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Monday 26 November 2007 
 

The Body met at 9.36 am. 
NEW CO-CHAIR 

 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I extend a warm welcome to my Co- 
Chair, Niall Blaney, who has joined us in place of Pat Carey, who has become a 
Minister in the Irish Government responsible for drug strategy and community 
affairs an interesting combination. We wish him well on his appointment. 
 
Niall has to leave us later today for the very best of reasons—a new baby girl. His 
Vice-Chair colleagues will fill his place on the rostrum in the remainder of the 
session. I welcome him to his first plenary. 
 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 
 

The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I want to say a few words about where 
we are as a Body. I think everybody would agree that developments in Northern 
Ireland since we last met have been remarkable. I am sure you would want to 
congratulate the political parties and the two Governments for a successful outcome 
of those negotiations. After almost a decade since the Good Friday Agreement was 
signed, we finally have the institutions of government in Northern Ireland and the 
Assembly up and running and working successfully. I am sure that this Body, perhaps 
more than any other, will realise how important that is. 
 
It does, of course, have quite serious implications for us as an inter-parliamentary 
Body. This morning’s motion relates to what you as delegates and we as Co-Chairs 
have to say about how the nature of our work will inevitably change because of 
success in Northern Ireland. We are the only parliamentary Body that embraces all 
jurisdictions in these islands. We are, to all intents and purposes, the east-west 
parliamentary Body to which the Good Friday and St Andrews Agreements both 
referred. That means that when, for example, we deal with the Secretary of State for 
Northern Ireland this afternoon and the Irish Minister in six months’ time, we will 
haveto consider how we ensure that the devolved Assemblies, including Northern 
Ireland, and their Governments relate to us as a Body. The Steering Committee 
considered this in some detail last night, and in the light of this morning’s meeting 
and the plenary generally, we will produce a report for our next plenary on how we 
deal with this significantly changed political situation, which can only be for the best 
in our situation. 
 
We will have to consider the name of the Body. We will certainly have to consider its 
inclusivity with regard to representatives from the Northern Ireland Assembly. We 
still have no Unionists with us. We have to put that omission right. All the 
negotiations and preparations for the next plenary will taken in the context of what I 
have just described. 
 
It is an exciting time in many ways, but it involves us in lots of decision making in the 



months ahead. Do you want to say a few works before we formally start the 
proceedings, Niall? 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Niall Blaney TD): Thank you for your kind words, Paul. You 
mentioned the birth of my child just a few days ago. I, too, want to let out a secret: 
Paul celebrated his birthday yesterday. You can ask him later what age he is. 
 
I thank the Body for its courtesy and the hotel for the lovely meal last night. Like you, 
Co-Chair, I pay tribute to the former Irish Co-Chairman, Pat Carey, who has moved 
on to greater things. I also want to acknowledge the magnificent progress that has 
been made with the peace process in Northern Ireland. All parties involved have 
made tremendous progress, this Body included. As a new Co-Chair, I want to ensure 
that more progress is made to finalise any issues. Paul hinted at inclusiveness in the 
Body and a possible name change. I echo those words to ensure that there is 
inclusiveness in relation to Members of the Northern Ireland Assembly. To make this 
Body whole and complete is certainly a goal of mine. 
 
During my term, I look forward to meeting and getting to know you all. I certainly 
look forward to the stage at which this Body meets and Northern Ireland is not the 
main topic. I also look forward to working alongside you, Paul. I am sorry that I am 
pulling out at an early stage, but these things happen; there is not much that I can do 
about it. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you for that, Niall. We all look 
forward to working with you, too. 
 

PLENARY BUSINESS 
 

The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I have some announcements to make. 
Will everyone turn off pagers, bleepers and mobile phones while they are in the 
room. I remind Members that the proceedings of this Body do not attract 
parliamentary privilege, so we have to be careful what we say. 
 

NEW MEMBERS 
 

The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Following on from the general 
elections in Ireland, Scotland and Wales, there have been many changes in the 
membership, and a complete list of Members is available in the hall. We give a warm 
welcome to all new Members. It is particularly good to see delegates from the 
Northern Ireland Assembly. Barry McElduff and Seán Neeson have been Members of 
the Body before and know the ropes. It is quite interesting that the delegation from 
my country, Wales, is being led by Rosemary Butler, a very old friend, and that it has 
a female majority. That is a sign of the times. 
 
A number of our former Members have become Ministers. I mentioned Pat Carey, 
but from Ireland that also includes Jimmy Devins, Michael Kitt and Trevor Sargent; 
from the UK, Meg Hillier; from Scotland, Bruce Crawford; and John Griffiths in Wales. 



On a note of sadness, we note the death of Joe Sherlock, a long-standing member of 
the Body. We have also lost some of our number as a result of electoral defeat. We 
wish them well in their future lives. 
 

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 
 

The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I have to inform the Body that in 
accordance with Rule 2a, the following Associate Members have accepted the 
invitation of the Steering Committee to assume the powers and responsibilities of 
members for the whole of the session: Senators Martin Brady and Cecilia Keaveney; 
Mr Jim Dobbin MP; Baroness Harris; Mr Alex Atwood MLA; and Ms Jenny Randerson 
AM. 
 
Perhaps most importantly of all, I inform Members that at 11.15 am we will break for 
15 minutes to have our photograph taken. 
 

PROGRAMME OF BUSINESS 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I move that the proposed order of 
business be adopted. Are there any objections? 
 
Programme of Business agreed. 
 

POLITICAL MOTION 
9.45 am 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): It will be extremely helpful if those 
wishing to speak in the debate who have not already given their names to the Clerks 
do so as soon as possible, or otherwise indicate to the Clerks that they wish to speak. 
 
The Committee has imposed time limits of 10 minutes for opening and closing 
statements and four minutes for speeches from the Floor. If necessary, that could be 
revisited. 
 
I call Michael Mates to move the motion and open the debate— 
 
Mr Iain Smith MSP: On a point of order, Mr Murphy. Most of us have not seen the 
text of the motion. Has it been circulated? 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I hope so. It is at the back of the room. 
I did not realise that it had not been put on the tables. Can we ensure that it is 
circulated? I shall give Members a second or two to look at it. I would be surprised if 
anyone found it too controversial. 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: I beg to move 
 



That the Body welcomes the historic transformation of politics in Northern Ireland; 
welcomes theformation of a power sharing Executive on 8 May which is taking 
forward its work in a spirit of cooperation for the benefit of all the people of Northern 
Ireland; encourages the continuing support of theBritish and Irish Governments and 
the continued engagement, of the international community, in particular the US and 
the EU, in the consolidation of peace and reconciliation in Northern Ireland; notes 
the success of the North South Ministerial Council Plenary and the British Irish Council 
Summit in July of this year, and encourages all parties to work together to promote 
and develop North/South and East/West linkages for the benefit of all these islands 
and to advance the full implementation of theBelfast /Good Friday Agreement; 
welcomes the all-party support for policing and criminal justice and calls on all 
members of the community to co-operate fully with the institutions of policing and 
justice; agrees to initiate consultations with the Northern Ireland Assembly, the 
governments and the other relevant elected institutions with a view to making 
recommendations as to the formation of the inclusiveEast-West interparliamentary 
framework which will embrace all interests, as envisaged in the St Andrews 
Agreement; encourages the development of the North-South parliamentary forum, 
also as contained in that agreement; and accepts that the changed circumstances 
will necessitate changes to the Body’s own arrangements. 
 
I have said this before, but it bears saying again: it is almost unbelievable how far 
this Body has come in the 18 years of its existence and how far things have changed 
during that time, and our attitudes have changed with it. I think I am right in saying 
that only Jim O’Keeffe and I were present at that first meeting in London in 1990. Jim 
has been away a bit since. Rory O’Hanlon, of course, whom we are delighted to see 
back again, joined us in 1992. He was a Health Minister at the time, and he had to 
leave for a bit to be Speaker of the Dail. It is good to see him after all this time. 
 
That meeting was probably one of the most hostile, suspicious and almost ill-
tempered that I have ever attended. None of us knew each other. The situation in 
Northern Ireland was bad. The situation in London was not much better, with the 
appeal for the Birmingham six taking place. Feelings ran high indeed. Now, with 
everything going well, and Members knowing each other, we are in an entirely 
different atmosphere, and we are much the better for it. For example, Arthur 
Morgan, with whom I have exchanged some fairly rough and rugged points of view 
over the years, came up to me last night and said, “Nice to see you, Michael. I won’t 
have to headbutt you any more because Barry McElduff’s here and he can do it 
instead.” 
 
Mr Barry McElduff MLA: It is nothing personal. 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: Barry, you cannot reach, so do not bother.  
 
That is how far we have come and it is all for the best. 
 
As you said, Co-Chair, the focus of the Body has necessarily been on the situation in 
Northern Ireland. In each plenary session we have debated the political situation. 



Sometimes, it has been very repetitive. Of course, the Northern Ireland focus has 
also meant that it has an inhibiting effect on the representatives of the devolved 
institutions who joined us a few years ago and the Crown dependencies, who would 
be forgiven for thinking that the debate is not for them. In a phrase, we have got to 
stop examining our navel. 
 
The situation in Northern Ireland has changed hugely: the devolved institutions have 
been restored; the political situation is well on the way to normalisation; Members 
of the Northern Ireland Assembly are sitting with us, even if the Unionist parties are, 
sadly, still unrepresented; and a Northern Ireland Executive is in place. If we are not 
careful, we risk finding ourselves in the position of the American folk singer who 
sang protest songs about the Vietnam war for so long that when it was over, he 
found that he nothing left in his repertoire. We have got to change. 
 
I hope that Members will forgive me if I do not address the motion’s words, which 
are motherhood and apple pie. As Arthur Morgan reminded me, we never have 
addressed the words of these motions. I told him that he was speaking entirely for 
himself. Even if we wanted to maintain our current pattern, I do not think that we 
can. When we meet in the United Kingdom, one immediate consequence of the 
changes is that the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland no longer has 
responsibility for a whole swathe of subjects that have been devolved. We shall find 
later today that he cannot answer some of the questions because they are matters 
for the Northern Ireland Executive. Any other United Kingdom Minister would be in 
the same position. 
 
The St Andrews Agreement visualised an east-west parliamentary tier. As you said, 
Co-Chair, and as we have discussed before, this is the obvious Body on which to build 
that tier. It is a role that we should take on. However, if we are to do that, it is 
important that we change our working pattern, and we need to discuss matters that 
are relevant to all our Members. 
 
Some possibilities for adapting our procedures to the new situation have already 
occurred to me. It might be possible, for instance, to have themed sessions. If those 
were on matters that remain the province of the sovereign United Kingdom 
Parliament—that is, when we are meeting here—we could invite the relevant UK 
Minister. If they were on devolved matters, we could have a Minister from one of 
the devolved Assemblies. Various topics come to mind: overseas aid, the treatment 
of European legislation in different Parliaments, animal health and the environment. 
Ireland has already on occasion sent a Minister other than the Foreign Minister or 
Taoiseach. It might, for instance, have been very interesting this time if we had 
heard the Agriculture Minister talk specifically about his serious responsibilities—the 
threat we are all under from bird flu, foot and mouth and bluetongue. 
 
Then there is the question of, I have to say, our most unsatisfactory relationship with 
the British-Irish Council. At the moment, all we have achieved is an exchange of 
papers. We sought observer status at its meetings, but that has been denied us. We 
also sought to have one of its representative attend our plenaries, but so far that has 



not proved possible either. If it cannot field a representative to tell us about its work 
in general, perhaps it could send the Minister who led on a particular topic. That 
would also have the advantage of allowing us to hear more from the Crown 
dependencies. All of us in our various Assemblies need to go back and put pressure 
individually and collectively on our own Ministers to get this sorted out. It seems to 
me that the British-Irish Council is saying, “No, we’re our own little club, thank you 
very much.  We don’t want parliamentary oversight. We don’t want anything to do 
with any form of parliamentary Assembly.” Frankly, Co-Chair, that is not good 
enough. 
 
Ultimately, we would like our relations with the council to be similar to those 
between the Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers. Bob Walter spoke in 
the Standing Committee last night to that subject because he has just visited the 
Nordic Council. If he catches your eye, Co-Chair, I hope that he will describe his 
experiences there and how that might apply to us. Obviously, the approach has to be 
gradual. 
 
We need, as you said, Co-Chair, to consider once again changing our name. We 
discussed this at the last plenary, and there was almost total agreement that that is 
what should happen, but out of deference to the fact that there was about to be an 
Irish election, we did not think it right to consummate that in the spring, because we 
realised that we faced a raft of new Irish Members to the Body. It is a great sadness 
that there are no Unionist MPs or Unionist MLAs here. Part of the reason they give is 
that the British-Irish Inter-Parliamentary Body is a creature of the Anglo-Irish 
Agreement, which they so bitterly opposed. That has gone into the folklore, but it is 
not true because it was overtaken by subsequent events—the Good Friday and St 
Andrews Agreements. However, there is some trouble persuading Unionists of that. 
 
If we were to make abundantly clear that we were going to change the way we 
work— just as we changed our composition some years ago to reflect the devolved 
Assemblies in Scotland and Wales, and the inclusion of the rest of the islands—it 
would be the last cord binding us to those days in the 1980s when this Body was 
purely between the two sovereign Parliaments. The name “British-Irish Inter- 
Parliamentary Body” is pretty clumsy anyway. The front-runner in all discussions is 
the “British-Irish Parliamentary Assembly”, which would be on a par with the NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly in our Parliament and the similar institution in Europe. It is a 
thoroughly good and ordinary name. Perhaps Members, en passant, would like to 
give us their views. If no one raises any objection to that, the Standing Committee 
would like to put it formally to the Body to be decided when we meet in Wexford in 
the spring. 
 
Those are just a few random thoughts on how we must change. That we must 
change is not up for debate. We would all—certainly the Members of the Standing 
Committee—be very pleased indeed to hear the views of Members from all parts of 
these islands as to whether there are any other suggestions, so that we can work up 
something more formally which we can discuss in greater detail when we next meet. 
 



The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you, Michael. I am sure that we 
all agree with those sentiments. 
 
Michael opened the debate. We now take it to the Floor. I start by asking Arthur 
Morgan to make his contribution. 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: Get the retaliation in first. 
 
10.00 am 
 
Mr Arthur Morgan TD: First, I will not thank Michael Mates for anything he said, 
because that would cost me politically, at home, to an unbearable degree. But I want 
to welcome Barry McElduff, my colleague from the north, together with the SDLP 
and Alliance Party from the Assembly. I hope that we will have the Unionists with us 
as well in the not-too-distant future. 
 
Michael said, for me, that we rarely address the wording of the Motion, but I will do 
so briefly on this occasion. I would welcome a name change for the Body; when I 
meet people at home and they ask what committees I am on, I say, “I am on the 
British-Irish blah blah blah”, and also on the All-Party Oireachtas Committee on the 
Constitution, and they say, “All right, we have the grasp of these long-winded names, 
thanks, Arthur”. So for that reason alone, shortening the name considerably will be a 
welcome change. 
 
When we look at business, the key word out there is competitiveness - trying to slim 
everything down and make it fit for purpose. Yet when you look at the infrastructure 
on our island, we have two sets of everything: we have two health services and two 
education systems. We have more than enough. It is time that we earnestly began 
the process of ending that huge wastage and introducing more efficiency by 
streamlining systems right across the island, if only for the reason that George 
Quigley recently gave when he was advocating unity between IDA – the Industrial 
Development Authority – in the South and Invest Northern Ireland in the North for 
inward job investment purposes. There is huge efficiency in what he was advocating 
and we need to look at that model. 
 
I also welcome the recent establishment of the implementation of the Good Friday 
Agreement committee in the Dáil. That offers a significant forum for the 
implementation of what is, after all, the foundation of this whole new peace that we 
are all enjoying across the island. It has very important work to do. So, too, has this 
Body, if we can work our way a significant distance from the usual discussions. I 
remember when my contribution was entirely taken up with having a go at Michael 
Mates. He has not changed much this morning but he will get there. When we can 
get into productive mode, as Michael has rightly and constructively said this 
morning, we can deal with serious issues relevant to the people that we represent 
right across all the representative Parliaments here. I look forward to getting on with 
that. 
 



I will be semi-redundant now because I am handing over to my new colleague, Barry 
McElduff. I am going to be quite placid and genteel from now on, Comhairle. I bow 
to Barry from hereon in. Go raibh maith agat. 
 
Lord Smith of Clifton: I endorse much of what Michael Mates said. It is a great pity 
that both shades of Unionism in the Northern Ireland Assembly feel unable to 
participate with us, particularly after Peter Robinson and his colleagues gave a very 
positive presentation to us some months ago. It is a pity that that momentum has 
not been maintained. I am sure that, behind the scenes, colleagues are working to 
see when we will have fully-fledged representation on this Body. 
 
I certainly agree with the name change. As for the Motion, it is not so much Mum, 
the flag and apple pie as baby food. You cannot get your teeth into it – it is for gums 
only, so bland is it. That reflects the great progress that has taken place in Northern 
Ireland. Michael Mates was talking about addressing broader themes, and that has 
implications for the way in which our committee structure works. There needs to be 
some thought about which of the committees will be more or less permanent and 
which will be ad hoc, depending on the themes which are likely to come up and 
engage the interests of Members. This is a structural thing as well as the type of 
business we are likely to look at in the future. 
 
While of course one welcomes much attention being paid to a North/South 
collaboration, as Arthur was suggesting, following George Quigley’s 
recommendations about the two industrial investment bodies on the island, it is 
time that we took rather more seriously the east-west set of relationships. We are a 
relatively small archipelago in Europe, although we punch above our weight, 
variously, but that needs to be made slightly more cohesive and coherent in terms of 
what the Body might contribute. Inevitably, we have looked at North/South rather 
more than east-west, but it is now time to rebalance that and start looking more 
seriously at east-west relationships, particularly with regard to economic linkages 
and other themes which Michael Mates spoke of, such as the environment, 
agriculture, and so on. 
 
That is all I have to say. I welcome this and hope that behind the scenes there will be 
some fairly active work going on so that when we meet in Wexford, it will not be a 
report of progress so far but we will come up with some definitive things which will 
mark a quite distinct change of direction and image. 
 
Mr Seymour Crawford TD: First, I pay tribute to former Co-Chair, Pat Carey, and 
congratulate him and all the others who have had great success since our last 
meeting. I welcome my colleague, Niall Blaney, as our Co-Chair, and congratulate 
him once again on his new baby. 
 
Unlike Michael Mates, I was not here at the very start, but I have been a Member of 
the Body since 1993. Things have certainly changed dramatically since then. Even 
when I joined, the tensions were very clear, but the very good working relationship 
has helped to bed down the new situation in Northern Ireland. I have on many 



occasions raised issues such as the Ulster canal, a cross-water project, and the need 
for crossborder road structures. We now have a commitment in place to work 
towards all those projects, with significant funding committed by An Taoiseach on 
behalf of our Government in Dublin. 
 
