, so the
“Speaker” of the States should be the servant of the States; and that
as it is unbecoming that the Bailiff should be the servant of the
States, it must follow that the Bailiff should cease to preside in the
States. In fact the Bailiff is not the Speaker of the States, and I do
not think that it is helpful to say that he is something which he is not,
far less to build an argument on the assertion. The Bailiff is the
President of the States, and the President of the States is the person



who carries out the duties and exercises the powers conferred on
him by the States of Jersey Law 2005.

. It may be that the Speaker of the House of Commons and the
President of the States exercise similar functions, but that is not the
same as saying that the one “is” the other. To what extent the
comparison can be drawn is in any case a moot point. | have never
witnessed a sitting of the House of Commons, but if the sittings are

“accurately reported in the national press the standard of behaviour
permitted to members falls far below what would be tolerated in the
States Assembly or, | believe, liked by the Jersey electorate. The
President of the States is thus responsible for maintaining standards
of behaviour in a way which the Speaker of the House of Commons
may not be.

. As regards the view that the President of the States should be the
servant of the States, my own view is that it is better that he should
not. If the President is the servant of theStates, the States should be
able to appoint, control and remove him. | think that this sits
awkwardly with the duties of the President, who may be called on to
tell a member that his proposition, his question, his speech or his
behaviour does not comply with Standing Orders, or in a number of
ways to make some ruling or decision adverse to this or that
member. A President who is constantly aware that he can be
removed at any time by those whose proceedings he is regulating
operates under a disability in a way that an independent President
does not. On the one hand the President may feel consciously or
subconsciously inhibited, on the other a President who exercises a
proper control may find himself removed by aggrieved members.



8. | do not think that the appointment by the members of the States of
one of their number is a satisfactory solution, and I think that it
would be even less workable under the Ministerial system than it
might have been under the Committee system. Under the
Committee system there were a number of major committees (the
former standing committees), three trading committees, and an even
greater number of committees which were neither major nor trading
committees. Every member of the States had the prospect, which
was generally realised, of being a member of one or more
committees, and possibly a President or Vice-President. ~ Under the
Ministerial system a member of the States is a Minister or an
Assistant Minister, or he is not. Since its introduction some
members who are not Ministers refer to themselves as
“backbenchers”. The Ministers, and those members who vote in
support of the Ministers, are sometimes referred to as “the
Establishment”.

9. From my observations of the States pre- and post- the change to
Ministerial government, it appears to me that there is now among
many, though not all, members more of a sense of division, and of
adherence to one side or the other, in the Assembly than there was
under the Committee system. It seems to me to follow from this
that whoever is appointed there is a possibility that he will be subject
to accusations of bias one way or the other: of bias in favour of the
Ministers when he rules in their support, or rules against a member
who is attacking Ministerial policy etc., or of bias against them when
his rulings go the other way.

10. The office of President is a key one, and if the States were to
elect a President from among their number, it should be from among



the most able, but that is precisely the group from which Ministers,
Scrutiny panels, and members of the Privileges and Procedures
Commiittee and the Public Accounts Committee should be drawn. If
however a member of the States is appointed as President he will
hardly be able to participate in the debates or fill any important out-
of-States offices such as Minister, member of Scrutiny, member of
Policy and Procedures or Public Accounts, etc.: indeed, when an
elected member of the States deputises for the Bailiff in accordance
with the States of Jersey Law 2005 the Law rightly provides that
that member cannot vote on any matter under debate. The Speaker
of the House of Commons is elected from a much larger Assembly,
and from one which is moreover dominated by political parties, so
that the importance of the individual member appears, to me at any
rate, to be less than in the States.

11. The President is regularly called on to make decisions which
require him to interpret and apply the Standing Orders of the States
of Jersey. One need only look at the list of Standing Orders which
appears at the head of the Standing Orders (incorporated in this
document as an appendix} to appreciate the extent of the matters
covered which may call for a Presidential interpretation. This is a
matter of statutory interpretation, and | cannot seen how it can be
carried out other than by a lawyer, and preferably one with some
experience of the States.