One of the more significant things which showed how co-operation can work came 
about, once again, as a result of the dire problem of foot and mouth in the UK. 
Ministers Gildernew and Coughlan were able to work together with their respective 
teams to have Ireland kept clear, free to sell our products. That shows how 
important it is to have an all-Ireland animal health structure, as I have proposed here 
and elsewhere for many years. 
 
Since we last met, there has been a cementing together of the power-sharing 
agreement in Northern Ireland which was set up on 8 May. It is clearly working for 
the benefit of all. We hear rumours that things are not as good as they should be, 
but I say to you here and now that things are an awful lot better than they were. To 
that end, there is a need, as the Motion says, for continuing support from not only 
the British and Irish Governments but also the EU and US. There are still ongoing 
tensions, just under the surface, and the only way we can deal with them is through 
economic and political progress. That means that everybody will have a job and 
people will have more to do than some of them have been used to doing on all sides 
in Northern Ireland. 
 
The tensions have been clearly shown with the murder of Paul Quinn in my own 
county of Monaghan, just across the border from South Armagh, and two PSNI 
officers have been shot at. Those could have been efforts to murder them – they 
were certainly warnings that they were not wanted in that force because of their 
religious background. That is sad. We need to make sure that whatever can be done 
by everybody concerned moves on from that situation. 
 
I welcome the all-party support for policing, especially the fact that Sinn Fein is now 
on the board. In that context, I, too, welcome the four delegates from Northern 
Ireland. It is great to see you back here – you were here for a short time before, but I 
hope that this is for good. 
 
However, the fact that a Policing Board committee meeting had to be abandoned 
recently in Northern Ireland is something that we regret. There is a need for full 
commitment from all sides. For instance, only recently the McCartney sisters made it 
clear that they are still very unhappy. Paul Quinn’s parents have also made a clear 
statement that they are equally unhappy. 
 
Before I go on to more positive things, I have to say that some other things still 
disappoint me. Our recent general election meant a change in the Seanad and for 
the first time in many years, no representative from Northern Ireland has been 
appointed to it. When you think back to the work of Maurice Hayes and Gordon 
Wilson, to name but two, you can see that they had a significant role to play within 



our Senate. It is a disappointment to a lot of people, not just those in the Opposition, 
that somebody was not appointed in the new situation. 
 
Like An Taoiseach and everybody else, our Minister for Foreign Affairs, Dermot 
Ahern, has played a major role in the whole peace process and has been seen as an 
independent broker. Not everybody could deal with that over the years. Recently he 
has been appointed as the lead person to form a Fianna Fáil party in Northern 
Ireland. I just hope that that does not create problems because things are delicate 
and we need everyone to work together towards the cementing of the present 
peace. 
 
The need to bring in the DUP and the UUP has already been mentioned. I would 
welcome any effort made to do that. We have an opportunity, Co-Chairs, as we are 
talking in terms of the changing structure of the Body and a possible change of 
name, to sit down and have further discussions with some of those representatives 
to make them feel that they are part of the new idea of how this Body, or its 
replacement, should work. We had a very useful involvement by the DUP in 
Killarney; there is an onus on us, as a Body, to make sure that it is involved and 
brought in. 
 
Finally, Michael Mates made a few very important points about the east-west 
situation. One of the things that will drive any group is pure and simple economics. 
We have discussed in this Body a number of times the need for improved 
infrastructure, for instance along the A75 into Scotland. And while the Welsh 
situation has improved over the years, there is a need for further improvement. 
Those are the things that would cement this organisation and make it not just a 
talking shop, as some people see it, but a real economic structure that moves things 
forward. We must make sure that we make the best use of whatever is left of EU 
funding, INTERREG funding - which we will discuss later today - and ensure that a 
new body includes not just the UK, Northern Ireland and southern Ireland but also 
the islands that we have with us today. I welcome them all. We need to make sure 
that whatever new structures are put in place will make this worth while and 
economically viable, so that people will think, “Yes, I must be there; I must be 
involved; there is something to be gained from it”. 
 
Once again, I welcome the completely new situation we have in Northern Ireland. If 
anyone had said to us two years ago that we would see Ian Paisley and Martin 
McGuinness sitting down at the one table, going about the business of looking after 
Northern Ireland’s issues, we would have said that they were mad. 
 
Finally, we need to look at how Ministers will answer questions in the future. Maybe 
the First Minister or others from Northern Ireland could attend when we are in the 
UK, Northern Ireland, Scotland, Wales or elsewhere, and that the opposite would 
happen when we were in the South. 
 
10.15 am 
 



Rt Hon Andrew Mackay MP: As so often, I very largely agree with my friend 
Seymour Crawford, and it is a great pleasure to follow him. However, Co-Chair, this is 
potentially a crunch meeting of this Body. There is obvious good news, but there is 
obviously potential very bad news in terms of us continuing. 
 
I agree with Michael Mates. As someone who was a Member of the Body at its first 
session, with Michael, Jim O’Keeffe, and others, I cannot believe that we have come 
so far. The situation is Northern Ireland is not only completely unrecognisable from 
when we started, it was also unrecognisable when, after nine years’ absence on the 
Front Bench, I came back to this Body in 2001. As Seymour has rightly pointed out, it 
is extremely good news and it looks like there is no going back. But that then creates 
a problem for this Body. Why do we continue to exist? I am very pleased that 
Michael Mates has again proposed that we make further efforts to bring in the 
Ulster Unionists. I was very pleased to hear Arthur Morgan endorse the name 
change. If, as we are led to believe, that is the major obstacle, let us remove the 
obstacle. It costs us absolutely nothing and I hope that it will include our Unionist 
friends in this Body. Without them, a vital element is missing. That is unforgivable, 
and we must make sure that it is put right. 
 
My concern, which Seymour touched on, is that we are slowly becoming a talking 
shop. We have to explore how we change this. We have to be edgier. It was tough, 
as Michael Mates said, at those early sessions. It has now almost gone too far the 
other way and it is too comfortable – there is not enough disagreement. We need to 
probe in detail where there are still problems. There are still problems with 
racketeering and terrorist activity in the north, spreading over to the south. I am 
particularly pleased that our colleague, Alasdair McDonnell, has Question No. 4 to 
the Secretary of State about the murder of Paul Quinn. I gently suggest to the Co-
Chairs that in this afternoon’s session, there will be some questions which are 
sensitive and important which I hope you will let run for quite some time. There are 
others which are slightly technical, which we can perhaps gloss over quite quickly. In 
that way, the debate and the exchange of views with the Secretary of State will be 
more meaningful and, to use my earlier phrase, somewhat edgier. That is very 
important. 
 
Seymour also referred to the attacks on the two PSNI officers, which were so very 
serious. I pursued the Secretary of State last week on the Floor of the House of the 
Commons about that. We need to make sure that these people are properly 
protected, particularly those from the Catholic community who are under very real 
pressure. These are issues that we need to be talking about at this plenary session. 
 
Finally, I agree with both Michael Mates and Seymour Crawford that issues that are 
perhaps not as edgy but are nevertheless very important for many people in this 
room and many people across the whole island of Ireland should be dealt with in a 
far more realistic way in our committees. At one stage, I chaired one of the 
committees and, looking back, I am not quite sure whether we were doing a tough 
enough job.nPerhaps the future of this Body is to be sharper in the plenary sessions 



and to get into real detail on the nitty-gritty issues in the committees more than we 
have done. 
 
I hate to do so, but I end with a warning. If that does not happen, I do not think that 
all of us will be here for much longer; I do not see the point of this much longer. That 
would be a great pity because we have achieved so much, and good relationships 
have been built up. I am not here to tear the edifice down; I am here to make sure 
that it is properly cemented, but if it is not, it will gradually wither on the vine and 
die. 
 
Baroness Blood: Thank you, Chair. I have a couple of brief remarks. I support the 
Motion and the fact that it encourages the continuing support of the British and Irish 
Governments, the American Government and the EU. I will explain why that 
particular part is so essential. 
 
I do not wish to rain on anybody’s parade, and there is no doubt that the changes in 
Northern Ireland have been enormous, internally, externally and internationally. I 
was in the States a fortnight ago and everybody was lauding the change. But we still 
have a very divided community in Northern Ireland. We have what I would term a 
fragile peace; mention has been made a couple of times this morning about Paul 
Quinn’s murder and the shooting of the PSNI officers. All those kind of things send 
shivers through the community. I was in America when the second PSNI officer’s 
shooting was announced and there was a gasp round the room – “Oh no, my God”. I 
challenge the people in this room, and respect them for the help they have given us 
in Northern Ireland. There has been tremendous help for Northern Ireland in recent 
years. There has been a huge push to get the communities to work together, but we 
have a very divided community. We have divided housing and divided education; in 
many ways, people live different lives entirely and take out of the peace process 
what they want for their particular area. We have to work together. If the idea 
behind our new devolved Assembly – and I never thought I would live to see what I 
have seen – is integration, that has to trickle right down to every aspect of the 
community. I know that there is a question later about the paramilitaries and they 
are things we have to work with. We will never truly be able to say in Northern 
Ireland that we have peace unless we have dealt with all the hard issues – unless we 
are prepared to talk about them, and look at how we might change them. 
 
Many in this room know that I would talk about integrated education. I think it is one 
of the ways forward. I also think that integrated housing is one of the ways forward. 
In Northern Ireland, it behoves all of us to bring tremendous pressure to bear on 
that. When I have seen what has happened in the last months and heard people 
saying how wonderful it is that peace has arrived in Northern Ireland, it reminds me 
of a story told in the Bible about two houses. One was built on sand and the other 
was built on rock. I think it behoves all of us who have any kind of influence to make 
sure that the house we are building in Northern Ireland is built on rock. 
 
Mr Andrew Mackinlay MP: I, too, endorse the name change. I hope that we use the 



term “Parliamentary Assembly,” but we need to have higher ambition for this Body 
or its successor. Frankly, the Steering Committee has not done enough to advance 
that. One of the things that you and I, Paul, should be embarrassed about it that no 
British Prime Minister has addressed the Body. The Taoiseach has two or three 
times, although I am open to correction on the number. At the very least, those of us 
from the UK should press Brown to attend at the next opportunity as a matter of 
courtesy and because it enhances the Body’s status. 
 
We have to address our own rubrics. It is unacceptable that we have such a high 
threshold for signatures before a motion can be put before the Body. I know that the 
Steering Committee is frightened that somebody will rock the boat. I think that it 
should be quite a low threshold to get a motion on the Programme of Business. The 
plenary itself could then decide what is discussed and what is prioritised. The 
Committee has to allow us to grow up. It should propose a rule change that allows us 
to table motions at relatively short notice, close to the plenary, because it would 
make the session much more relevant. 
 
The other thing that we need to address is the location of the Body’s meetings. I 
have not discussed this with the Speaker of the Isle of Man, but some of the smaller 
but important jurisdictions should be encouraged and, if there is a question of 
resources, facilitated to host our plenary. No disrespect to our colleagues in the 
Channel Islands, but the Isle of Man geographically and historically is a Celtic/Viking 
heritage island. It is a natural place for us to hold a plenary in the not too distant 
future. 
 
This Body needs to address a number of issues. Seymour Crawford referred to 
transportation links, which are pretty parlous in terms of the importance of these 
islands and their proximity for commerce with the European Union. The bridge 
between the North of Ireland and the United Kingdom mainland is still seriously 
deficient, particularly the road in south-west Scotland. It is an impediment to 
commerce and needs to be addressed. 
 
Some sensitive issues also need to be addressed. There is a treaty commitment 
between the UK and the Irish Republic to have an Irish language Act for Northern 
Ireland. It is being ducked, but it needs to be pressed. It is a commitment between 
the two countries, but we have said that the obligation lies with the Northern Ireland 
Assembly to deliver on that. We need to ensure that that is delivered one way or the 
other. 
 
Another sensitive issue is the continental shelf and ownership around the islands, 
which is coming up at the United Nations over the next, I think, four years. There is 
the very fragile existence, which we all too often take for granted, of our common 
travel area. There clearly are problems of national security, but parliamentarians 
should think and talk in terms of having a mini-Shengen around our islands, whereby 
each jurisdiction can be confident about the competence of the border controls so 
that if you land in Dublin, it is good enough for London and so on and vice versa. 
Otherwise, we will wake up one day and find that we have stumbled into a chaotic 



situation that causes division and frustration. The situation is also diminished if it is 
flouted, because there is a common land border in Ireland, which parliamentarians 
in London all too often forget about. Those matters need to be addressed with some 
urgency. 
 
10.30 am 
 
The final point that I want to float with the Body is that it is time that we tried to get 
interest in, and the resources to fund, something to celebrate our common 
parliamentary heritage—perhaps an exhibition that could go around our various 
Parliaments over a two-year period. After all, the history of some of our conflict has 
also meant the development of political parties. Some owe their roots to the Irish 
party of Parnell and Redmond. The women’s franchise very much came out of the 
struggle for political independence. Catholic emancipation we commonly owe to the 
Daniel O’Connell and others. Next year, we commemorate the trauma of the 90th 
anniversary of the end of world war one—a common experience—and everything 
that flowed from that, including the 1919 first Dail, one person, one vote, and the 
women’s franchise. The Body could attract the resources—tap them from a number 
of places—and have an exhibition to celebrate our common parliamentary heritage 
and experience from which we have benefited. 
 
Mr Barry McElduff MLA: Obviously, the political situation in the North of Ireland has 
been transformed, and that is at the heart of the motion. The political institutions— 
perhaps to the surprise of many—were re-established in May. The political 
institutions in Belfast are being co-led by none other than Ian Paisley and Martin 
McGuinness in the Offices of the First Minister and the Deputy First Minister. They 
are showing good leadership in that matter. 
 
Restoration of the political institutions is a lesson on the rewards that come with 
persistence on the part of very many people, including in particular one of the Co- 
Chairs. Cuirim fáilte roimh an dul chun cinn atá déanta. Of course, we have a 
considerable way to go for the political institutions to bed down fully. There is still 
much work to be done on the full implementation of the Good Friday Agreement 
and the realisation of its full potential, not least in the area of equality. Under 
section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998, high-level policies and decisions taken 
by Government Departments are subject to equality impact assessments. That 
should not be passed over by any Department or decision maker. 
 
On human rights, we know that the Bill of Rights Forum is conducting its work with 
an international Chair and a number of working groups, which hope to reach a 
conclusion next spring on the wording of the Bill to inform how we go about 
business in the North. 
 
Of course, stabilising the political institutions is key. Not surprisingly, I shall 
emphasise the all-Ireland aspects of the Good Friday Agreement which are not yet 
realised. It is a bit of circuitous route for us to have to come to Oxford to meet up 
with even TDs in a formal setting. I am glad that the motion encourages the 



establishment of a North- South parliamentary forum. I have so much in common 
with Seymour Crawford and Rory O’Hanlon, who are a few miles down the road in 
the neighbouring constituency of Cavan-Monaghan. We share many border-related 
issues. You can come at them from a European perspective, but I shall come at them 
from an Irish Nationalist perspective. However, they can also be seen from the 
perspective of obstacles to cross-border mobility. 
 
I was delighted to see recently that a second project has been initiated in the border 
corridor, where access to a GP out of hours is being improved. There are two pilot 
projects. People in Keady and other parts of South Armagh can access a GP in 
Castleblayney. The same applies to the Derry-Inishowen area. There are real 
obstacles to cross-border mobility. The out-of-hours GP arrangement should apply if 
someone falls ill at the weekend or evenings in Strabane or Lifford, which are 1 mile 
apart. People in Lifford should not have to travel 16 miles to Letterkenny when a 
perfectly good alternative is available in Strabane. We need to tackle that obstacle, 
and I know that I can anticipate the support of the Co-Chair, Niall Blaney, in working 
through the problems in practical ways, because they are relevant to our 
constituencies. 
 
Postal services are not a devolved matter, but their harmonisation is a specific issue 
that should be addressed. 
 
I share Seymour Crawford’s concern about the Senead not making room for 
representatives from the six counties per se. I am mindful that the Taoiseach, Bertie 
Ahern, has pledged that citizens in the North will be facilitated in playing a fuller role 
in the political life of the nation. A good step was recently taken, and I know that 
Alasdair McDonnell, as one of the MPs from the North, participated in the inaugural 
meeting of a Committee in the Oireachtas on the full implementation of the Good 
Friday Agreement. That is a welcome development. 
 
Coming at other issues from an Irish Republican perspective, we feel that our 
identity and national democratic rights could be facilitated in the developing 
situation. Today, for example, the agenda in the Belfast Assembly is dominated by 
the draft programme for Government and the draft investment strategy, as well as a 
statement from Edwin Poots on a crisis within the Events Company. However, I shall 
not go into that now. Tomorrow, the draft budget take-note debate is taking place. 
The drafts are for consultation, and there is a commitment in all the documents and 
policies to move forward on the basis of equality and human rights. 
 
My final point ties in with what May Blood said about integrated education. There is 
a debate about integrated education and another about integrating schools, 
whereby schools share services. We have an exciting proposal in the town of Omagh 
in County Tyrone. The recently vacated military site of Lisanelly barracks is 
expansive. It could become an educational village, whereby schools from the 
maintained or Catholic sector, and schools from the controlled or usually Protestant 
sector, can come together on the one site and share services. It would affect a large 
number of postprimary age pupils. I want to get a commitment from Shaun 



Woodward that he will look positively at transferring that site to the Executive in the 
North. It could contribute to the social and economic regeneration of an area that 
was badly affected by the conflict. 
 
Members of the Body can usefully support those issues. 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP: We have been a little hard on ourselves by referring to the 
terms of the motion as motherhood and apple pie because it does contain important 
strands. The continuing cognisance of the situation in Northern Ireland and the 
ongoing needs of that area are highlighted. More importantly, it addresses the 
question that most of us are talking about—the Body’s future. 
 
On the east-west dimension, in parliamentary terms the Body started with the 
Oireachtas and Westminster. We have brought on board the devolved Assemblies in 
Cardiff, Edinburgh and now, thankfully, Belfast, and in the islands as well. However, 
east-west is not just parliamentary; it is intergovernmental. We have to find ways of 
tying those two strands together. 
 
Michael Mates referred to the fact that I might say something about the Nordic 
Council, which I recently visited. It brings together five national Parliaments plus 
three autonomous regional Parliaments, whereas we are two national Parliaments, 
three devolved Assemblies and three island Parliaments. The thing about the Nordic 
Council is that Ministers hold their ministerial meetings at the same time as it is 
taking place and they participate in the parliamentary meetings as well. A series of 
parallel meetings go on between Foreign Ministers, Agriculture Ministers and so on 
in the same city and often in the same buildings that the parliamentary body is using 
for its meeting. If we were in that parliamentary Body, the place where I am sitting 
now would be a ministerial bench where Ministers would sit and rise to make 
speeches and statements, to answer questions and even to intervene spontaneously 
on the debates. It is not a new suggestion, but it is an avenue that we should 
investigate to see whether we can bring the British-Irish Council into the concept of 
having a regular halfyearly meeting. I know that it meets ad hoc at other times and 
that it has specific Ministers. 
 