12. 1 am aware of the treatment of the legal issues in the submissions
of the Attorney General, and | will be as brief as possible in what |
say on this aspect. | do not think that there is any legal bar to the
Bailiff’s role as President. 1 am supported in that view by the
judgments of the Court of Appeal and the Supreme Court of



England and Wales in the case of Regina (Barclay and others) v Lord
Chancellor and Secretary of State for Justice and others [2009] 2
WLR 1205 and [2009] 3 WLR 1207 respectively, and in particular
on paragraphs 42 to 46 of the judgment of the Court of Appeal.
In Jersey, as in Sark, the voting members of States are elected. They
have the voting power which determines what laws are passed and
what procedures are followed and they can be expected to assert
their democratic will as they see fit. There is no more reason to
believe that they will be intimidated from doing so by the presence
of the Bailiff than the Court of Appeal found to suppose that the
voting members of the Chief Pleas of Sark would be by the presence
of the Seigneur and Seneschal. That does not, of course, mean that
the States cannot alter the position should they wish to do so, but it
does mean that if they do not wish to do so there is no legal reason
why they should.

13. The only legal issue which might arise stems not from having an
unelected President of the States but from having a judge who also
sits in the legislature (the second Clothier reason, which is expressed
as “no one who is involved in making the laws should also be involved
judicially in a dispute based upon them”. The Court of Appeal in the
Barclay case, in which the Seneschal held a dual role as judge and as
member of the chief Pleas, held that on the facts of that case there
was a breach of Article 6 of the European Convention on Human
Rights. That case was, however, described by the Court as
“exceptional”. The inference to be drawn from the decision of the
European Court of Human Rights in McGonnell v United Kingdom
(2000) 30 EHRR 289 is that there will be a breach of Article 6
only if the judge was actually present when the matter which is the
subject of the litigation or prosecution was debated in the legislature,
with a possible qualification from the Barclay case that there must be




some system which will ensure that all those who appear before the
Bailiff (or of course the Deputy Bailiff) will know whether he
presided or not. | would add that Jersey is a customary law
jurisdiction, and much of what comes before the judges of the Royal
Court has never been debated in the States.

14. The third reason given in the Clothier Report for not having the

Bailiff as what is there referred to as Speaker of the States is that the
legality of decisions which he makes in that capacity may be
challenged before him in his capacity of judge of the Royal Court. 1
think that the importance of this point is significantly limited by the
ruling of Beloff, Commissioner, in Syvret v Bailhache and Hamon
1998 JLR 128, which put a very comprehensive boundary to the
extent to which the Royal Court or any other court can enquire into
the legality of what is done in the States.

The role of the Law Officers

15. The starting point of any consideration of the role of the Law

Officers is the premise, which I regard as beyond contradiction, that
the States require legal advice from someone. Whatever the origin
of the Law Officers’ role as members of the States, the present day
justification is that they are the legal advisers to the States. There
was a watershed in their relationship with the States, the importance
of which cannot be over-emphasised, which came with the
appointment as Solicitor General of Alexander Moncrieff, later Lord,
Coutanche. Prior to Solicitor General Coutanche’s appointment the
Law Officers were the legal advisers to the Crown, but acted for the
States only when and if the States briefed them in the same way as



they (the States) would brief a private sector lawyer. Solicitor
ngeral Coutanche was the moving force behind the passing of the
Loi (1930) consitituant le Département des Officiers de la Couronne,
which set up for the first time a Law Officers’ Department. Since
that time the Law Officers have been ex officio advisers to the States
in the fullest possible sense.

16. Advice to the States may be given during the genesis of a law or
policy; while it is being debated in the States; and after debate when
it is being implemented. | do not think that it can be sought on an
ad hoc basis from private sector firms. There was a time when Iittle
needed to be considered in the matter of legislation and policy other
than the law of the Island and in some cases the constitutional
relationship with the United Kingdom. Now all legislation and all
policy must be compliant with a multiplicity of conventions,
directives, and the like, for example the European Convention on
Human Rights, the law of the European Union insofar as it applies to
the Island, etc. These are specialist areas of law, but not areas in
which most private sector firms necessarily feel a need to speciaise.
To this should be added the consideration that as the Law Officers
are advisers to the States, so they build up a knowledge of the
workings of the various States Departments which cannot be
replicated on an ad hoc basis by someone who has been instructed in
a particular matter.