It is not a new idea for us to have Ministers other than the set-piece parliamentary 
question session. The Taoiseach came to our last meeting, delivered a key-note 
speech and answered questions. There is no reason why we should not do that as 
well. As has been suggested, our formal parliamentary question session, or at least 
one of them because we may not necessarily be limited to one, should involve 
questions to the First Minister from the Northern Ireland Assembly. That would be a 
useful exercise and would certainly engage him in our business. 
 
I want to allude to other precedents. I also represent the UK at the Assembly of the 
Western European Union, now also known as the Interparliamentary European 
Security and Defence Assembly. Since the organs all became EU organs, its 
ministerial council is also the EU’s political and security committee. The ministerial 
council makes an annual report to the Assembly, and at the half-yearly plenary 



sessions the Minister who represents the presidency of the EU addresses the 
Assembly and answers questions. The Assembly meets in Paris next week and the 
Portuguese Defence Minister, representing the presidency, will speak and answer 
questions. The Assembly’s committees meet all the permanent representatives on 
the ministerial council—they are at an ambassadorial level—at a meeting in Brussels. 
They all turn up on a half-yearly basis and answer questions on what has been going 
on in the field of security and defence in the EU. So there are some precedents that 
we can follow. 
 
We need to change the name, although we must consider the symbolism; I rather 
like the idea of the British-Irish parliamentary assembly. One of the things that we 
can usefully do is involve Ministers those from the devolved Administrations and, in 
particular, the Northern Ireland Assembly in our proceedings. By doing that, we 
would solve in one move the question of the participation by the two Unionist 
parties. If their First Minister comes to answer questions, there is no reason why 
Unionists, as individual Members of the Assembly, should not be here as well. If we 
can move in that direction, we would have a true purpose for this Body in the east-
west dimension, providing genuine parliamentary oversight of what is happening in 
that dimension. 
 
10.45 am 
 
Mr Brian Hayes TD: First, I note the Motion that is before us. It is very important, 
despite all the progress that has been made, that we continue as a Body to 
constantly look at political developments in Northern Ireland. The cautionary 
remarks that were made this morning by Baroness Blood concerning the fragile 
peace are very important. Northern Ireland is still a very divided society. We as an 
inter-parliamentary body have a huge responsibility not just to encourage political 
progress in Northern Ireland but to be part of it and review it on a constant basis. 
We have considerable responsibilities. This process is blessed by the fact that it had 
total unanimous support in both sovereign Parliaments over a 20-year period, and 
the cross-party support from opposition and government parties was crucial in 
bedding the agreement down and ensuring that it works. 
 
With the greatest respect, I say to my Fianna Fáil colleagues that the suggestion that 
the biggest political party in the Republic would organise in Northern Ireland 
effectively one minute after the agreement is to be implemented is potentially 
destabilising and unhelpful. I say that with the greatest degree of respect to them. 
Northern Ireland is not some kind of political playground where people can play to 
the galleries in terms of their own potential support. All mainstream political parties 
in the Republic and in Britain have a huge responsibility to ensure that we constantly 
bed the agreement down and support those parties in Northern Ireland which are 
doing that. That is an important point that needs to be made. 
 
Others have spoken around the subject of the absence of the Ulster Unionist Party 
and the Democratic Unionist Party. Frankly, Co-Chair, I do not think it is good enough 
that they are not here. It was clear in discussions, both informal and formal, before 



and after the St Andrews Agreement, that they would co-operate with the Body and 
that they would take their seats once the Executive was formed in Northern Ireland. 
It is not good enough that they can walk away from their responsibilities, 
irrespective of the name change. I also agree in relation to the North/South 
parliamentary forum. That was an explicit commitment entered into in the Good 
Friday Agreement and endorsed in the St Andrews Agreement. It is now time for it to 
be up and running. There is effectively no parliamentary scrutiny of the work of the 
North/South Ministerial Council. Whatever the lack of parliamentary scrutiny of the 
British-Irish Council, the North/South Ministerial Council, which is a key component 
of the agreement, effectively does not have parliamentary scrutiny. We have to get 
to the stage of establishing that. It was part of the agreement and the St Andrews 
Agreement, and consequently others have a responsibility to ensure that the 
North/South parliamentary forum is established quickly. 
 
It is the role of this Body to praise and congratulate brave decisions and brave 
stances that are taken in Northern Ireland. One of the bravest political decisions 
taken by any Northern Ireland politician in the past six months or so was the 
courageous position taken by the Social Development Minister, Margaret Ritchie 
MLA, despite the fact that the support coming from both Governments was 
lukewarm and that she was attacked by the two bigger parties in the Executive. This 
Body should note that her position in taking on and countering Loyalist paramilitary 
groups was one of the forces that ensured that the UDA issued its “coming in from 
the cold” statement recently. This Body should note that and congratulate her on 
the courageous position that she has taken throughout. 
 
This goes back to Baroness Blood’s comments about a fragile peace. In Northern 
Ireland and throughout the island of Ireland we still have small fundamentalist, 
neonationalist groupings that would do anything to leave their terrorist mark on 
political developments. We need to be vigilant about that, given that in many 
communities paramilitary organisations still hold sway and still act with the kind of 
Mafia precision with which they have always acted. It is the role of this Body to 
ensure that there is some oversight of that and that we continue to support the 
Governments in what they are doing to drive this process forward and to ensure that 
five or 10 years from now the agreement will be fully bedded down and supported in 
the parliamentary process. 
 
Mr Dominic Grieve MP: I endorse what has just been said by Brian Hayes and the 
main theme that was picked up by Michael Mates. It seems to me that two points 
need to be looked at separately, although they are linked. We certainly should not 
be complacent about the current state of political developments in Northern Ireland. 
Baroness Blood made the point perfectly well that there are still a number of 
outstanding issues that are going to take some time to resolve and which, in 
themselves, it seems to me, justify the existence of this Body or its successor 
organisation. I have no difficulty with the idea of our turning into an Assembly. It is 
also true that until we get the presence of the Unionist Members at our meetings, 
we will be deficient in being able to address those issues. Attracting them in will be 
important. 



 
I want to look at the main theme that Michael Mates picked up: where are we going 
to go from here? I am also clear in my mind, having been a member for a little while, 
that if we do not get that right, this organisation will really cease to be viable. That 
would be a pity, because there is an enormous amount for us to do. The question is 
how seriously both Governments take that agenda—because that is really where it 
lies. 
 
Looking down a list that I drew up for myself a moment ago—someone will tell me 
that I have got this wrong—we have effectively seven different legal systems 
operating within the archipelago in which we all live. We are facing—like everywhere 
else in western Europe and elsewhere—the consequences of globalisation, such as 
the mass movement of people. Racketeering was mentioned in the Northern Ireland 
context, but there is plenty of racketeering coming into the United Kingdom from 
elsewhere at the moment. We have people trafficking and immigration problems.  
We have patterns of demographic change that look as though they are going to 
intensify, and which are going to affect every corner of these islands and not just the 
south-east of England. There are environmental issues that we need to consider. On 
the face of it, most, but not all, of those are probably east-west matters. The 
question is whether this Body will in the course of the next five to 10 years be able to 
turn itself into an organisation that can address those issues. 
 
I thought that Robert Walter made some very telling points about the operation of 
the Nordic Council, which highlighted the extent to which we are not up to the mark 
when it comes to providing a sensible forum in which such matters can be 
considered in the future. Also, as we have discussed previously, our format is 
structured in a way that reflected the need for people to be able to express opinion 
at a time when the exchange of any sorts of views across the Irish Sea, let alone 
North/South, was often very difficult. It certainly does not strike me as being 
adequate to address in depth some of the issues that I have just outlined. We would 
greatly profit from changing the format of our meetings. We could certainly have 
some plenary sessions, but my impression from the past few years is that some of 
the most productive sessions have been when we have had presentations from 
experts or otherwise, and a rather more conference-structured event than a series 
of plenary sessions. 
 
I am sure that all that can be done, but it will require quite a lot of change and 
require the Governments to think that this is worth it. If the Governments do not 
think it is worth it, because they feel that the Northern Ireland problem is on the way 
to general resolution and there is nothing much that we need to talk about except at 
ministerial level, then this Body probably does not have a future. If we can persuade 
them that in fact these issues need to be discussed at a parliamentary level by 
Members of Assemblies and Parliaments, we have an extremely good and valuable 
future and one which I would very much like to see develop. It will be quite a 
challenge for the Co- Chairs to persuade Governments that they should take this 
seriously. It will also be quite a challenge for us to think about changing our format 
and having themed meetings. I agree entirely with Michael Mates about that, and 



about our looking at particular issues that affect all of us in the islands and where we 
can make a difference by discussing those issues, learning from each other, and 
going back and influencing our national Governments or devolved Administrations. 
 
Mr Martin Mansergh TD: I am grateful for the hospitality here. I note the interesting 
historical fact that this great pile was built as a reward for the Glorious Revolution, 
the Duke of Shrewsbury being one of the magnates who switched from James to 
William. It is just a pity that there are not more Unionists present to appreciate that. 
 
There has been great political progress since the last meeting, which is familiar to 
everyone, so I will not go over it. Nonetheless, there are things that need to be 
completed and tidied up. One of them is the inclusive membership of the Body. If we 
are going to rename and reform the Body, which I fully support, it should be linked 
to getting the Unionists in. Equally, there is the North/South parliamentary tier. 
Interestingly enough, the language in the St Andrews Agreement is rather more 
strongly supportive of that than the language in the Good Friday Agreement. It 
commits the Executive to putting that idea to the Assembly, and we would like to see 
progress on that. We had the first meeting last week of the Oireachtas Joint 
Committee on the Implementation of the Good Friday Agreement, to which 
Westminster MPs were invited as observers, with speaking rights but not voting 
rights, which is fully in conformity with the principle of consent and the 
constitutional principles of the Good Friday Agreement. 
 
In the introduction, the Co-Chair pointed out that we do not have parliamentary 
privilege here. I express the wish that parliamentary privilege should not be abused 
in any of our Houses. It is most unfair that a person be named as an alleged 
informer, to the extent that any extremist who chooses to believe it puts that 
person’s life at risk. It is not a legitimate use of parliamentary privilege to put other 
people’s lives at risk. It is also not the case that parliamentarians are police officers 
or investigating officers in the way that they name certain purported people who 
have come to their hearing as people who have committed a crime. There is such a 
thing as separation of powers in a democracy, and those tasks should be left to the 
proper authorities. 
 
There is residual violence to be overcome. The Quinn killing is one instance, and 
there were the attacks on the two policemen. There is also a certain level of ongoing 
sectarian violence and intimidation. The real problem, as Baroness Blood said, is 
shown by the walls and the segregation that exist. We need the Governments to 
continue to address that. 
 
11.00 am 
 
On broader themes, there are two things that we need to discuss, among no doubt 
many others. The common travel area has already been alluded to in the context of 
possible security policy changes in one jurisdiction. We debated climate change last 



week in the Dáil. Similar problems relate to both islands, and we are sufficiently 
close that we could, with the help of experts, debate how climate change will affect 
these two islands. 
 
Finally, all of us here are committed to the rule of law and democracy. In a 
democracy, political parties are free to organise where they wish, just as it is free for 
the people in various jurisdictions to vote for those parties or not; so there are no 
apologies to be made on that front. 
 
Lord Dubs: I suppose there have been at least three significant events since this 
plenary last met. First, there was the establishment of the institutions in Northern 
Ireland, fragile as that establishment may be. Secondly, there was the significant 
speech by the Taoiseach to both Houses of Parliament at Westminster, which 
brought in a new era of good relationships between Britain and Ireland. Thirdly, 
there were the Irish elections. My time on this Body has made me look at the Irish 
elections with the same combination of glee, enthusiasm and sadness that 
characterises my approach to British elections, when friends disappear, when friends 
win elections, and so on. It is a sign of our closeness that at the election parties given 
by the Irish embassy in London—which of course are the best election parties 
anywhere—one is able to follow the Irish elections with the detail, pain and 
enthusiasm that I have mentioned. 
 
Yes, a name change would be a good idea. It is also fundamental that we establish a 
proper linkage with the British-Irish Council. We are, after all, the parliamentary tier, 
and we have to find some way of establishing that linkage so that we can apply an 
element of scrutiny to what the British-Irish Council does. I was interested in Andrew 
Mackinlay’s comments earlier, when he threw out a number of interesting ideas, 
which I find important for our work. We have to be relevant and to change the way 
in which we operate to go on being relevant. 
 
Like Robert Walter, I have had experience of the Nordic Council, although I was not 
there when he was. I saw the Nordic Council in action at a meeting between our 
Committee D and the environmental committee of the Nordic Council. That gave me 
some sense of how it operates and of the lessons that we can learn from the Nordic 
Council, some of which have already been developed. The work that we do in our 
Committees is probably as important as in our plenary, but whether it is a question 
of plenary or Committee work, we have to make sure that what we do, to use 
modern parlance, represents added value. My test of anything that we do in 
Committee or in plenary is how much added value we inject, as opposed to simply 
saying things that we could say elsewhere. That, to me, is one of the more important 
tests of our effectiveness. 
 
I agree very much with Brian Hayes. I am delighted that he won his election so well. 
In fact, his election result was out at the Irish embassy party before I even got there. 
It is a great pleasure when friends win elections. He is absolutely right about the 
Ulster Unionists and the DUP not being here. I have a suspicion that the DUP are a 
bit divided among themselves about whether they should be here. We have got to 



keep the pressure on them, because it is absolutely ridiculous, given the changes, 
that they are not here. 
 
Finally, I want to say something about integrated education. I welcome the 
comments made by Baroness Blood. I am committed to the cause of integrated 
education, and as a Body we may have an increasing role to play in it. I welcome 
what Barry McElduff said about having a site in Omagh that could be used for several 
schools together, but integrated education is a step further than schools simply 
sharing sites. It represents a philosophical and educational concept of an integrated 
education that also puts over the ideas of integrated education and does more than 
simply have a sharing of sites and football and other sports grounds. What Barry 
McElduff said is welcome. I hope that the new Administration in Northern Ireland 
will push integrated education pretty hard in the fullest sense of the word. 
 
Hon. Stephen Rodan MHK: I wish to pick up on the point that was initially referred 
to by Michael Mates and which was subsequently elaborated on by both Robert 
Walter and Dominic Grieve at some length; the relationship with the British-Irish 
Council. I found it surprising and disappointing to learn that the relationship is 
ambivalent, to say the least, and that there is an apparent resistance on the part of 
the British-Irish Council to move naturally into co-operation and to evolve with the 
parliamentary counterpart to that body. After all, we should be complementary 
bodies evolving together. Presumably, the British-Irish Council is here to stay and it 
will be a permanent feature of the political landscape. One would want to strongly 
believe that the parliamentary counterpart had an equally important role to play. I 
am sure that we all agree that it is an essential principle that in matters of cross-
border or crossjurisdictional interest the Executive and the work of Ministers should 
be subject scrutiny and oversight by us. The reference to the Nordic Council was very 
apt. Other speakers have referred to the value of having ministerial input in matters 
such as the environment, agriculture, cross-border security and so on, both from 
sovereign and devolved Parliaments. 
 
It seems to me that if we are to make progress on this we need action at political 
level. No doubt some of us in different political lives may have served on the British-
Irish Council. My immediate predecessor on this Body who is now Chief Minister in 
the Isle of Man serves on the British-Irish Council. Without wishing to speak on 
behalf of my Channel Islands colleagues, it may well be that the Crown 
dependencies, by virtue of being small and being neither part of the UK nor Ireland, 
may be well placed to champion that cause, if only to act as honest broker between 
the UK and Ireland. 
 
On promoting the east-west rather than the North/South dimension, the Crown 
dependencies may well have a role to play. The symbolism suggested by my good 
friend Andrew Mackinlay of having a meeting of this Body at the geographical centre 
of the British Isles, which is the Isle of Man, might emphasise symbolically the point 
that is being made. In 2005, the Isle of Man hosted a meeting of the British-Irish 
Council, where First Ministers attended a plenary session. It was extremely 
successful and well regarded. It would be possible to do that. In conclusion, the Isle 



of Man would be very pleased with whatever role it was thought fit for it to play. We 
would be very willing to do so. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you very much indeed, 
Stephen; that is a very interesting and welcome suggestion. I remind people that the 
names that I have received so far of people who want to speak are Robin Glentoran, 
Alasdair Morgan, Chris Ruane, Cecilia Keaveney, Seán Neeson, Alasdair McDonnell 
and Alex Attwood. Any others who would like to speak should let us know now, as 
we break for about 20 minutes for our photograph. We will come back at just after 
11.30am, if that is all right. Thank you. 
 
The sitting was suspended at 11.09 am. 
 
The sitting was resumed at 11.43 am. 
 
Lord Glentoran: Most of what needs to be said has been said, so I shall not keep the 
Body long. I completely agree with Michael Mates’s proposal. That is the first time 
that that has happened. I usually disagree with parts of the motion and manage to 
find an amendment that is worthy of tabling. This time, I am with the Body and 
Michael. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: Time for us to close down. 
 
Lord Glentoran: Thank you, Cecilia. 
 
There are a few outstanding issues. The first is the practical side of things. For a few 
years, I have felt that the Body needs to be much more focused on what it is trying 
to do. It is getting too big from an administrative point of view, and it must be 
getting more and more difficult to find venues that can handle us. The larger the 
Body becomes, the more difficult it is to get and stay focused. 
 
The points about concentrating on east-west communication are important because 
many things need attention in that regard: transport, tourism, policing, immigration 
and agriculture, most of which have been talked about this morning. Those are vital 
issues, and things like foot and mouth come to mind. I remember the first outbreak. 
Stephen O’Brien and I arrived in Cork and came through without having to wipe our 
feet, but thanks to this Body and its communications, TDs were on the telephone to 
Dublin and the press also got involved. At the end of the day, the Republic did a 
tremendous job in managing that outbreak. The arrangement worked North/South 
as well. 
 
It is vital for us to stay in touch with such things. Michael explained how we came 
from total enmity to almost total friendship. One of the benefits that this Body has 
now is that we all live close to the issues. We live in the North, the South, England, 
Wales, Scotland and so, and we have a key interest. We are not at ministerial level; 
most of us are at the next level. The fact that we know each other well and can 



debate almost anything we want to, either privately or in situ in conference, is a 
hugely valuable asset and should not be lost. 
 
I agree very much with what May Blood and others said about how all is not well in 
the North. We must not allow this Body to take its eye off what is happening there, 
in particular with the old North/South problems. They have not gone away. They are 
just below the surface. There are still some horrendous murders, and we heard 
about the policemen, Mr Irvine and other things, and we all read the papers. That is 
going on and it is semi-political, if it is not fully political. 
 
Equally, there are serious problems with drugs and policing in parts of Northern 
Ireland. The PSNI is still not free to operate fully in South Armagh, and there are still 
parts of Belfast where it is difficult for it to operate. Parts of Derry and Tyrone are 
difficult to police. I am not making a drama of this, but we must not take our eye off 
that. We are the people who are in touch daily. We know what is going on and can 
bring issues, one at a time, before our Governments in the different ways available 
to us. Do not let us think that all is okay in the North/South situation. It is not. 
 
On moving towards something different in the future, I agree entirely with what 
Andrew Mackay said. We must become a tougher organisation. Our constitution 
needs a few more muscles. We need to be in a position whereby we can do a real job 
and be seen to be doing a real job. 
 
Believe it or not, there are still 56 dividing walls in Northern Ireland which are 
keeping communities apart. Another one is being built through an integrated school 
ground. Our Government argued that it is not through the middle of the ground, but 
at the back of it. However, the effect is the same. It stops integration. The kids are 
coming to an integrated school, but they can only go one way. We are still building 
those walls in Belfast. No one should get the idea that everything is good, happy and 
right, because it is not. 
 
Yes, I agree with the name change. Yes, I agree with the role change, but let us not 
throw the baby out with the bathwater in relation to Northern Ireland. Yes, I wonder 
why so far we have heard nothing from or about the Isle of Man, Jersey, Wales, 
Scotland and so on. All those countries are represented here. We continue to talk 
about Britain and Ireland. If that is what we are going to do, let us not pretend that 
we are going to do something else. Let us get things clearly defined, with clear 
objectives, and a clear structure that gives us muscle. 
 
Mr Alasdair Morgan MSP: I shall try to respond to Lord Glentoran’s last stricture and 
let the Body hear a bit more from Scotland. 
 
I heard what was said about the continuing problems in Northern Ireland and the 
need to address them. I would not gainsay that, but I agree with Michael Mates 
when he said that one reason for reform is to make the Body relevant to the 
devolved Administrations, particularly in Wales and Scotland, and to the Crown 
dependencies, if delegates from those bodies are going to continue to come along. 



As a new Member, I can say from looking at previous agendas that the matters are of 
great general interest, but they are not of interest to me in my role as a Member of 
the Scottish Parliament. We need to address that. I can see at least three roles for 
such a Body, below a European level—what some have called the archipelago level. I 
am not sure whether geographically the archipelago includes the Channel Islands, 
but I am sure for honorary purposes we can put them in it. 
 
One of the roles is simply bilateral and trilateral relationships between different 
countries. A couple of Members alluded to the transport problems on the A75. 
Having a keen interest in the south-west of Scotland, I am conscious that we are the 
closest area in Scotland to Northern Ireland, to areas of the Republic and to the Isle 
of Man, yet the transport links that we have to Ireland to get through to other 
markets, in particular in the rest of Europe, are poor. If the Body applied pressure on 
that, perhaps we could get the Scottish Government to do something about it. We 
have virtually no links at all to the Isle of Man, which is another issue to address. 
 
The second role is the overarching themes that we are all interested in, such as the 
environment. If Sellafield down the Cumbrian coast leaks radioactivity, that hits us all 
eventually. Fishing is another theme, and Mr Mackinlay mentioned border controls. 
 
The third role is in relation to the British-Irish Council, which many Members 
mentioned. That body is clearly becoming more important. We do not know whether 
it will continue in that way. Other people referred to the iconic photographs of 
McGuinness and Paisley together. Perhaps in Scotland the more interesting 
photograph was Paisley, the arch Unionist, with Alex Salmond, the nationalist, 
seemingly getting on very well. The point is that if these people are making 
decisions, there is a case for parliamentary scrutiny of them. Some might argue that 
that should be done in our individual legislatures, but there is a case to be made that 
perhaps it could be done better by us all together. However, as Alf Dubs said, we 
have to give added value in doing that, because if we do not, we are clearly just 
meeting and chatting to no good purpose. Those who spoke of the effectiveness of 
the Nordic Council gave us food for thought. 
 
Someone said that something had been put off because an election was coming up. 
It strikes me that, in relation to this Body, an election will always be coming up 
somewhere. We should not get too hung up on those, although we can clearly get 
hung up at a personal level. 
 
Mr Chris Ruane MP: I want to touch on the progress made in recent months. Many 
Members mentioned the fact that Martin McGuinness and Ian Paisley have been 
seen together. I believe that they are going to go on a tour of the US to drum up 
trade and investment for Northern Ireland. Martin McGuinness recently helped Ian 
Paisley down some steps. Ten years ago he would have been tripping him up so that 
he fell down them. He is extending the arm of friendship. 
 
The Unionist paramilitaries recently said that they are prepared to take their guns off 



the streets. Hopefully, that is the first step to putting them beyond use. May Blood 
and Lord Glentoran mention the threats, assassinations, attempted assassinations 
and beatings in the North by extremist groups. This Body can play a greater role in 
helping to reduce those threats and bring normality back to Northern Ireland. 
 
We need to look at our structure. We should seek greater co-operation with the 
British-Irish Council. Do we know its future agenda? What will it discuss and when 
will it do so? Can we match our agenda to its agenda? Even if it does not want to do 
thatformally, perhaps we can do it informally. There are ways of creating greater 
accountability. 
 
Should we look at ways of using our position as parliamentarians in our home 
countries, by tabling parliamentary questions and sponsoring debates to flush out 
issues? When Committee D looked at the life chances of young people in Belfast, I 
tabled more than 130 questions on that subject. Perhaps we should see what we can 
bring to the table from our home Parliaments. 
 
There should be greater focus on the themes that are going to unite us. Someone 
described the motion as motherhood and apple pie, but we do not want to discuss 
issues that divide us as a group. There are lots of discussions out there to be had, 
and we should consider the themes that unite us, such as agriculture, the economy, 
the environment, immigration and transport. There are issues that warrant 
discussion. 
 
People on the Body have had ministerial positions—our Co-Chair, Paul Murphy, Alf 
Dubs, Dominic Grieve, Andrew Mackinlay, Michael Mates, Rory O’Hanlon and Jim 
O’Keeffe. People from the Body have also gone on to ministerial positions, such as 
Conor Lenihan and Pat Carey. There is a lot of good will in our home Parliaments. We 
should use that and bring it to bear to ensure that we increase the status, standing 
and the funding of the Body. If we are going to do a job, we need to be funded 
properly. 
 
There has been talk of having representatives from the Baltic states at our meetings. 
We should also consider having a representative from the EU and, dare I say it, 
perhaps even from the US. There is a move in Palestine, with the help of Tony Blair, 
to create funding to help to solve its problems by providing quality jobs. That focus 
still needs to be maintained in Northern Ireland. The violence has largely 
disappeared, but we need to build on that, to create jobs and get investment from 
the EU, the US, Ireland or the UK. That investment should not be for public subsidies 
for the public sector. We should create a spirit of enterprise in the North. By having 
EU-US interest in this Body, we could help to achieve that. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: Go raibh maith agat a Chathaoirligh. Ar dtús, ba mhaith 
liom mo chomhghairdeas a ghabháil leat agus tá an-áthas orm bheith anseo ag an 
chruinniú seo. I want to congratulate Niall Blaney on his elevation to Co-Chair. I wish 
you well. I am delighted to be back at another meeting myself. 
 



I disagree with Robin Glentoran. The motion could have been amended. Everyone 
has talked around this, but not said it. It begins: 
 
“That the Body welcomes the historic transformation of politics in Northern Ireland”. 
 
We could also have recognised that the Body welcomes the historic transformation 
of the Body itself. We have had devolution. The Assembly is up and running in 
Northern Ireland, and we also have the Welsh and Scottish Assemblies. The Body has 
evolved. We should note that. It is a catalyst for the rest of our discussions. I suppose 
that that was the discussion earlier. 
 
12 noon 
 
I perhaps should have said in my opening remarks that I am used to being followed 
by Peter Brooke, who was always happy to tell me about his connections to 
Letterkenny. Given that there was so much from Michael Mates and Arthur Morgan, 
I feel the absence of Peter Brooke. 
 
Andrew Mackay asked whether we are going to descend into a talking shop. Let us 
be honest: we always were just a talking shop. It was important that we were a 
talking shop. It has served a purpose. People are around the table who were not 
around it before, and some people should be at the table who are not. I agree with 
Brian Hayes that we should not pander to people. The Unionists were in Killarney 
and they should be here. It is as simple as that. However, it is time to evolve beyond 
the talking shop. I want to recognise the establishment of the Good Friday 
implementation Committee, of which I am a member in the Irish Parliament. It was 
an important first step. Again, however, representation from the North was missing. 
We had Sinn Féin and the SDLP, but no Unionists, who did not even want to come 
with observer status. There is some distance to go on that. 
 
We could, and need to be, more outward looking. Our Committee structures have 
been effective, although they have not been given as many teeth as they should 
have. We have done good work, but it does not seem to have gone on to make 
something useful happen. Perhaps that is just me being pessimistic. We are going to 
talk about penalty points tomorrow, and we will see that some things have moved 
on. My Committee dealt with rural health delivery. We found that people in rural 
parts of Wales and at home were as interested in what was going on in maternity 
services in Wick as the people of Scotland were. Everybody learned from each other, 
and there is scope there. 
 
I would love us to look more at the North/South mobility problem, which Barry 
McElduff spoke about. One of the biggest barriers in Donegal to North/South 
mobility is that the Northern Ireland Executive introduced fees for third level 
students. A prisoner in England serves his sentence at the closest point to his home 
under European legislation, but students in Donegal cannot go to third level college 
at the place most local to them. Such issues are real barriers to North/South co-
operation, and I would like to see them dealt with. The Scottish experience of 



absorbing that cost shows that different Parliaments have different approaches to 
issues that are of mutual concern. 
 
I believe in the themed aspect of the meetings, but it would have to be given teeth 
and be well structured. 
 
I take issue with something that Brian Hayes raised. He said that the Unionists should 
be here. I know from having spoken to a number of people recently that they believe 
that they have to find the right time. To be honest, it never seems to be the right 
time. My problem with what Brian went on to say was that it is not the right time for 
Fianna Fáil to go to the North. As the rugby song says, come the day and come the 
hour. If we wait for the right time, we will never have it. If we wait for the Unionists 
to find theright time, we will not have it either. We need to look at the irony in those 
statements and decide that if we are going to act, we do so when we want to. It 
would overcome a lot of the trench politics. 
 
We need to address some common issues, but not necessarily in just the North and 
South of Ireland. All the other Administrations are relevant. I echo what May Blood 
and others said about the fragile peace. There are murders and attempted murders, 
and we have the thing that I thought was long gone—the bomb scares. They are 
back. We have had so many discussions about how there are really only two 
employment sources in the six counties—the civil service and the retail industry. 
Bomb scares in CastleCourt in the few weeks running up to Christmas are an 
economic attack at the heart of employment and the feel-good factor. 
 
The problem about bomb scares in the past was that they were followed by a bomb. 
We have been lucky that some bombs have been discovered before they have done 
any damage, but we have to use this forum again and again, even if it is only to say 
that we do not accept a small minority trying to ruin it all. Even if we have nothing 
else to say, that is enough. 
 
Mr Seán Neeson MLA: It is good to be back. It is certainly something that my fellow 
representatives have missed in recent years. Major advances have been made in 
Northern Ireland, particularly over the last year. It would be remiss of us not to pay 
tribute to both Tony Blair and Bertie Ahern for their perseverance, ensuring that the 
agreement was made. I well remember on the morning of Good Friday and in the 
week leading up to it the personal intervention of Tony Blair and Bertie Ahern. Bertie 
Ahern was in particularly difficult circumstances, because his mother had died that 
week, yet he persevered. We were staring failure in the face on the Friday lunchtime 
at St Andrews, but, once again, through the perseverance of Tony Blair and Bertie 
Ahern, the St Andrews Agreement was agreed. I do not think that my analogy at the 
time of Gladstone and Purnell was appreciated. Clearly, though, Tony Blair and 
Bertie Ahern made a major contribution. 
 
At my last meeting representing this Body, I was accompanied by Michael O’Kennedy 
and Kevin McNamara. We met the Nordic Council in Reykjavik. The intervention of 
Robert Martin has been important and helpful. There are many issues of common 



concern. It is interesting that way back in 2002 the big issue was Sellafield. That 
problem still needs to be addressed. 
 
As far as east-west co-operation is concerned, I am pleased to say that there is 
already growing evidence of co-operation among the devolved Administrations in 
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland,. Obviously, I would like that extended 
throughout the British isles. It is to be welcomed. 
 
Much has been made of the continuing problems. During the summer, within 
earshot of my home in Carrickfergus, the Ulster Defence Association shot a 
policeman. Those people do not have a political agenda. They are gangsters. That is 
the big problem facing us. Dissident Republicans are a problem as well, but the UDA 
is very fragmented. Margaret Ritchie had the support of the vast majority of people 
in Northern Ireland the day she took the decision to stop funding to the UDA. She is 
to be congratulated on that. 
 
One of the main aspirations of myself and my party is to create a truly shared future 
for the people of Northern Ireland. It is not good enough to do that by paying 
lipservice only, although that is what appears to be happening. Segregation and 
division in Northern Ireland is costing the Northern Ireland Exchequer billions of 
pounds every year. This just cannot go on. The Executive and the Assembly need to 
take seriously the whole issue of creating a shared future. Otherwise, they will 
prevent us from moving forward and creating the sort of society that we all want to 
develop. 
 
Perhaps one of the most interesting things that came out of the Assembly elections 
this year was the election of Anna Lo. She was the first person from the Chinese 
community in any region of Europe to be elected to a Government institution. Since 
her election, I am sorry to say that she has been abused by extremists, particularly 
from the British National party. That is why I condemn the decision by the Oxford 
Union to allow the head of the BNP to take part in the debate tomorrow night. 
 
My final point relates to one of my pet subjects. I am asking for the co-operation of 
the Scottish Executive and the Northern Ireland Executive to restore, next year at the 
latest, the Ballycastle to Campbeltown ferry. It is an important resource for two fairly 
deprived areas of Northern Ireland and Scotland. We should encourage Members 
from the Scottish Parliament in particular to do as much as they can to ensure that 
that happens. 
 
Dr Alasdair McDonnell MLA: I would like to thank those, especially Brian Hayes and 
Seán Neeson, who have complimented Margaret Ritchie on her efforts. I will convey 
the message to her. The decision that she took was difficult, but she took it and we 
are the better for it being implemented. 
 
I want to emphasise some key points and try not to repeat too much - although 
much has been said. A point that I want to make again is that we have to resolve to 
put pressure on the Governments to take this Body a bit more seriously too. Running 



in parallel with that, I think that we have to take ourselves and our business 
seriously. I am keen to pick up on the point initially raised by Michael Mates and 
reinforced by others, particularly Dominic Grieve: the need for a renewed and 
reinvigorated focus on the potential, purpose and business of this Body. That 
includes the name change. Both aims are desirable and would be very acceptable to 
me. The product and the outcome are the most important, rather than names or 
decoration. 
 
Like others, without going into the detail, I express satisfaction with advances that I 
have seen first-hand in Northern Ireland. The more of the discussion I hear, the more 
it is reinforced in my mind that there is a very urgent need for us to open up our 
vision and refocus on the vast potential that exists out there for development and 
the exploitation of the entirety of relationships, not just in Ireland and in the UK but 
in the devolved Assemblies and the Crown dependencies. In the past, we have 
tended to focus on the problem that was in Northern Ireland. As that becomes 
resolved - I am not saying that we are quite there yet - we have to face the other 
issues and challenges out there. I feel very comfortable with the reference to the 
Nordic Council. We meet here in a rapidly changing world against the backdrop of 
globalisation and all sorts of challenges that were not envisaged 20 or 25 years ago. 
There are now degrees of devolution in Scotland and Wales. There are many 
challenges out there and many obstacles to movement forward and improvement 
across the whole spectrum of issues in these islands. There is vast potential for 
mutual advantage and benefit, especially in the economic field. 
 
We look forward to a new era. Others have paid tribute to the former Prime 
Minister, Tony Blair, and I add my tribute to other Prime Ministers before him, for 
their efforts. Tribute has been paid to the current Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern, and I also 
pay tribute to his predecessors, who did much work in transforming relationships. 
For me, it was an historic day when the Taoiseach addressed the Houses of 
Parliament at Westminster. That did a lot to put behind us the sourness and much of 
the difficulty in the relationship between Ireland and Britain. As we move forward, if 
we have removed some of the distrust and suspicion that seemed to characterise 
relationships between Ireland and Britain in my lifetime, surely we can move on and 
define a meaningful purpose that takes advantage of all the opportunities for the 
people in these islands and face down some of the challenges. 
 
12.15 pm 
 
I am very concerned about the common travel area, which a number of people have 
referred to this morning. I do not want to have to have a passport to get from Belfast 
to the House of Commons: that is what it boils down to. God forbid that we should 
want to draw a boundary, but would we draw it along the land border, which would 
be well-nigh impossible to implement, or would we draw it at the sea, at the ports 
and airports? For me, it would be an absolute crime and tragedy if we created those 
barriers. Therefore, this Body, among others, must work to ensure that the current 
freedom to travel is not threatened by the challenges and threats of today. We must 



try to protect the openness shared between Britain and Ireland in the context of 
travel. 
 
I could raise other issues, such as the need for us to deal with organised crime, 
including all drug-related crime, but I feel that there is vast potential on the front of 
economic interests. Our common economic interests offer potential for all sorts of 
relationships, partnerships and innovation. Having opened that issue up, I will leave 
it, Co-Chair, because I do not want to hog time, but thank you very much for the 
opportunity to speak. I would certainly be keen that this Body be reinvented and put 
to work doing the things that people across these islands want done. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Niall Blaney TD): Thank you very much, Alasdair. At this point, I 
want to retire to my paternal interest. I am departing from here at half-past 12.  
Before I hand over to my Co-Chair, I thank you for your co-operation this morning. 
From hearing what has been contributed, I, my Co-Chairmen and the Steering 
Committee have a lot to do. I look forward to getting my teeth into that. As I said 
earlier, I also look forward to meeting all of you to move forward our mutual 
interests, whether they be in Northern Ireland or other parts of the island. I look 
forward to working with you. Enjoy the rest of your conference. Thank you very 
much. 
 
[Applause.] 
 
Mr Alex Atwood MLA: Picking up some of the themes that have been going around 
this morning, there is no doubt that we must maximise the opportunities of this 
phase of our politics. There is now a deeper basis for stability, given that all the 
parties have signed up to a way to proceed. However, it is necessary to put down 
some markers of potential pitfalls. I take up what May Blood said about the need to 
ensure that the future is built on rock. 
 
In respect of the Unionists not being present at the moment, obviously that needs to 
be rectified. The marker that I put down is simply this. A review is going on at the 
moment of North/South structures, further to the St. Andrews agreement. That is 
meant to report next spring. There is concern, certainly within the SDLP, but also 
elsewhere, that elements within Unionism want to recreate North/South structures 
in a way that diminishes the institution and reduces the power and role of 
North/South developments on the island. 
 
There is a danger that between now and next spring, elements in Unionism will use 
every opportunity to recreate the institutional framework that has arisen over recent 
years – North/South and east-west - in all its various expressions in a way that could 
damage the good work that has been done during the past decade and diminish the 
architecture that is so useful for the future development of these two islands. I 
worry that, because there is a lot of hard business to be done on the Floor of the 
Assembly about the Paddy Ashdown review of parading, the potential for devolution 
of justice and policing, and the Bill of Rights to which Barry referred earlier, we could 
end up in six months’ time bartering about a lot of issues, including east-west and 



North/South, in a way that does not necessarily promote the interests of these 
islands. 
 