17. When the matters on the agenda for a States sitting do not appear
likely to give rise to any legal issues, e.g. a debate on whether to
have an extra public holiday, the Law Officer who is in States may
be given leave of absence by the President to work in his/her office
and remain on call in case a legal question arises. [ think however



that it is essential that the provider of legal advice should be entitled
to be present in the States when matters which have previously been
advised on, or matters which are clearly like to raise legal issues, are
under consideration. There are times when questions can only be
dealt with satisfactorily by someone who has been present for the
entire debate. There are also occasions when it is necessary to
intervene with legal advice even though it has not been requested.

18. | have difficulty in envisaging exactly how a system would operate
under which advice was given only when asked for. In my
experience of attending States sittings, legal issues can arise entirely
unexpectedly, and members can ask legal questions on any matter
before them, not solely on provisions in draft legislation. | certainly
do not think that the proposal, mooted some years back, of having
the Law Officers on call, but not permitted to enter the States save
when called in to answer a question, after which they would be sent
away, is remotely workable. There are moreover times when it
becomes clear that legal advice, although not asked for, is needed,
see the example given below of my advice given during the Planning
and Building Law.

19. Although the Law Officers have a right to speak in the States,
that right is exercised in accordance with well-established convention.
That convention is possibly best described in the words of the then
Attorney General, C. W. Duret Aubin, C. B. E., giving evidence
before the Privy Council Committee on Channel Islands Reform,
1946 (page 62 of the evidence) —

“The tradition which | have inherited from my predecessors
is that, whilst the right of speech is general, it should not be
exercised in the House excepting in matters of legal import



or matters which touch the interest of His Majesty or
except in respect of which the Law Officers propose at a
later stage to report adversely, ...”
[“report adversely” refers to the fact that when an enactment passed
by the States is submitted for Royal Assent, it is accompanied by a
report from the Law Officers advising whether it is one of which Her
Majesty may properly be advised to approve.]

20. A convention is not a law, but a convention, scrupulously
observed, gives the same safeguard as a law. It can happen that an
intervention from one of the Law Officers on a legal issue is
interpreted as a political intervention, simply because it is an
intervention and not a response. | was present in the States for the
debate on the Planning and Building (Jersey) Law 2002, during
which | was asked, and answered, a number of legal questions in
relation to the draft Law. The debate then reached Part 10 of the
Law, in which Article 126 provides that except as otherwise
provided the Law applies to the Crown and to Crown land. The
article then makes a number of exclusions, including a provision that
the compulsory purchase powers under the Law could not be
exercised to acquire a Crown interest in land.

21. When the debate reached Part 10, one member made a speech in
which he said that it should be possible to acquire Crown land by
compulsory purchase, and that therefore he would vote against the
article. It was perfectly obvious that he thought that if Article 126
was not passed, the entire Law would apply to the Crown. |
therefore intervened, although | had not been asked a question, to
explain that if the article were passed, the Law would apply to the
Crown with the specified exceptions, but that if the article were not



passed no part of the Law would apply to the Crown. My
participation in the debate was afterwards described in the local press
in terms which suggested that | had adopted a political stance in
support of the draft Law.

22. | have recounted this incident, not because it is particularly
interesting in itself, but because I think that it shows firstly, the need
for the Law Officers to have a right to intervene, and secondly, that
while the interventions of the Law Officers may appear as political
meddling to those who think that legal advice is only needed if it is
asked for, such is not necessarily the case.

23. It will be obvious from the foregoing that I think that the Law
Officers should have a right to attend and to speak in the States
Assembly. Whether they are called members of the States or
something else seems to me a matter of comparatively little moment.

24, As regards other issues relating to the functions of the Law
Officers, | am to some extent handicapped by the fact that there has
been a restructuring of the Law Officers’ Department since I left. It
is now divided into three sections. One is administrative, and the
other two, one civil, one criminal, divide the legal work of the
Department between them, and each of the civil and the criminal
sections has its own Director. There are thus now two lawyers in
senior positions exercising a much greater degree of autonomy, and
thus discharging a greater amount of Law Officer work, than in my
time, or that of my predecessors. This may to some extent deal with
suggestions that there should be a Director of Public Prosecutions, as
there is now a Director of the Criminal Division.



25. The Attorney General is sometimes referred to as the titular head
of the Honorary Police. Where this title came from I do not know.
| suspect that it reflects the power which the Attorney General
historically had to direct the Honorary Police (who were then the
only police force in the Island, and upon whose reports the Attorney
General based prosecutions) to investigate and/or to refer matters to
him so that he might prosecute them in the Royal Court. That
power is reviewed in Att. Gen. v. Devonshire Hotels Ltd., (Royal
Ct.), 1987-88 JLR 577. | am aware that that case has been
included in the Attorney General’s bundle and so do not attach a

copy.

26. Prior to the passing of the Loi (1853) sur la cour pour la repression
des moindres délits only the Attomey General (and in certain cases
the Solicitor General) had a power to prosecute, so that no wider
power was needed. The Attorney General’s status as sole
prosecutor was eroded with the passing of the 1853 Law, which
gave Constables the power to prosecute in what is now the
Magistrate’s Court, see Devonshire Hotels cited above. The Law
Officers now also exercise a power to direct a Constable to
discontinue a prosecution in the Magistrate’s Court. The source of
this power does not seem to me to be other than usage which has
passed into custom and thence into law, in accordance with the
maxim usage makes custom and custom makes the law (for a
consideration of which see Constable of St. Helier v. Gray and
Attorney General 2004 JLR 360 at paragraphs 37 — 39).




27. 1 believe that these powers should continue to exist. Though they
are exercised very sparingly, it would be unfortunate if they could
not be exercised at all.

28. Other than these powers to direct the bringing or the
discontinuation of a Magistrate’s Court prosecution | believe the
Attromey General’s functions as titular head of the Honorary Police
to be formal. 1 also think that these functions have a greater
importance than may at first be apparent, and that they should
continue. | do not think that they should be transferred to a senior
member of the civil service. That is not because I doubt the ability
of senior members of the civil service, which at the highest level
equals, in my experience, the best of the private sector: it is because
I doubt that it would be viewed by the Honorary Police themselves
in the same light. The Honorary Police is an entirely voluntary
organisation of inestimable value to the Island. | believe from my
own ex officio attendance at Honorary Police functions that the
members of the Honorary Police value having a Crown appointee at
their head, and that having a titular head gives the Honorary Police
an Island-wide cohesion. | simply do not think that the same effect
would be achieved by the appointment of a civil servant, no matter
how competent.

29. | think that the appointment of the Law Officers as it is described
in the Attorney General’s submissions is as satisfactory a procedure
as can be envisaged, given the need for confidentiality, consultation
with those most affected by the choice, and an informed assessment
of professional ability. That said, | do think that the general public
should know what that procedure is, and that those who do not
know should be able to find out.



T. C. Sowden, Q. C.

30. I became Solicitor General in January 1986 and remained in that
office until 31t December 1993, when | left to take up the post of
Magistrate. | have read the above response of my successor Solicitor
General, and subject to the qualification that the change from
committee to Ministerial government, and the re-organisation of the
Law Officers’ Department, both took place after | had left office, so
that I have no personal knowledge of either and cannot comment
on their effect, | agree with what is there said.

Appendix

STANDING ORDERS OF THE STATES OF
JERSEY

Arrangement

Standing Order
PART 1

INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL

1 Interpretation
2 Roll of elected members




SESSIONS AND MEETINGS OF THE STATES
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Sessions of the States

Planning days for meetings of the States
Members may requisition additional meeting
Bailiff may convene additional meeting
Times when States shall not meet
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Matters of privileges or immunity
Notice of intention to raise matter of privileges or immunity

Questions

Who may ask. and be asked, a question
Contents of question

Submission of questions
Submission of question to be answered in writing
Written reply to question
Submission of question o be answered orally
Determination of order in which questions with notice are to be
answered orally
Urgent oral guestion

Statements
Seeking leave to make personal statement
Notice of intention to make statement on a matter of official
responsibility