My second point is broad, but comes into a more narrow focus. On 1 April next year, 
the Assets Recovery Agency will be merged with the Serious Organised Crime 
Agency. That will happen in Northern Ireland and in Britain. The Assets Recovery 
Agency was not a very successful organisation in Britain, but it was successful in the 
North. There is concern among people with good authority and deep knowledge of 
the issues that when the Assets Recovery Agency is abolished and SOCA takes on 
the responsibility - SOCA being led by the former director of MI5, Sir Stephen Lander, 
and with many ex-MI5 people in senior management roles - it will pursue 
international terror money and big organised crime and not the middle-level crime 
gangs and organised crime in Britain and in Northern Ireland. As I said, people with 
real authority have that concern at the moment. 
 
I would be worried if that were to happen in any part of these islands, but I am very 
worried if that happens in Northern Ireland, because the IRA has had some useful 
role in closing down people, especially in the illegal organisations, who it claims have 
substantial assets of war going back over the past 30 years. If, because of the 
abolition of the IRA and the creation of SOCA, which is going after big crime only, the 
pursuit of middle-ranking and lesser crime will be diminished, that will be to the 
detriment of Northern Ireland, but also to the detriment of Britain. 
 
That leads me to my two final comments. Alasdair, and others, rightly recognised the 
role of Margaret Ritchie, the DSD Minister, in stopping funding for projects that were 
perceived to be linked to the UDA. There was not that much support from the two 
Governments for what she did. Although maybe in terms of the big political strategy, 
the two Governments had a certain view about how to manage the UDA, Margaret 
Ritchie was left pretty isolated far too often. I think that the real point that Margaret 
Ritchie was making was not simply about how you manage the UDA, it was to 
address the unresolved issues of the illegal organisations on the island of Ireland. It 
was about not giving up on the pursuit of the assets that those gangs hold. It was 
about taking down the architecture of the illegal organisations, which has not been 
addressed so far. It was saying, “If you offend against the Crown, you will not get 
assistance through state fund or any other means”. What Margaret Ritchie was 
saying - this is why it had huge popular support and very broad endorsement 
politically in the North – was, “There is unfinished business with the illegal 
organisations on our island. What we going to do about it? What are we going to do 
about their architecture and assets, and the continued illegalities that exist?” 
 
That leads me to my final point, which has been referred to by some other people. 
There are continued illegalities in the North. It is somewhat more than the residual 
violence that Martin Mansergh referred to earlier. It is more than Quinn, the attacks 
on the police and sectarianism. More than that is going on. Otherwise, there have 
been enormous changes. I know that well in West Belfast, where a man was 
murdered in September and the community to a person united against the 



individuals who were responsible for that, across all sorts of party lines. There have 
been enormous changes, but there are still some not insignificant residual issues. 
 
That leads me to my final line. On 5 October of this year, Peter Sheridan, the 
Assistant Chief Constable for crime in the PSNI, in the public session of the Policing 
Board of Northern Ireland, said that following two meetings with other organisations 
when they agreed to consider encouraging their own members and witnesses to 
cooperate with the murder inquiry into Robert McCartney, no further evidence has 
been forthcoming. During the week, Catherine McCartney published a book on 
behalf of her family telling their story of their experience over the past few years. 
Five weeks ago, the head of crime in the PSNI was saying that in respect of that 
murder inquiry, where the evidence is not necessarily compelling, despite meetings 
with other organisations when they agreed to consider urging their members and 
witnesses to co-operate with the police inquiry, there has been no further 
assistance. 
 
Dr Rory O'Hanlon TD: First, I am delighted to be back on the Body again after an 
absence of five years. Like Michael Mates, when he opened his address, I welcome 
the transformation. It is very important that we continue to recognise the 
tremendous strides that have been made in Northern Ireland, because for too long, 
too many of us felt the other side of it. It is very important that we recognise what 
has happened over the past 10 years, particularly this year. 
 
There are still a lot of issues to be addressed in Northern Ireland, and the Body has a 
role to play in addressing some of them. A number of them have been mentioned 
this morning. We should certainly look at what extra support the Garda and the PSNI 
need to investigate crime, especially in the border area. The Paul Quinn case, which 
has already been mentioned, was a very brutal murder committed on the southern 
side of the border but in sight of the border. The general belief is that a large 
number of people who perpetrated that brutality live in Northern Ireland, so we 
should look to see whether something else needs to be done. I think that this Body 
could look at that. 
 
On the question of value for money and resources, not just North/South but east-
west, when it comes to climate change, for example, are there ways in which we can 
cooperate to get better value for the resources that we spend? Twenty years ago, 
during my time as Minister for Health, Richard Needham was my counterpart in 
Northern Ireland. We used to meet every six months, because we recognised how 
limited resources were for public services, to see whether there were ways in which 
we could co-operate that would not threaten any constitutional issues but would 
provide better value for money. One good example is that when we were buying 
magnetic resonance machines - we were buying one for Beaumont; Belfast was 
buying one for the Royal Vic - the last paragraph in the tender document asked what 
would the saving be if we bought two. We saved £100,000 at the time. There are a 
lot of areas where we should be looking at that, both east-west and North/South to 
see whether we can co-operate more in the delivery of services. 
 



I would certainly like to see the Unionists in. I am disappointed that they have not 
come in at this stage. I thought that once the Assembly and the Executive were up 
and running, they would have seen their way to joining the Body. I certainly agree 
with Michael Mates about the change in the name of the Body. I am quite happy 
with the change that he proposes, but I wonder whether he has run it past some of 
his Unionist colleagues in Westminster. Obviously it is a decision for this Body as is, 
but it would be diplomatic to run the change past them before we implement it. 
 
12.30 pm 
 
On the question of Margaret Ritchie, in fairness, Alex, the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, Dermot Ahern, came out in her favour at the time on a number of occasions. 
Of course, politicians in the South recognise the enormous courage that she showed. 
She did not have the support of all the parties in the Assembly for that. I was very 
pleased to be an observer at the SDLP conference and to see the standing ovation 
that she got from her party for the very courageous stand that she took. 
 
On the question of Fianna Fáil in Northern Ireland, that is not an off-the-top-of-
thehead decision. In fact, the founder of the party in 1926 said that it was never 
intended that Fianna Fáil would be a 26-county party. There have been a number of 
resolutions at our annual conference, our Ardfheis, calling for the establishment of 
Fianna Fáil in Northern Ireland. We have decided to establish a committee chaired 
by Dermot Ahern, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, a party organisation committee, 
which will look at the whole issue. There will be debates by the 2,500 units of the 
organisation in southern Ireland. We will have discussions with parties, organisations 
and individuals in Northern Ireland. That will take some time, and a decision on how 
we move forward will not be taken until those deliberations are complete. It will 
then be taken by the organisation. So I can tell our colleagues on this side of the Irish 
Sea that there is no imminent decision to move into the North in advance of the next 
election. 
 
As regards the Body itself, Northern Ireland used to dominate our discussion and we 
always had to have a sense of purpose and urgency. As I see it, we now have to find 
other issues. There are still questions that need to be addressed in Northern Ireland, 
especially east-west, where we can get that sense of urgency and focus back. A 
number of these have been mentioned: the common travel area is obviously one 
that this Body could make worthwhile recommendations on. Alasdair McDonnell 
made the point about the need for a passport between Belfast and London; I am 
sure that he does not want to need one between Belfast and Dublin either. That is 
an issue that the Body could well discuss. 
 
Alasdair Morgan talked about the bilateral and trilateral arrangements. Again, there 
are a lot of issues there. European Union issues are obviously important to us and, 
again, there are great opportunities for British and Irish parliamentarians and those 
of the islands to address the common issues that we have to face. 
 
I agree with Michael Mates about themes: perhaps we could have one topic at each 



plenary session and bring in Ministers. I suggest that we bring the two Ministers 
from the southern Governments to discuss the theme, and those responsible in the 
different Assemblies and the islands. We could have a worthwhile discussion with all 
participating, rather than just the Minister in the jurisdiction in which we happen to 
be for the plenary session. I am glad to support the Motion moved by Michael 
Mates. 
 
Mr Iain Smith MSP: I am very pleased to follow Rory O'Hanlon. I welcome him back 
to the Body and thank him again on behalf of the Scottish Parliament for his 
hospitality to us when we visited him with our Presiding Officer last year while he 
was the Cheann Comhairle. That was very welcome. 
 
Perish the thought that this Body should become a talking shop. The problem that 
we have as a Body is that, although the membership has changed since the 
introduction of devolution in the United Kingdom, its functions have not significantly 
changed yet. We must look at what the purpose of this Body now is, not just its 
membership. I do not decry the considerable efforts that have been made by this 
Body in developing the peace process. As one of the first Scottish Parliament 
representatives to come to this Body when we attended as observers in Galway, I 
remember that there were armed guards on the corridors of the bedrooms. Just last 
year, who would have thought that the Body would be meeting in Belfast with hardly 
a policeman to be seen? That is the measure of how far things have moved, and this 
Body has contributed to that. 
 
We should also not forget what May Blood said about the fact that Belfast is still a 
very divided community. I saw that for myself when I worked with Committee D of 
this Body on our inquiry on life chances for young people in Northern Ireland. Belfast 
is a very divided community and much still has to be done. We as parliamentarians 
of the British Isles need to do what we can about that. 
 
We need to look at the functions of this Body to ensure that it is fit for purpose as an 
Assembly of parliamentarians. It is interesting to note that there is no other 
organisation where UK parliamentarians get together - this is the only body where 
UK parliamentarians can get together and meet as Members of the House of Lords, 
Members of Parliament, Members of the devolved institutions and from the Isle of 
Man, Guernsey and Jersey. From our point of view, it is useful to have this Body so 
that we can meet with some of our parliamentary colleagues, but it is also very 
valuable that we meet with colleagues from the Irish Republic to discuss issues that 
are of common interest to all of us as parliamentarians. 
 
There are many areas where we can work together, get ideas and improve things for 
ourselves. Other Members have talked about trade, transport and tourism as areas 
of common interest. Many Members have raised issues such as the Ballycastle to 
Campbeltown ferry and the transport links from Stranraer. Those are not matters for 
the UK Government; they are matters for the Scottish Government and the Scottish 
Parliament. This gives us an opportunity to raise those issues. There are other areas 
in which we need to work together. We in these isles need to work together on 



climate change. We can share knowledge; we can gain a great deal of information 
and experience from each other by working together. 
 
We need as a Body to look at the structure of these plenaries. I have little doubt 
that, by this time tomorrow, once this plenary comes to its end, hardly a soul will be 
left. That has been a problem for this Body at its plenary sessions for a number of 
meetings. We need to address the timing and business of the meeting to ensure that 
it is of interest to sufficient Members that they want to stay here for the whole 
occasion. We may need to look at where it is located, to ensure that those of us who 
need to get back to our Parliaments sometime on a Tuesday afternoon have an 
opportunity to do so without having to dash off midway through Tuesday morning. 
 
Those are a number of issues that we need to look at. It is particularly important that 
the Steering Committee drives that forward, because at a number of meetings a 
number of Members have raised the fact that we need to change this Body. Six 
months later, nothing seems to have happened. We need more than just a name 
change. It is what is in the tin that is important, not what is on the label. We need to 
change the name, but we also need to ensure that the Body is transformed. I hope 
that the Steering Committee will consult the member Parliaments and the Members 
of this Body between now and the next plenary session; that it comes forward with a 
series of proposals for how the Body can move forward; and that we can have a very 
serious debate at Wexford on changes to not just the name but the way that this 
Body operates. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Seymour Crawford TD): Thank you very much. I call Jenny 
Randerson, followed by Charlie O'Connor. We now have seven speakers left to try to 
fit in before one o'clock. 
 
Ms Jenny Randerson AM: Thank you, Co-Chair. I first attended this body in 2000. 
Then I had a long gap until I attended last year in Dublin. I very much agree with 
what Iain Smith has just said. The contrast in atmosphere between the meeting in 
Galway in 2000 and the meeting last year in Dublin was considerable. However, it 
occurred to me that the way in which we work in this Body had not changed or 
moved on as the atmosphere had changed. I entirely agree that we need to change 
the name of the Body. I think that the name “Assembly” is a very good idea. We 
need to do anything that attracts the Unionists. The fact that the Unionists are not 
here is evidence of the need to continue with our work, but we need not just the 
name change but a new way of working for the next phase, the next generation. 
 
That is even more important as the development of devolution means that there are 
more strands to bring together. There is a danger that devolution leads to 
fragmentation. We must therefore work even more proactively and positively 
together to ensure that we understand what we are all doing. Iain referred to the 
fact that there is no other body that brings parliamentarians together. That is ironic, 
is it not? The CPA allows that working together across the Commonwealth, but we 
do not have a specific mechanism, other than this, designated for our 
parliamentarians to work together. 



 
I wonder how much we take the work of this Body back to our own Parliaments. 
That is probably very variable. If you ask those who never come to these meetings 
how much they are aware of the Body’s work, some people in our respective 
Parliaments would have a very low level of knowledge of what happens. We all have 
a responsibility there. 
 
Specifically on the next phase, I strongly endorse the idea of themed meetings – 
perhaps even linked with our location. Why should not a Committee use the 
opportunity of the location to make a study visit, for example? The future needs to 
lie with strengthening the Committees, with more work being done in depth. In our 
respective countries, we all do certain things well. We should be looking at best 
practice and learning from that work. We have crucial issues in common. We have 
had a lot of suggestions this morning, but I would say that environmental challenges 
and EU funding are things that we need to understand in common and work with 
best practice. 
 
I have attended the European Council of Ministers. The way in which it works on the 
basis of best practice and learning from each other is a good example from which we 
might learn. On a very practical point, the idea of the Nordic Council seems great, 
but as a Minister for three years, I am aware that the British-Irish Council, which I 
attended on several occasions, is fairly ad hoc. It often cancels its meetings late 
because of events; sometimes it does not arrange its meetings terribly far in 
advance. There are practical reasons why it might be quite difficult at this stage to 
link with it. I suggest that, in the short term, we go on the model suggested earlier, 
where we ask Ministers - perhaps from all the countries, and see how many come – 
with responsibility for the theme of the meeting that we choose. If we have a rural 
or agricultural theme, we would invite the agriculture Ministers to come along for a 
session - an afternoon shall we say - in which we explore issues of mutual interest in 
depth. 
 
The history of this Body shows that as we work together, we develop our 
understanding. The future must be in a very much more in-depth, focused approach 
to what we do as we enter the next phase. 
 
12.45 pm 
 
Mr Charlie O’Connor TD: Funnily enough, it was not my plan to speak. I had 
decided that, as it was my first meeting, I would simply listen and learn, but I have 
been stirred by some of the speeches and wanted to say that I am delighted to be 
here among people who are household names and whose work I have often 
admired. 
 
I looked for this assignment because, as I often say at home, I bring to my politics my 
life experiences and background. I would not say that I have an interesting 
background. My grandfather was born in the Isle of Wight—he was killed by a 
German bomb. My dad was a wartime Irish Guard. Having had a fairly normal life 



spent doing lots of normal things, I find myself as a second-term Dail Deputy for a 
constituency—Dublin South-West—with a very strong Republican tradition. My 
English friends might want to figure that out. 
 
I share a multi-seat constituency with more famous colleagues, including Brian 
Hayes, who has already endeared himself to you, and my party colleague Conor 
Lenihan, who was mentioned this morning. Michael Mates and others remember 
him with great fondness and I am glad to bring his good wishes. 
 
People talk about the Body being a talking shop, but I remember a BT ad that said 
“Talk is good”, and the Body is good for politics between the islands. I come from a 
generation for whom relations between England and southern Ireland were not all 
that good—we used call the mainland England, and perhaps we still do. That has 
changed hugely, and I have always been keen to network with politicians from the 
House of Commons and elsewhere. 
 
I should put it on the record that our Unionist colleagues are not here. Like others, I 
lament that and hope that it will change in time. We have a lot in common and there 
are many things to discuss, and we should move forward in that regard. I want to say 
briefly to Alasdair McDonnell that I would like him to add my name to the list of 
those who have heaped praise on Margaret Ritchie—I did so in person at the SDLP 
conference, and I know that you will be happy to add my name to that list. 
 
In conclusion, I shall relate a little story that tells of the challenges that we face. 
Dermot Ahern, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, asked me some weeks ago to meet a 
group of paramilitary loyalists from Belfast who had come to Dublin. We had a good 
exchange, which included, for example, them questioning me on Fianna Fáil 
activities in the north—Rory O’Hanlon dealt with that matter, so I shall not. At the 
end of the session—nobody will be upset by this—one of them said to me: “Look”—I 
cannot do a northern accent and I am not being disparaging—“you have to 
understand where we are coming from, you have to understand that we still have 
challenges”. He said that even in Dublin they read about murders and drug dealing. 
We said that if that is still the image, it is an interesting view and challenge to our 
position.  
 
Some around the table would ask whether the Body has a lot of work to do. The 
answer is that we do. 
 
Mr Tony Baldry MP: I am particularly glad to be here in Heythrop because between 
the Boer war and the Great war, one of my great-grandfathers was head 
gamekeeper to the then Conservative Member of Parliament for Banbury, so what 
goes around comes around. I want to make two points, one frivolous and one 
serious. 
 
We have heard a lot about the Isle of Man and the Channel Islands and so forth. It 
reminded me that one of the few things that was really good for team building in the 
North was deep-sea fishing. When I was the UK Fisheries Minister, I went to the 



North to talk to the Northern Irish fishing community. I discovered that irrespective 
of which community they came from, the fishermen are all angels—they never 
exceed their quota or take a single extra fish. They told me that that could not be 
said of fishermen from the Isle of Man or the South. Perhaps we need to have a 
debate on deep-sea fishing. 
 
My more serious point is about the fact that everyone agrees that the Body is rather 
empty without Unionist politicians. Every time we meet, we talk about how we 
lament that—everyone talks about it, but no one does anything about it. I have a 
proposal. Michael Mates and Andrew Mackay—two or three of our number—should 
be delegated and tasked to broker the Unionist DUP and their colleagues at 
Westminster, find out what the problem is, and get them on parade at the next 
meeting. Until someone has the responsibility for bringing them along, every time 
we meet, we will lament the fact that the unionist community is not here. It is 
difficult to see how the Body will move forward without Unionist politicians among 
us. That is a serious proposal. Someone must get a grip on the matter, and I suggest 
that those colleagues who have had some experience working with the Unionist 
community, such as Andrew and Michael, should be tasked to do the job. 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: May I just say that I would be happy to take on that 
assignment for what would be the fourth, fifth or sixth time? I will see whether I can 
make a hole in the brick wall. 
 
The Vice-Chairman (Mr Seymour Crawford TD): We had a decision on that 
yesterday at our executive meeting and it will be a priority for the executive before 
the next meeting. 
 