Propositions
Propositions must be lodged

Who can lodge a proposition

Content of proposition

How a proposition is lodged

Additional requirement for proposition of no confidence
Additional requirement for proposition to rescind earlier decision
Additional requirement for amending proposition

Day a proposition is lodged

Minimum lodging period

Referral of proposition to Minister or committee upon lodging

Listing for debate of an amendment
Relisting for debate of propositions not debated by close of meeting




30 Planning arrangement of public business for meetings
31 Planning order in which public business at meetings will be debated
32 Notice of proposal to debate proposition at present mecting
33 Limit on number of decisions not to debate proposition lodged by

member in his or her own right
34 Withdrawing a proposition before debate

Reports and comments
35 Who may present report or comment
36 Content of report or comment
Presenting or laying a document
37 How document is presented to or laid before the States
Duties of Greffier preparatory to meeting

38 Greffier to inform members of the States of meeting days
39 Greffier to prepare order paper
40 Greffier to distribute written answers to questions
41 Greffier to distribute questions to be answered orally
PART 4

MEETINGS OF THE STATES

Duration and suspension of meetings

42 Start of meeting

43 Proposal that meeting start at different time
44 Midday adjournment
45 Proposal to adjourn at any time
46 Suspension of meeting by presiding officer
47 Adjournment or closure at 5.30 p.m.
48 Proposal to close meeting before business concluded
49 Meeting closed when business concluded
Conduct of business
50 Order of business
51 Ist roll call
52 Prayers
53 2nd roll call
54 Arrival of elected member after 2nd roll call
55 States inquorate at start of meeting
56 States inquorate during meeting
57 Lists of subordinate enactments laid and other documents laid or

presented



Notification of lodged propositions

Selection and appointment of Ministers, committees and panels
Raising a matter of privilege or immunity with notice

Matter of privilege or immunity arising during meeting
Submitting petition to the States

Questions with notice to be answered orally

Questions without notice to be answered by Ministers
Asking questions without notice

Duration of periods for questions without notice
Personal statement made by member of the States
Statement on a matter of official responsibility
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Public business

69 General procedure for debate on proposition

70 General procedure for debate on amendment to proposition

71 2nd reading of draft Law or Regulations: debate on the principle

72 Referral of draft Law or Regulations for scrutiny

73 Draft Law or Regulations not referred to scrutiny panel

74 Continuation of 2nd reading of draft Law or Regulations: debate on
provisions

75 3rd reading of draft Law or Regulations

76 Draft legislative Act

77 Draft standing orders

Matters that may be proposed without notice
77A Proposal to refer proposition to Minister or committee

78 Proposal to suspend debate on draft enactment

79 Suspension of debate for the purposes of scrutiny

80 Proposal to suspend standing order

80A Proposal under Article 19 of the Public Finances (Jersey) Law 2005

81 Proposal for conducting business in camera

82 Arrangements for conducting business in camera

83 Proposal for reference back

84 Proposal to close debate

85 Proposal to move to next item

86 Proposer may move proposition again following suspension of debate,
reference back or move to next item

87 Proposals as to arrangement of public business at present meeting

Arrangement of public business for future meetings
88 Chairman of the PPC to propose arrangement of public business for
future meetings




89

Proposals by other members relating to arrangement of public business
for future meetings

Voting
89A Decisions
90 Voting
91 Procedure for standing vote
92 Recorded vote taken using the electronic voting system
93 Manner of taking recorded vote when electronic voting system
unavailable

94 Recorded vote taken by open ballot
95 Recorded vote taken by roll call vote
96 Secret ballot

States sitting in committee
97 States sitting in committee: procedure and rules of discussion
PART 5

RULES OF ORDER, CONDUCT AND DEBATE IN MEETING

98 Presiding officer to maintain order

99 Behaviour of members during meeting

100 - Member speaking

101 Interruptions

102 Proposition, proposal or nomination must be seconded

103 Member cannot speak twice in debate

104 Contents of speech

105 Modes of reference to other members of the States

106 Declaration of interest

107  Presiding officer's powers in relation to matters which are sub judice
108 Presiding officer's powers in relation to irrelevant or repetitious speeches
109  Presiding officer's power to direct withdrawal of offensive etc words
110 Presiding officer’s power to require withdrawal from Chamber

111 Proposal to suspend member following withdrawal from Chamber
PART 6

PROCESS FOR SELECTION AND APPOINTMENT OF MINISTERS,
COMMITTEES AND PANELS

112

Order of and time for selection and appointment following ordinary

election



113 Time for selection of Chief Minister and ministers other than following
ordinary election

114  Filling casual vacancies

115 Chief Minister: nominations

116 Chief Minister: selection process

117 Ministers:_selection process

117A Adjournment following selection of Ministers

118 Chairman of the PPC: appointment process

119 Chairman of the PAC: appointment process

120 Chairman of a scrutiny panel: appointment process

121 President of the chairmen’s committee: appointment process

122 Membership of the PPC: appointment process

123 Elected members of the PAC: appointment process

124 Unelected members of the PAC: appointment process

125 Members of scrutiny panel: appointment process

126

PART 7

COMMITTEES AND PANELS

127 Privileges and Procedures Committee; establishment and constitution

128 Privileges and Procedures Committee: terms of reference

129 Privileges and Procedures Committee; term of office and resignation of
chairman or member

130 Privileges and Procedures Committee: proceedings

131 Public Accounts Committee: establishment and constitution

132 Public Accounts Committee: terms of reference

133 Public Accounts Committee: term of office and resignation of chairman
or member

134 Public Accounts Committee: proceedings

135 Scrutiny panels: establishiment and constitution

136  Scrutiny panels: terms of reference

137 Scrutiny panel: term of office and resignation of chairman or member

138 Scrutiny panel: proceedings

139 Scrutiny panels: establishment of sub-panels

140 Scrutiny panels: appointment of member to undertake review etc.

141 Code of practice for scrutiny panels

142  Chairmen’s committee: establishment and constitution

143 Chairmen’s committee; terms of reference

144

145  Chairmen’s committee: proceedings




146 Committee of inquiry: appointment

147 Commiittee of inquiry: proceedings

148 Committee of inquiry: right of Attorney General to appear
149 Committee of inquiry: legal representation

150 Committee of inquiry: remuneration and expenses

151 Duties of Greffier in relation to committees and panels

PART 8

REGISTER OF INTERESTS AND CODE OF CONDUCT

152 Elected members’ interests that must be registered
153 Process for registering member's interests

154 Greffier to maintain register

155 Code of conduct for elected members

156  Complaint about conduct of an elected member
157  Investigation of breach of code of conduct

158  OQutcome of investigation

PART Y

RECORDS OF MEETINGS

159 Greffier to keep minutes of meetings
160 Greffier {o prepare transcript of meeting
161 Greffier to keep documents and make them available.

PART 10

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

162 Form and content of declaration by candidate for election
163 Petitions by members of the public
164 Suspension of member of the States

165  Duty of Viscount relating to removal or exclusion of member of the

States
166 Effect of suspension of standing order
167  Decisions on matters not provided for
168 Land transactions
169  Duty of Greffier regarding Law adopted in 3rd reading
170 Duty of Greffier in relation to internet publishing
171  Duty of Greffier regarding seating plan




172 Further duties of Greffier
173 Strangers entering precincts of the States
174  Duty of Viscount regarding strangers

SCHEDULE 1

PETITIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

1 Contents of petition

2 The petitioners

3 Example of form of petition

4 Depositing petition with Greffier
5 Submitting petition to the States

SCHEDULE 2

REGISTER OF INTERESTS OF ELECTED MEMBERS

Employment, offices, directorships and partnerships
Self-employment, etc.

Shareholdings

Sponsorship

Gifts, hospitality and other benefits

Overseas visits

Land

Miscellaneous
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SCHEDULE 3

CODE OF CONDUCT FOR ELECTED MEMBERS

Purpose of the code

Public duty

Personal conduct

Conflict between public and private interest

Maintaining the integrity of the States

Public comments etc. regarding a States’ employee or officer
Gifts and hospitality

Access to confidential information

Co-operation with committees and panels
SCHEDULE 4
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DECLARATION BY CANDIDATE FOR ELECTION

Supporting Documents
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