Mr Fergus O’Dowd TD: May I say how privileged I am to meet my colleagues from 
the North and from all over the United Kingdom and elsewhere? I shall make three 
brief points. 
 
First, on the environment, the issue of Sellafield and its recycling of nuclear waste is 
critical for me and my constituents in County Louth. Since 11 September and the 
events in New York, we are concerned about the possibility of a terrorist incident. 
We are also concerned about the possibility of an accident brought about by the 
people working there. Those possibilities are extremely concerning for everyone in 
Ireland. 
 
Secondly, there is the question of penalty points, which will also concern my 
colleagues from the North. Something like 108,000 drivers have penalty points in 
Ireland but do not have Irish driving licences, and most of them come from Northern 
Ireland. I do not know what are the figures in the North regarding southern drivers. 
It is a serious issue. 
 
The Vice-Chairman (Mr Seymour Crawford TD): There will be formal debate on that 
tomorrow. 
 



Mr Fergus O’Dowd TD: My final point will be brief but I hope it will be taken 
seriously; it is about antisocial behaviour, drug abuse and alcohol abuse. We ought 
to be able to address the matter by looking at best practice in the United Kingdom, 
Northern Ireland and the South. It would be good if our experts attend our next 
plenary session, which I believe will be in Wexford. When we debate those matters 
in our Parliaments, we do not always have all the facts. If we have the key players 
addressing the issues, we could make progress in our communities—we would know 
what really works, rather than just talk about it. 
 
Mr Joe McHugh TD: I shall be brief because a few people want to speak. 
 
If we want a work plan or programme, I suggest that we consider our systems of 
government. We share a common denominator: all our systems are based on the 
British model of central Government. There is an opportunity for us to debate the 
type of Government that we have. I am a rural politician living in a peripheral area.  
Likeminded Scottish, Welsh and English delegates will identify with my regional 
problems. We could put the systems of governance on the agenda for debate. 
 
Our governance is systems-based. Without going into the intricacies of the problems 
in some of our systems in the Republic of Ireland, it is systems-centred; it is certainly 
not people centred. An example of a system not working in the UK is the 25 million 
people who were on an uncrypted database that contained personal details. There is 
a challenge for us to become more people-centred and more regionally based. We 
should consider the principle of subsidiarity. It is talked about at length at numerous 
meetings and in every European Parliament, but there is no action. 
 
There is a role for the Body to look at regional development, not to protect rural 
areas, but to find a solution for the congestion problems in urban and non-urban 
areas. My worry—I know that this will be debated tomorrow, but I will not be here—
is that we will make the same mistakes with the interreg funding as we did before 
when it comes to sharing the finance. The temptation will be to spend a lot of the 
money on the Belfast- Dublin corridor. People from Northern Ireland, including my 
good colleague, Mr McElduff, from Tyrone, will know that a lot of central 
expenditure from London did not go west of the Bann. I am looking across at my 
colleagues Michael Ring and Dinny McGinley, and am reminded that much of the 
expenditure from Dublin did not go to the peripheral areas, such as Mayo and 
Donegal. 
 
There is a debate to be had on the interreg funding and the mechanisms in place to 
deal with the peripheral regions. We offer a solution to the urban areas. People 
there cannot get into London or Dublin. Why do we not consider spending money in 
ways that will help to move the settlement patterns out to rural areas? For example, 
no train links Mayo, Donegal, Derry and Cavan-Monaghan. We have an opportunity 
to look at sustainable and tangible projects. People have referred to the Body as a 
talking shop. We are all politicians. We all talk. That is our job. However, let us do 
something tangible as well and instil a bit of confidence into our electorates that we 
are doing something—that we are actually delivering. 



 
Mr Dinny McGinley TD: Like Rory O’Hanlon, I, too, am glad to be back here after a 
sabbatical of about five years. A lot of progress has been made. People in various 
Governments have been thanked, but the British Irish Inter-Parliamentary Body also 
had a positive role and influence on restoring normality in Northern Ireland. 
Important people in the Body made important contributions. They were at the coal 
face on both the Irish and British sides, yourself included, Mr Murphy, because you 
spent a number of years as Secretary of State for Northern Ireland. Others include 
Michael Mates, who  is probably one of the only original British Members to survive 
on this Body, Merlyn- Rees, Tom King and Sir Giles Shaw, who is no longer with us. A 
myriad of Members made a contribution to bring about what has happened in 
Northern Ireland today. 
 
I represent a constituency that is geographically in the North and politically in the 
South. You cannot go further north except for the constituencies of my colleague, 
Joe McHugh, Cecilia Keaveney, and the Co-Chairman, Niall Blaney, which take us far 
as Malin Head. We were very concerned about what went on in Northern Ireland 
over the past 35 to 40 years; we were influenced by those events and au fait with 
them. There was much suffering in Northern Ireland, and we suffered economically 
as well. 
 
I have travelled through Northern Ireland on an almost weekly basis for the past 30 
years, and it is great to see that normality has been restored. The Executive is up and 
running. We no longer have the border posts at Aughnacloy and the other places 
that we had to stop. All those things are gone. It is great to see the PSNI going about 
its everyday duties, stopping people to check driving licences and insurance if they 
have been speeding. Fergus O’Dowd mentioned an attempt to co-ordinate the 
enforcement of driving regulations on both sides of the border. We will no doubt 
have an opportunity to discuss that at a later date 
 
The Body is unique in that all its Members are Members of other Assemblies as well. 
Our remit has widened since it was established. It is no longer just people from the 
British and Irish Parliaments; we have people from the Isle of Man, the Channel 
Islands and the devolved institutions in Scotland and Wales. We can extend our 
remit. However, a number of issues have remained unresolved. 
 
I listened carefully to Alex Atwood when he said that there is a lot of criminality in 
border areas. It sometimes comes into my constituency, across the border into 
Lifford and Ballyshannon. The post office, shops and small businesses have been 
robbed. We are all aware of the huge industry of laundering diesel, fuel and so on 
around border areas. It is at a great cost to both Exchequers. I do not know where 
the money goes, but we cannot afford to let a criminal-based mafia develop there. If 
we  do, we will pay for it in the longer run. 
 
We need to consider how to address that problem. We also need more co-operation 
on health and immigration. There is a definite role for the Body in future years. It will 



be worth while to sit down and work out a programme for areas that we can 
address. I have mentioned just a few of them. I hope that we will explore more. 
 
1.00 pm 
 
Baroness Harris of Richmond: Before we adjourn for lunch, it would be remiss of us 
not to recognise the amazing amount of work that May Blood has done and 
congratulate her on achieving Woman of the Year status in Ireland. 
 
[Applause.] 
 
I am extremely disappointed that that has not been brought up sooner. 
 
I want to agree with everything that Alex Attwood said earlier. In the English 
Parliament, we are looking very carefully at the Assets Recovery Agency and SOCA. 
Stephen Lander running SOCA is a real concern because of the middle-level crime 
that we do not feel that SOCA is looking at. Criminality in Northern Ireland is still a 
great concern and we should make sure that we bring these concerns to all our 
Parliaments and Assemblies. I hope that this Body will look at that very shortly. 
 
Mr Michael Ring TD: I will be very brief. I am delighted to be back on this Body. I 
was here between 1997 and 2002. I want to take up a point that Michael Mates 
raised about the Body. If we are to make it work – so many things have happened 
over the past 10 years, it is unbelievable, but I will not go into that today –we have 
to talk about the issues that concern the people out there. The previous speaker 
referred to SOCA, but I want to talk about soccer. I would like this Body to have a 
debate about an all- Ireland soccer team. Not one of the five home countries 
qualified for the European championships. Sport creates a lot of barriers but it 
breaks them down as well. We have an all-Ireland rugby team, boxing team and 
athletic team, and it is time we had an all-Ireland soccer team. I would love to see a 
debate on that. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Seymour Crawford TD): Nearly 30 people have spoken in 
this debate so it shows the interest people have. I now ask Deputy Jim O’Keeffe to 
sum up. 
 
Mr Jim O’Keeffe TD: I have counted 31 people, Co-Chair, so I am No. 32. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Seymour Crawford TD): I forgot Michael Ring. 
 
Mr Jim O’Keeffe TD: That is inconceivable. 
 
This has been a hugely important debate, in some ways seminal. I will not use hectic 
phrases about crossroads, but we are at a changeover. We have had huge 
successes over the past few years, with the establishment of peace and, hopefully, 
elements of prosperity in Northern Ireland. The focus is different in relation to the 



input of this Body. It had a considerable influence; Michael Mates opened the 
debate asking where we go from here. That is the crucial issue confronting us. 
 
People have referred to this place as a talking-shop. There were three of us in the 
first talking-shop, in Committee Room 14 in the House of Commons. That was the 
first meeting – a historic gathering. In his usual robust style, Michael slightly 
overstated the atmosphere there. Certainly, you could cut the tension with a knife. 
The progress that has been made in the past eight years is inconceivable. Through 
that progress, this body has made a huge contribution to the establishment of the 
new institutions in Northern Ireland and to the peace and progress that has been 
achieved there. Out of that talking-shop has grown friendship and mutual 
understanding between our respective islands and the Crown dependencies. 
 
Where do we go from here? There has been a whole bagful of proposals, all of which 
centre around this Body having a major role, possibly as the east-west forum 
between the islands, and having a practical role. Michael mentioned the possibility 
of themes; there was also a reference to themes related to where the Body meets. I 
was delighted to see Arthur Morgan strongly supporting Michael Mates, although he 
tried to say that he was not. That was certainly a major change. Trevor Smith 
focused on the same issues and talked about the possibility of the Body having a role 
in economic, environmental and cultural issues. 
 
Seymour Crawford talked about co-operation North and South. He said that we 
cannot overlook the ongoing issues under the surface, such as criminality and the 
remnants of paramilitarism, and many other speakers touched on this. Whether 
fellows are dissident or otherwise, they do the same damage, as Paul Quinn found. 
That had a hugely traumatic effect on people in Ireland and outside. Seymour rightly 
highlighted the fact that the problems have not all gone away; some of them may be 
beneath the surface but we need to be cognisant of the fact that they are there. He 
also mentioned something I had hardly noticed, but now that he has brought it to 
my attention, I wonder why. There is no Northern Ireland representative on the 
Senate for the first time in 30 years – that is pretty incredible. 
 
Seymour touched on an issue that I should mention because there was a reaction 
from some of our Fianna Fáil colleagues – the proposal of Fianna Fáil to, as it were, 
mobilise in Northern Ireland. You can have two views on this, and Martin Mansergh 
summed it up. I suppose they are entitled to do what they want. Cecilia Keaveney 
said that when you want to act, you do, or words to that effect. 
 
I have two sobering comments. We have all worked for a peaceful, prosperous and 
stable Northern Ireland, and the stability of the institutions - be they institutions of 
government or of the parties - has been a factor in achieving what has been 
achieved. There are, in my view, some dangers in unleashing new political forces 
which might upset that stability. That is a cautionary note. Secondly, we have all 
worked towards achieving that stability in Northern Ireland; a very prominent role 
has been taken by Fianna Fáil, not least because it has been in government for so 
many of those years. I remember being involved in a minor way when I was Minister 



of State for Foreign Affairs at the time of the Anglo-Irish Agreement. That goes back 
yonks. For much of the time Fianna Fáil has been in government and has, very 
properly, used that position as honest brokers. It has worked in a broker’s capacity 
between the parties, leading from the South, brokers in the North and with the 
Government in the UK. If one is actively involved at the coal face, it might be difficult 
to continue in the role of honest broker as heretofore. After that, it is a matter for 
Fianna Fáil itself. 
 
Andrew Mackay, one of the originals, talked about not having too much agreement 
in the Body. He thinks that there should be an edge to our debates, and that is fair 
enough. May Blood, who was rightly recognised in Northern Ireland as Woman of 
the Year, which we applaud, said that we must make sure that the institutions in 
Northern Ireland are built on rocks rather than sand. That is a fair point. Andrew 
Mackinlay beat a few drums that we have heard before about the change in 
procedures. That is fair enough – if we are to change the role and name of the Body, 
let us look at its procedures. It is relevant to point out that only last year we reduced 
the number of Motions from 30 to 15 from three jurisdictions. In addition, the 
Steering Committee has the power to accept an emergency Motion. 
 
By way of response and reaction, let me put forward a proposal for the future – the 
possibility of including, maybe on the Tuesday morning, when things can sometimes 
be a bit slack, an item for topical debate. That might fit in with Andrew’s thinking. In 
relation to the venue, we all like being looked after well. As for the location, there 
has to be room and good service. If Andrew is suggesting that we go back from that, 
that is fine, too. 
 
It is good to see Barry McElduff here again. He talked of the political transformation 
of Northern Ireland. Robert Walter referred to the Nordic Council and what we could 
learn from its activities. Brian Hayes did not want Northern Ireland to be a political 
playground. He referred to the DUP and UUP. In the new Body, we must have them 
here. I suppose it is understandable that people ask, in a frustrated way, why the 
devil they are not here at the moment. Our job will be to ensure that next time they 
are at the door and inside the door. 
 
Dominic Grieve again raised the issue of where we are going. He talked about the 
possibility of presentations by experts in the new Body. Martin Mansergh talked 
about the historical analogy and the Earl of Shrewsbury. Mind you, he overlooked 
mentioning the Duke of Beaufort, who took over the place in 1820 and bought his 
hounds here. So we are the successors to the Duke of Beaufort’s hounds. 
 
Alf Dubs made his usual thoughtful contribution. In relation to the work of the 
committees, he said that added value is essential, and we should bear that in mind. 
Stephen Rodan talked about the British-Irish Council and the Nordic Council. A 
number of speakers have referred to the need for the linkage with the British-Irish 
Council. Robin Glentoran talked about the contribution of the Body in the initial days 
of the foot and mouth crisis. I can recall that. He also said that there are 56 dividing 
walls in Belfast, which I did not know. What should be done about that? 



Alasdair Morgan talked about the themes of the environment, fishing and border 
controls. We did a paper on ID cards last year or the year before and will have to 
look at the common travel area and the new security proposals for border controls. 
 
Chris Ruane took a wider view; he talked about not just the Nordic Council but an 
involvement with observers from the EU and the US. Cecilia Keveaney talked about 
the barriers to North/South co-operation. We need a transformation not just of 
events or institutions but of the Body itself. 
 
Seán Neeson talked about the problem of gangsterism in Northern Ireland. He also 
talked about the huge cost of segregation in Northern Ireland, something else that 
needs looking at. 
 
Alasdair McDonnell wants more pressure put on the Government to take the Body 
more seriously. That is a very fair point. He is predictably concerned about the 
freedom of travel between Belfast and London. As mentioned by Rory O’Hanlon, the 
issue also arises of travel between Belfast and Dublin, and the cost. 
 
Alex Attwood talked about the review of the North/South structures. The outcome 
of the committee review that is going on in Belfast, which is expected at the end of 
February or March, is obviously relevant. There is a tandem situation between the 
North/South and the east-west structures for the future. He mentioned a point very 
close to my heart about the developments in the ARA in Northern Ireland. I was 
strongly supportive of the establishment of the CAB in the Republic and very proud 
of its success. I am glad to see the ARA following up in the North. 
 
1.15 pm 
 
Many of us are worried that there may be a change of focus with the new 
developments and the merging of the ARA in Northern Ireland with SOCA. Alex 
rightly pointed out the position of Margaret Ritchie; I was glad to see that her 
actions got such strong support here. 
 
Rory O’Hanlon talked about new issues that we should be considering. He is very 
much in favour of extra support for the police forces on both sides of the Border. 
Another issue close to my heart is climate change, and we may come back to that 
tomorrow. 
 
Iain Smith wanted to look at the purpose as well as the membership of the Body. 
That is a central theme running through our debate. Jenny Randerson talked from a 
Welsh perspective. She wants to strengthen the committees, with more work done 
in depth and, like all of us, to look at the environmental challenges and consider the 
continuation of EU funding and how best to achieve that very practical aim. 
 
Charlie O’Connor made his initial contribution in his own inimitable style. He only 
mentioned his constituency three times in the course of his speech. That is quite rare 
for Charlie – I think I will have to report him to his constituents. 



 
Tony Baldry had some suggestions about getting the Unionists on board. Fergus 
O’Dowd made three points – Sellafield, penalty points and anti-social behaviour. 
Those are issues we will have to look at. 
 
Joe McHugh and Dinny McGinley both looked at things from the Donegal 
perspective. When we talk about Northern Ireland, we tend to forget that Donegal is 
the most northern county. Baroness Harris rightly complimented May Blood. I hope 
that that is an example to us all. Michael Ring, in his inimitable style, brought 
forward a very practical suggestion about how to win the next World Cup. Well 
done, Michael. 
 
In conclusion, this has been an excellent debate. It has opened up lots of issues and I 
am delighted, in winding it up, to support the Motion moved by Michael Mates. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you very much, Jim. 
 
Question put and agreed to. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the Body takes note of the historic transformation of politics in Northern 
Ireland; welcomes the formation of a power sharing Executive on 8 May which is 
taking forward its work in a spirit of cooperation for the benefit of all the people of 
Northern Ireland; encourages the continuing support of the British and Irish 
Governments and the continued engagement of the international community, in 
particular the US and the EU, in the consolidation of peace and reconciliation in 
Northern Ireland; notes the success of the North South Ministerial Council Plenary 
and the British-Irish Council Summit in July of this year, and encourages all parties to 
work together to promote and develop North/South and eastwest linkages for the 
benefit of all these islands and to advance the full implementation of the 
Belfast/Good Friday Agreement; welcomes the all-party support for policing and 
criminal justice and calls on all members of the community to co-operate fully with 
the institutions of policing and justice; agrees to initiate consultations with the 
Northern Ireland Assembly, the governments and the other relevant elected 
institutions with a view to making recommendations as to the formation of the 
inclusive east-west inter-parliamentary framework which will embrace all interests, 
as envisaged in the St Andrews Agreement; encourages the development of the 
North-South parliamentary forum, also as contained in that agreement; and accepts 
that the changed circumstances will necessitate changes to the Body’s own 
arrangements. 
 
The sitting was suspended at 1.18 pm 
 
 
 
 



The sitting resumed at 2.37 pm. 
 

INTERREG PROGRAMME 
 
 

The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): I beg to move 
 
That the Body notes the success of the INTERREG III Community Initiative as a 
mechanism for cooperation across national boundaries; looks forward to the new 
cross border co-operation programmes to further develop community links across 
boundaries, building on the strengths of INTERREG III and learning from the good 
practice of other programmes across Europe; and calls on the managing 
authorities to promote the programmes with vigour to raise awareness about the 
opportunities they provide, to encourage participation and support the development 
of innovative projects. 
 
At this time, we have only two other speakers. I hope that we will have a good 
debate on this. We talked earlier about the need for east and west involvement, and 
the INTERREG programme is part of that. I ask Rosemary Butler to begin. 
 
Lord Glentoran: Before you begin, Chairman, I raise a point of order. Can we change 
the format slightly? I am sure that many people here, including me, do not 
understand INTERREG. It would help if we could allow questions. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): There is a problem with regard to who will answer 
those questions. 
 
Mr Murphy MP: I am sure that Rosemary, when she opens the discussion, will be in 
a position to explain in no uncertain terms what this is about. [Laughter]. That should 
suffice, should it not? 
 
Ms Rosemary Butler AM: Thank you for your confidence, Paul. If you do not 
understand INTERREG, it means that it does not affect you. 
 
It is a pleasure to open the debate on INTERREG. I understand that my colleague 
from Scotland, Alasdair Morgan, will wind up. You will have seen the motion on the 
order paper, which I think is a good motion. Cross-border co-operation through 
INTERREG has proven to be hugely successful in Wales, and I am sure that that is 
also the case elsewhere. It has benefited thousands of people at the grass-roots 
level. 
 
INTERREG III had a total budget of €4.9 billion, based on 1999 prices. Of that, Ireland 
received €84 million, and the UK in general received €362 million. So, you can see 
that there is a lot of money involved. Because of the success of the initial program, 
INTERREG IV has a much bigger budget, of almost €7.8 billion, at 2006 prices. Due to 
the success of cross-border work, a new Northern Ireland/Ireland/Scotland 
programme will run between 2007 and 2013. The previous INTERREG programmes 



operated on a Northern Ireland/Ireland cross-border basis, but following the 
redefinition of maritime borders by the EU, western Scotland has been included for 
the first time. 
 
This programme is wholly financed by the European regional development fund and 
has a budget of €192 million. It will focus on the following priorities: encouraging 
entrepreneurship, particularly the development of small and medium-sized 
enterprises, tourism, culture and cross-border trade; encouraging and improving the 
joint protection management of rural and cultural resources, and the prevention of 
natural and technological risks; supporting links between urban and rural areas; and 
looking at reducing isolation through improved access to transport, which is an issue 
that was raised earlier by one of our Irish colleagues. It will also look at developing 
collaboration and capacity, and the joint use of infrastructure, particularly in sectors 
such as health, culture, tourism and education. In addition, the programme may 
contribute to promoting legal and administrative co-operation, the integration of 
crossborder labour markets, local employment initiatives, gender equality and 
equality of opportunity in general. There will also be an emphasis on training and 
social inclusion, and a sharing of human resources and facilities for research and 
development. So, as you can see, it is a wide-ranging programme. 
 
I am sure that other colleagues will speak about the Scottish involvement, but I will 
concentrate on the Wales/Ireland programme. The original INTERREG programme in 
2000-2006 had a total budget of €74 million, with around €48 million provided 
through ERDF. Over 200 joint proposals were submitted over the course of the 
programme, with over 100 approved for funding. These projects covered a wide 
range of activities; I will mention a few. 
 
One project measured water quality in the Irish sea, as a joint project between 
Bangor University in north Wales and the National University of Ireland, Galway.  
There was a project on the arts and cinema, which was a collaboration between the 
Arts Council in Ireland and Sgrîn, the media agency for Wales, that tried to assess the 
cultural and economic impact of the cinema in Ireland and Wales. There was a Celtic 
garden project, based in Kilkenny, organised by Kilkenny County Council and 
Gwynedd Council. A total of €40,000 was provided to try to establish the genuine 
relationship between ornamental woodland park landscapes and the benefits of 
training. So, there is a huge range of projects. There have been projects on craft and 
design and there has been a very interesting one on tourism, through which we have 
been trying to encourage American tourists in Ireland to pop across the Irish sea to 
Wales, which is quite easy to do, as long as you do not want to go from Cork to 
Swansea, because the ferry no longer sails between those places—I am hoping that a 
project will come about that will enable people to travel between Swansea and Cork. 
There was also a very interesting project in Waterford, called the Celtic enterprise 
and business support network, for which a total of €300,000 was provided to look to 
develop enterprises anda business support network for smaller businesses. The last 
project to which I wish to refer involved vital research on the study of leatherback 
turtles in the Irish sea, which are threatened by extinction. 
 



As you can see, there is a wide range of projects in which people can get involved. It 
is important that we scrutinise and evaluate all these projects. We know how much 
money is being spent, but we need to ensure that we know how many jobs are 
created, how many people are going into higher and further education and how the 
projects affect young people and older people. There is a big scrutinising role for 
everyone to ensure that they get involved. 
 
The Ireland/Wales territorial co-operation programme is the name of the 2007-13 
project, which is the first of 50 such programmes to be announced and approved by 
the European Union. This announcement was very warmly welcomed by our First 
Minister, Rhodri Morgan, and Noel Ahern, who is a TD in the Irish Government. The 
priorities are roughly the same as those in INTERREG III, and I suspect that this is a 
case of saying, ‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’, because the priorities seem to have 
worked very well. The budget is around €70 million, with approximately €52 million 
of that being provided via ERDF. 
 
2.45 pm 
 
If all the bids are to be successful, it is important that we remember that it is 
essential that all stakeholders are involved at the initial conception of a scheme—I 
am talking about local government, private business and communities, as well as 
regional and national government. Today’s proceedings give us an excellent 
opportunity to exchange experiences and examples of best practice. Hopefully, some 
innovative and new ideas will come from the floor, which could possibly be worked 
up for future successful bids. 
 
Our motion today states that we should help to promote the programmes with 
vigour to raise awareness about the opportunities that they provide. I am hoping, Mr 
Chairman, that, after a very nice lunch, we can rise to some vigour. I look forward to 
the discussion. Thank you. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): I thank Rosemary for giving us a very detailed 
breakdown of the INTERREG programme at very short notice—she was asked to do it 
only last night. 
 
Ms Rosemary Butler AM: Thank you. The interesting thing about this programme is 
that it runs from north to south, and I live in the east. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): A number of people wish to speak. I call on 
Charlie O’Connor first, to be followed by Dai Lloyd. 
 
Mr O’Connor TD: I did not want to be the first to speak, Chairman. [Laughter]. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): You are second. 
 
Mr O’Connor TD: I find it very hard to rise to vigour, although I have had a very nice 



lunch. Briefly, I support the motion and the programme. I mentioned this morning 
that I represent a major urban centre in Dublin. I live in a place called Tallaght, which 
is the third largest population centre in the country. One of the phrases that struck 
me in this motion was that referring to developing community links. I have heard 
colleagues, such as Rory O’Hanlon, who represent border towns talking about the 
need for community links, but, as you go further east, there is also lots of potential in 
that regard and, certainly in my town, we have had lots of people on exchange visits 
coming to see how life is. 
 
As I have said, it is good to network at this level, where we can converse and share 
experiences and difficulties with colleagues from other places and of other 
persuasions. We will have different and varying political views: some way to the left 
and some way to the right—I am not saying where I am, except to say that, as I am 
sure that you know, I am somewhere in the centre. It is important that, at this level, 
we support those promoting community links. There is a lot of potential in all of our 
communities to do that. These kinds of programmes are very worthwhile and the 
body should continue to promote them strongly. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Dai Lloyd is next and he will be followed by Cecilia 
Keaveney. 
 
Dr Dai Lloyd AM: Diolch yn fawr, Cyd-Gadeirydd. Diolch am y croeso yma heddiw. Yr 
wyf yn ymwybodol bod aelod o dîm Cofnod Trafodion y Cynulliad yma, sy’n gallu 
nodi’r geiriau hyn. 
 
Thank you, Co-Chairman. Thank you for the welcome today. I am aware that a 
member of the Assembly’s Record of Proceedings team is present, who can record 
these words. 
 
That was a brief welcome in Welsh. I will speak for a little while about the 
Ireland/Wales, cross-border programme as it involves us in Wales. It involves the 
western half of Wales and the eastern half of the Irish Republic. They used to be 
called NUTS 3 regions; do not ask me what NUTS stands for. In European funding 
terms, as we have heard, we are talking about the areas of Dublin, mid-eastern and 
south-eastern Ireland, and the local authority areas of Gwynedd, Ynys Môn, 
Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion, Pembrokeshire and parts of Conwy and sir Ddinbych in 
Wales. 
 
INTERREG means inter-regional and it is about cross-border collaboration to secure 
European funding. ‘Cross-border’ in this sense means two separate countries, 
effectively, creating one region. This has been viewed as successful, certainly in 
Wales, because the western seaboard half of Wales has been crying out for 
economic and tourism development and the development of small-business 
enterprises structured on its inner strengths of having a different linguistic cultural 
heritage. 
 



This session is mostly about east-west relations, to develop themes that we alluded 
to this morning. It is not all about north-south relations with this Body; this is about 
east and west, and what many people regard as bread-and-butter stuff. This is about 
economic development, jobs and developing social and technological linkages 
between Ireland and Wales in this cross-border programme that has been funded, as 
we heard in Rosemary’s expert introduction, to the tune of some €70 million. That 
funding will start up again with the INTERREG IV programme from 2007 to 2013. 
 
I will give a couple of examples based on what has happened over the last six years 
as regards INTERREG funding. There is a strong history—going back 1,500 years, for 
those of you who are interested in history—of linkages between Wales and Ireland. 
There used to be far more linkages, using the seaboard, in the days of our patron 
saint, St David, than there are nowadays. It was quite usual to whip back and forth 
across the Irish sea between Ireland and Wales, and half of our traditional, medieval, 
historical accounts of the Mabinogi in Wales are based on frequent journeys across 
the Irish sea between Ireland and Wales. Nowadays, it is slightly more difficult. I can 
vouch for that. It depends on wind conditions and Stena Line and all the rest of it. 
Some would argue that transportation links between Wales and the Irish Republic 
are less frequent than they were a millennium and a half ago. So, there is work to be 
done. The INTERREG areas that I am talking about include the Holyhead-Dún 
Laoghaire ferry connection as well as those from Fishguard to Rosslare and 
Pembroke Dock to Rosslare and Waterford. The Swansea-Cork ferry is just outside 
the area, as Rosemary alluded to, but we would like to see that restored. It brought 
untold economic success to my home city of Swansea. 
 
The University of Wales, Lampeter collaborated on one of these projects with Dublin 
City University to develop high-quality digital materials to get Welsh, Irish and 
English dictionary translations going—in other words to improve linguistic diversity 
and to help people in the heritage industries in Ireland and Wales march into the 
twenty-first century, using the latest technology. Why does everything always have 
to be in English? This particular INTERREG programme addresses that deficiency as 
regards the Welsh language, and, from the Dublin City University side, as regards the 
Irish  language. Entrepreneurship can now occur in the Irish language and the Welsh 
language. 
 
Today’s debate is particularly apposite given the most recent INTERREG programme, 
INTERREG IV. The first call for the new tranche of projects was launched only last 
week, on 16 November. As Rosemary said, more than 100 projects were successful in 
the past six years; we are looking for similar success now to utilise the €70 million 
available over the next six years. Therefore, with regard to raising awareness of the 
issue, INTERREG is very important to us in Wales. I take it that, in this context, it is 
also important to the Irish Republic. We look forward to a large number of projects 
to utilise that money, to encourage cross-border collaboration. 
 
We have all talked about that this morning, sometimes in an abstract way, in the 
sense of thinking ‘Wouldn’t that be nice?’. However, we are talking about hard facts 



and bread-and-butter issues. It is important in order to stimulate the economy of 
south and west Wales. Diolch yn fawr iawn i chi. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Thank you very much. Cecilia Keaveney will speak 
next, to be followed by Jim Dobbin. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: Go raibh maith agat, a Chomh-Chathaoirligh. I wish to 
begin by saying that the INTERREG programme has been hugely advantageous to 
Ireland; there is no doubt about that. It produced a great deal of infrastructure at a 
time when we needed it, and yet there are still infrastructural deficits that need to 
be addressed, particularly in the north-west region. As was pointed out, the 
geographical location of the region north of the North led to it falling behind on 
infrastructural development. It could not be dealt with at the time; the bottom line is 
that it was stuck between two jurisdictions. Therefore, in the new dispensation in 
which we find ourselves, where we have a peace, the Executive up and running, and 
a will between the Irish Government, the Executive and, indeed, the British 
Government to move things on, we have one of the best opportunities to draw 
down funding. 
 
I hope that we will have a very tangible infrastructural partnership between the 
North and ourselves in particular, but the issue of the Scottish leg is also important. 
Part of that came out of the LEADER group involved in Inishowen, which worked with 
an equivalent group in the County Derry area. They struck up the idea that it was 
very important that the western part of Scotland, which had not been in the 
INTERREG programme heretofore, would be brought in. They came before our 
committee, I think Committee D, in this Body when we were in Scotland. As a result 
of their work, and I am sure many other people’s work, this has been successful. 
 
The Welsh delegates talked about the importance of the Welsh links, including the 
ferry links, but we are also looking at the whole concept of tourism and that ferry 
link. I know that the Campbeltown ferry was mentioned earlier. I do not want to 
annoy Sean, but, although we would agree with getting something there, we had our 
own concept of getting something in the Foyle that would link to Scotland, so 
beware. There are common issues between Scotland, the North of Ireland and the 
Republic of Ireland. We have a shared sea, and in many places there are very few 
miles between one location and the other. Under European jurisdiction, I think you 
have 12 miles: if you go 12 miles from the north coast, 12 miles from Malin Head, 
and 12 miles from the western parts of Scotland, you will find that there is not much 
astray in the middle. Therefore, there are obvious opportunities in my opinion—we 
have already mentioned the opportunity to exploit a joint management project 
within the fishing industry, for example. I do not underestimate the likelihood of 
European issues striking up just to annoy everybody, but having recently looked at 
the issue of fish discards, I found it incredible that 1.3 million tonnes of fish is 
discarded annually. If we can do something in that area, to create proper fish 
management and give our fishermen a bit of a chance, that would be brilliant. 
 
There is another issue that I wanted to raise earlier this morning, but forgot about. 



Going back to the start of the peace process, and even before the peace process, 
there was a concept of a peace train, with people leaving Belfast to go down to 
Dublin. I would like to reiterate that we still need that peace train, but not as a social 
event; we need it as infrastructure, and I would call it a peace train from Dublin to 
Derry. There is no reason why that should not happen, but again, infrastructural 
deficits have meant that there is an east-west divide in the six counties as much as 
there is in the rest of the island of Ireland. I hope that INTERREG, in its new 
dimension, will ensure that these important infrastructural developments that have 
not yet happened remain a focus, because I know that in many programmes, be they 
peace programmes or otherwise, the focus has moved on to people, and sometimes 
the need for rural transport is forgotten. People need the ability to get from one 
place to another. Until now, we have been putting capital projects in place, but we 
are forgetting that if you want people in Buncrana to link with people from 
Ballymena, then the fundamental question is how they get from Ballymena to 
Buncrana, or Buncrana to Ballymena. 
 
So, it is important that there is something above and beyond what looks nice on 
paper, with everybody loving each other, because a lot of the time what looks nice 
on paper is actually not very practical. I hope that, with all the different moneys 
coming in, the focus remains on the reality of what is needed. That comes back to 
the point that, I think, Rosemary made earlier about feedback and taking on board 
the errors in the way money was spent in the past. No-one would say that every 
penny has been spent wisely, but it is important that lessons are learned, and, if 
there are constraints within the current scheme—which I am sure there probably 
are—they should be adapted so that the money can be accessed by the people who 
need it most. Ideally, it should be targeted towards them. 
 
I do not want to say much more, except that the opportunity within the Scottish-
Irish- Northern Irish-ism has huge potential. I do not underestimate the links 
between Wales and the east coast of Ireland, but I come from the north-west region; 
we are used to the east coast having lots of successful ventures, and we want to 
keep the focus as much as possible on the historical deficit in our area. 
 
3.00 pm 
 
My only other point is that, in the past, a lot of people got support to put things in 
place, and as the Irish economy grew, businesses generated their own money to help 
build other infrastructure. It must not be forgotten that there are now arguments in 
the North about how to pay for everything; there are issues with rates, and water 
rates, and there is all the stuff that the North has not had, and it is okay if you are 
starting from a base where everything is okay, but when you are starting from a very 
low base, with little industry and a low ability to co-fund, it is a different situation. I 
find that that is the case in Donegal, where we are highly reliant on the textile 
industry—all the different moneys coming in from Government and everywhere else 
is supposed to be co-funded, but how do you provide co-funding if you do not have a 
business-rate base to take it from? That is an issue that will continue to be a 
difficulty in the north-west. Maybe the INTERREG funding will be a bit of a help—I 



think that it will. I thank members for putting this on the agenda for debate. Go raibh 
maith agat. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Thank you very much, Cecilia. Jim Dobbin is next, 
to be followed by Joyce Watson. 
 
Mr Jim Dobbin MP: I put my hand up at the beginning because I was looking for a 
quick explanation as to what INTERREG III was—a number of delegates around the 
room were looking a bit puzzled. I did not want to interrupt Rosemary’s contribution, 
but after her contribution and Dr Dai Lloyd’s, it soon became clear to me what 
INTERREG III actually was. It is obviously a very positive funding mechanism for 
community projects, to try to improve relationships across borders. I would like to 
know how I could get my hands on something like that for my constituency, so I 
would be willing to listen to offers. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Thank you very much. Joyce Watson AM is next, 
to be followed by Barry McElduff MLA. 
 
Ms Joyce Watson AM: Thank you. I welcome the opportunity to take part in this 
debate, because as a regional Assembly Member who covers mid and west Wales, 
just about all of the relevant area is in the area that I represent. As someone who 
lives in Pembrokeshire, I have been aware of the INTERREG programme for a long 
time. To follow on from Dr Dai Lloyd’s statement about the connectivity between 
Ireland and Wales, and to demonstrate the advantages of previous INTERREG 
programmes and the ones that will come on board, in terms of the importance of 
tourism, entrepreneurship and small and medium-sized enterprises, Oakwood in 
Pembrokeshire—which was originally a farm struggling to make ends meet— 
diversified to become one of the most successful modern-day theme parks. The park 
has benefited enormously from visitors from Ireland who come across on the ferry 
to Fishguard or Pembroke Dock, and spend considerable amounts of money, I am 
glad to say, in the local economy. This happens as a consequence of that connectivity 
between Ireland and Wales. 
 
If we look at small and medium-sized enterprises, Pembrokeshire has the best record 
as regards SME start-ups in Wales, and, in building that, it has had very strong links 
with the INTERREG programme. There has been a real success story in Narberth, 
where, in a very small town, they looked at providing a local product through the 
INTERREG programme and INTERREG moneys. It is a thriving town full of diverse 
local shops that give local products and local entrepreneurs a window. 
 
These are good success stories that give an example of what can be done if people 
want to take the initiative and do it. I will not go on and on because other people 
want to speak, but I fully support the INTERREG programmes, and long may they 
continue. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Thank you very much, Joyce. The next speaker is 



Barry McElduff MLA, to be followed by Tony Baldry MP. If any other speakers want 
to get involved, please show your hand. 
 
Mr Barry McElduff MLA: I just want to say that INTERREG funding has greatly 
assisted many social and economic projects in the border corridor, where some of 
the most disadvantaged communities are located. I want to pay tribute to the work 
of the cross-border corridor groups, not least the Irish Central Border Area Network, 
the eastern network, and north-west cross-border group, which has its headquarters 
in Derry and looks at the whole of the north-west of Ireland. I think that there is an 
argument for amalgamating the work of the central border network and the north-
west group because you are talking about the greater north-west of Ireland, which 
has been peripheralised, you might say, by not just one Government but two 
Governments, one of which is based in Dublin, and the other has tended to shift 
between London and Belfast. So, I think that the north-west of Ireland in particular 
has been peripheralised by two Governments, and any funding, including European 
funding, has been greatly welcomed in that region. 
 
At the heart of INTERREG funding, and the reason for it, is the recognition that 
borders, not least the border in Ireland, have had a negative impact on communities 
and people, which has dislocated communities from each other. I could give many 
examples of communities that have been cut off from each other by the existence of 
the border. It is crucial, therefore, through European funding, to address this social 
and economic disadvantage. 
 
One project that was funded by INTERREG money was Cooperation and Working 
Together, which was a health project, essentially. The North Western Health Board 
in the 26 counties, and, in the north, the Western Health and Social Services Board, 
have worked closely together on a range of projects that have benefited 
disadvantaged groups and communities, and they have looked at specific 
healthrelated projects. There are good projects out there that deserve to be funded, 
but both the Executive at Stormont and the Irish Government based in Dublin need 
to begin to look at properly mainstreaming funding for projects that have been 
previously funded by INTERREG funding. 
 
The north-west of Ireland—and this will be well known to John Ellis, who served as 
chairperson of the Joint Oireachtas Committee on Transport—would also be 
lobbying for a proper roads infrastructure, taking you from Sligo, through Enniskillen 
up to Larne, and then the A5 through-route, which takes you from Dublin right up to 
Derry, and into Donegal as well. Linking up the north-west through proper dual-
carriagewaystatus  roads has been absolutely essential, and we are getting there. 
This type of investment in infrastructure has been totally necessary and is certainly 
worthy of European funding interest. 
 
Integrated area plans have been mentioned for far too long in the border corridor. 
There has been back-to-back planning. One of the worst examples of that was when 
an assessment was carried out on the location of acute service hospitals on the 
island of Ireland. It is my understanding that the two consultants who led the project 



in the 26 counties and the six counties never even had a telephone conversation. 
Hanley in the 26 counties, and Hayes in the six counties—both beginning with ‘h’—
were charged with taking forward where to locate acute service hospital provision, 
and it is my understanding that the two gentlemen did not have a meeting or even 
share a telephone conversation. So, spatial planning and a cohesive approach to that 
in the border corridor are absolutely essential. 
 
Finally, Co-Chairs, I want to commend the Irish Central Border Area Network 
programme on joining up development. People should perhaps look up—on the 
ICBAN website or whatever—the experience of the joining up development 
programme, which brought together civic and community leaders to look at the 
needs of the border region as one cohesive community. 
 
Mr Tony Baldry MP: I want to make two observations. First, I want to put on the 
record that Andrew Mackay, Michael Mates, Dominic Grieve and I represent the only 
four constituencies in this whole assembly that do not get extra money from regional 
or other funding: even John Austin and Andrew MacKinlay get loads of wonga for the 
Thames Gateway. Rosemary, you get the Barnett formula—money is coming out of 
your ears in Scotland. We are the only four whose constituents are funding all of 
this; I just want to put that on the record. 
 
My second point is that while, of course, tourism and travel between Wales and 
Ireland makes sense, I would hope that in cities such as Dublin, the university 
community will see the sense of working with the university community in Oxford 
and so forth, and that Dublin, as a financial centre, will work with the financial centre 
in the city of London. While geographical proximity is obviously important, so too is 
interest, experience and endeavour, and maximising the synergy between university 
cities such as Dublin and Oxford, which I would hope would not go unremarked. 
 
What I am trying to say is that I hope that our experience is not just simply tailored 
to what funding is available from the European Union, but that what we do makes 
the broadest possible sense of maximising the potential in all parts of what I think is 
now being increasingly referred to as the archipelago state. 
 
Dr Martin Mansergh TD: By way of clarification, the constituency of South Tipperary 
is not a beneficiary of the INTERREG programme. I think that, from my experience as 
an adviser, the INTERREG programme has been very valuable from the point of view 
of the border counties and, indeed, areas contiguous, even across the two other 
jurisdictions. There was some discussion earlier about transport links with Wales and 
there is no doubt that the improvement of the N11 from Dublin to Rosslare has 
made it easier for travellers from south Wales, when they get to Ireland, to get 
round it quickly. Of course, there are also plans for further improvements to the 
roads to Waterford and Cork on the one hand and Waterford and Limerick on the 
other—that road does go through South Tipperary. 
 
3.15 pm 
  



With regard to the north-west and the suggestion of complete neglect by Dublin and 
London, I just cannot accept that. I would point out that, under the national 
development plan, the Irish Government will be spending €450 million, or 
thereabouts, in the north of Ireland on infrastructure that is also relevant to 
improving communications from the point of view of our jurisdiction. In fact, even 
going back 25 years, the Dublin-Derry air service was co-sponsored by the Irish 
Government, so this is not completely new. There are things such as the Erne-
Shannon waterway, which Dublin took on as an initiative, and, to be fair, we 
responded to pressure on the Belfast-Dublin railway, which mainly came from the 
north, but we put in the money. Finally, I know that my colleague, Cecilia Keaveney, 
has been pressing you on this for a long time, but I have Scottish family connections 
and I think that some effort should be made to get Caledonian MacBrayne, which 
has a very fine network of ferry services between the highlands and islands, to 
connect across to places like Inishowen. It would be a very logical thing and it would 
link up a tourist trail between the west of Ireland and the west of Scotland. 
 
Ms Jenny Randerson AM: I will preface what I intended to say by congratulating 
Tony Baldry on representing a part of Britain that is so prosperous that it does not 
need and does not qualify for EU funding. One thing that we sometimes forget when 
we have these debates is that it is not a badge of honour to have EU funding: it is a 
sign of relative poverty and deprivation. I would also like to clarify the fact that the 
Barnett formula is not a needs-based formula: it is a population-based formula, 
based on a historical situation. I wish it were a needs-based formula and I would like 
anyone here who is in a position to argue that case in the UK Parliament to please go 
ahead and do so. I will now turn to my remarks on this debate. There has been a lot 
of publicity in recent weeks, particularly in the London-based media, about the 
opening of St Pancras station and the importance of the fast rail link to France and 
Europe. Those of us in Wales have felt rather disjointed from the whole process, 
because when we think of links abroad, we think of Ireland. It is an awfully long way 
to St Pancras station if you happen to live in north-west Wales, so the links with 
Ireland are essential to us and the links with mainland Britain via Wales are essential 
to Ireland. 
 
I will concentrate on INTERREG IV or the Ireland-Wales programme as it is, I believe, 
formally known, which builds on the successful parts of the previous INTERREG 
programmes. The important thing to remember about the areas covered by the 
programme, which have been described to you, is that they are centred on the main 
sea routes between Ireland and Wales. They are the main access point for Irish 
goods into Britain and hence to the rest of the EU and vice versa, therefore the 
programme is essential for trade. They are interesting areas because the programme 
involves cooperation between the more economically advanced part of Ireland, 
including Dublin, and the western, more rural, areas of Wales, and hence those areas 
that are on the economic periphery. I will not talk about specific projects, because 
people already have done so. The projects are very varied and important in 
stimulating small businesses. That, in my mind, is what is really important—
stimulating small businesses, and developing skills in areas which tend to have a low 
skills base. 



 
It is significant to us here today, in this meeting in particular, to make one other 
important point, which is that the managing and certifying authority for INTERREG IV 
has been transferred to Ireland. That is an interesting sign of co-operation between 
two countries. Obviously, there are officials based in Wales, but the main centre of 
activity is now in Ireland. That is the kind of cross-border co-operation behind the 
scenes that is of significance to us. 
 
Senator John Ellis: Any of us who have seen our areas benefit from INTERREG 
funding would be more than supportive of the initiatives that have been taken under 
it. The biggest benefit is that it has come to support important projects under a 
number of headings, which under the government funding process, either north or 
south, would not have had very high priority. We have all seen examples of that; 
certain roads and certain projects were funded, such as sewerage and water 
schemes. It has helped in acting as a catalyst for quite a number of enterprising 
projects. In fact, I have seen one in my own constituency, which has a cross-border 
dimension to it, being tied into another project in Northern Ireland, which has 
provided 1,200 sq m of industrial space for start-up businesses. That is aimed totally 
at food businesses—no project other than a food-related or food-orientated project 
can go into it. It has enabled a number of small companies, which would not be in a 
position to make the capital investment to provide the facilities, to get up and going. 
That is where the big wind comes from projects such as this. Not only does it act as a 
catalyst in its own community, it also acts to encourage people from other 
communities to come to see what is happening. For many of these projects there has 
been cross-funding from a number of areas, such as LEADER, state funding, various 
cross-border initiatives and the International Fund for Ireland. Everyone throws a 
few pounds into the mix to make it work and that is where it really counts as far as 
INTERREG is concerned. 
 
I was surprised to hear people criticise European funding, because Ireland has 
probably been the greatest beneficiary of European funding—we do not deny that— 
and has made the best use of it. From being one of the poorer nations in Europe, we 
have now become probably one of the most successful. When we look at INTERREG 
or at any similar forms of funding, we see that the important thing is to have proper 
monitoring of what is left behind after the funding has ended. Any funding must 
leave behind something that will be of benefit to the community and the public over 
a longer period than the life of the programme itself. That is the one thing that we 
must always ensure happens. 
 
Should anyone wish to see how INTERREG works, they may want to pay a visit to my 
part of the border area, as I would be only too glad to show them projects that have 
been funded, and which would not have been undertaken had it not been for that 
funding. We have regional road projects that would not otherwise have been funded 
because they did not even figure in the national roads programme. The roads in 
those projects are now little short of the national primary road standard. It is 
amazing to see the benefit that they bring to communities, because people are 
encouraged to use the better roads, irrespective of the fact that their journey might 



be 5 or 10 miles longer. Remember, there is always the spin-off for various industries 
and for the retail trade. If people pass through a town, there is an opportunity to get 
some pounds out of them, but if they do not, you have no chance. We just have to 
be very careful of criticism of programmes such as INTERREG, as there is an awful lot 
of positive news out there from INTERREG. We could do with some of our 
committees taking a tight look at the benefits that have accrued to communities 
north and south, east and west as a result of INTERREG. 
 
I wanted to say one other thing earlier this morning, Co-Chairman, but I knew that 
you had too many speakers waiting at the time. It concerned the fact that the future 
of this Body lies in its own hands. If we decide that we want to be the leaders and 
the catalyst with regard to east-west and north-south development, right into 
Europe, we can be very successful, but if we decide to remain as a talking shop, we 
will get bowled over. 
 
Dr Rory O’Hanlon TD: The INTERREG funding was put in place because the 
European Union recognised the difficulties in border areas, and so it was for border 
areas. When it was put in place, there were obviously more serious problems in the 
border areas of Ireland than there were in other parts of Europe. INTERREG made a 
major contribution to economic and social development in Ireland, and I do not think 
that that could have been done without the type of funding that was made available. 
The funding had flexibility so that it could be used to initiate the projects that John 
Ellis referred to, and it gave local people an opportunity to develop projects under a 
range of headings. In discussing the INTERREG programme and in looking at the 
motion before us—which refers to looking forward to the new cross-border co-
operation programmes to further develop community links across boundaries—it is 
only right that we also recognise the new peace programme, because it is there to 
reconcile communities across boundaries. We look forward to that in your 
programme up to 2014. In that context, I always feel that we should recognise that, 
because the funding made available to the border areas is linked to the International 
Fund for Ireland money available to 12 border counties: six north and six south. We 
should always recognise the donors to that fund, namely the United States, Canada, 
Australia, New Zealand, and the European Union. That fund supplemented INTERREG 
and the peace funding and, as we have said today, the results are there for anyone 
to see in each of the 12 border counties. 
 
On the implementation of funding, the first question is about the agencies. Perhaps 
they could look at how different agencies in different parts of the regions that we 
represent at this Body implement the programme, to see whether we could learn 
anything. The other question that always arises is that of the difficulty with filling in 
application forms. Can something be done in that regard, because it is often not 
people who work in Government departments who fill them in, but people in local 
communities? Something needs to be done to simplify the application forms for 
INTERREG funding. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Thank you, Rory. I would certainly support you on 



that last point and I assure you that I would be speaking for at least 10 minutes on 
this programme if I were on the floor today, given that it is such an important cross-
border programme across the islands. The routes from Belfast to Larne, and Belfast 
to Stranraer or Cairnryan are among the most important routes for goods traffic out 
of Northern Ireland and the border counties. The A7 is extremely important, and we 
would welcome funding not only for the border area but also to improve routes like 
that. INTERREG has a major role to play in that regard. 
 
I thank all 12 speakers. At the start, we thought that there might not be enough to 
fill the time, but it has certainly been well filled. I now call on Alasdair Morgan to 
wind up the discussion. 
 
3.30 pm 
 
Mr Alasdair Morgan MSP: Thank you, Co-Chairman. You will be glad to know that I 
do not intend to take you up to 4 pm or even close to it. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): I must warn you that you have only until 3.45 pm. 
 
Mr Alasdair Morgan MSP: I do not think that I will even take you up to that time. 
 
I think that it was the Lord Glentoran who said at the start that he did not 
understand INTERREG III, or did not really know about it, and asked whether this 
could be a question-and-answer session. I am glad that you did not accede to that 
request, Co- Chairman, because I have here the frequently asked questions on 
INTERREG III from the European Commission’s website, and, having read the 
answers, I am none the wiser—as is frequently the case with European documents. 
 
Some of the early speakers, including Rosemary in her opening remarks and Senator 
Keaveney, mentioned some successful projects arising from INTERREG III, such as 
the cinema project and the Celtic gardens. At that stage, I thought that I might be a 
bit provocative and ask whether these projects were just work-arounds to try to get 
the money, as they did not seem to be the most obvious projects to come up with. 
However, I think that the enthusiasm of others, such as Joyce Watson and John Ellis, 
for the various examples quelled my scepticism to some extent. 
 
Dai Lloyd made it clear why Scotland was not involved in INTERREG III: because we 
do not share an international frontier with anyone. Although parties such as mine 
have their own constitutional settlement that would alter that, some may say that 
that is a rather drastic way to get European funding. I was also interested in Dai’s 
example of material on entrepreneurship being published in Welsh and Irish. It 
reminded me of one of the presidents Bush—though I am not sure which one—who 
said that the reason the French were not successful in business was because they did  
not have a word for ‘entrepreneur’. [Laughter]. 
 
The point was well made that there are vastly different kinds of border. The border 



between Wales and Ireland does not cut off countries in an unnatural sense but 
clearly creates a particular kind of challenge to be overcome in communication 
terms. There is then the border between Northern Ireland and the Republic of 
Ireland, which, in common with most borders throughout the European Union, is 
often a bit less natural and can lead to significant social and economic disadvantages 
for the people who find themselves on either side of it. We have heard many 
examples today of how INTERREG III funding has created small projects that have 
been able to alleviate issues arising from the existence of the border. 
 
Tony Baldry mentioned the Barnett formula, which drew at least one response. I 
think that some of us would happily keep our own tax revenue and save Tony the 
problem of the Barnett formula. I will not go into the Barnett formula in great detail, 
except to say that I am glad to hear that Scotland is now included in at least one 
strand of the INTERREG IV funding, which, helpfully, I found opened for applications 
only on 11 September, so we still have time to go. 
 
However, if it is anything like INTERREG III, it will be somewhat limited in how it can 
solve some of the major problems that we have with cross-border co-operation. I am 
thinking particularly of transport, given that the transport infrastructure in Scotland 
is a significant problem for Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland. INTERREG III 
specifically ruled out infrastructure and transport projects, such as motorway and 
main road construction, and only small-scale infrastructure could be funded, 
because of a lack of funding. I suspect that INTERREG IV will be much the same, so 
we will have to look to other solutions if we are to make Scotland a bridge from both 
Northern Ireland and the northern parts of the Republic to the rest of Europe, as 
many of us would like to see. I made a memo to myself to look far more closely at 
what will be available in this scheme, so that we can work up some innovative 
projects in my part of the country to benefit from it. I thank all contributors for their 
contributions. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Crawford): Thank you very much, Alasdair, for summing up in 
such a short time. 
 
Question put and agreed to. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the Body notes the success of the INTERREG III Community Initiative as a 
mechanism for co-operation across national boundaries; looks forward to the new 
cross border cooperation programmes to further develop community links across 
boundaries, building on the strengths of INTERREG III and learning from the good 
practice of other programmes across Europe; and calls on the managing authorities 
to promote the programmes with vigour to raise awareness about the opportunities 
they provide, to encourage participation and support the development of innovative 
projects. 
 



We will now have a short break, which will be that bit longer, thanks to Alasdair. In 
the next session, the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, the Right Hon. Shaun 
Woodward MP, will be addressing the meeting and taking questions. I ask you to be 
in your seats before 4 pm so that we can start the next session. 
 
The sitting was suspended at 3.35 pm. 
 

ADDRESS BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR NORTHERN IRELAND 
 

The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Order. I am delighted to welcome to 
our meeting the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, Rt Hon Shaun Woodward, 
Member of Parliament. Shaun will address the BIIPB for the first time. I know that he 
will receive a warm welcome, and I am sure that he will give us an interesting 
address, after which, we will have the usual question-and-answer session. 
 
I briefly told Shaun that, this morning, the Body discussed serious changes in how it 
operates and what it has to do — changes that are as a result of success in the 
Northern Ireland peace process. The fact that Shaun no longer has a role as a direct 
rule Minister in Northern Ireland is itself an indication of that success, much of 
which, of course, was due to the efforts that he put into the peace process in his 
time not just as Secretary of State, but previously as Security Minister for Northern 
Ireland. 
 
The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP): 
Thank you for that introduction. I welcome friends, ladies and gentlemen. It is a 
pleasure for me to be here today and to address this group. I pay tribute to all of you 
for everything that you did to ensure that 8 May 2007 was an historic day, which 
Tony Blair stated served as: 
 
“a power of good for optimists everywhere.” 
 
It has been an extraordinary year, and an extraordinary few months for people in 
Northern Ireland, Ireland, the UK and around the world. I say that conscious of the 
fact that Jeffrey Donaldson and Martin McGuinness recently took part in a 
conference in Helsinki that was attended by representatives of Sunnis, Shiites and 
Kurds from Iraq. They were there to discuss whether a way could be found forward 
for people in that country, which faces a seemingly intractable problem and which 
might find some hope of a solution through the experience of Northern Ireland. 
 
Growing up in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, we all very much believed that there 
would probably be no solution to the situation in Northern Ireland, so it really is an 
incredible year for the people of Northern Ireland, and I again pay deep tribute to 
everyone who has done so much to get us to this extraordinary point. 
The photograph that went around the world on 8 May, and the photographs of Ian 
Paisley and Martin McGuinness that have gone around the world since, are indeed 
astonishing — people find them almost incredible. For those of you who have the 
privilege — and I use the word “privilege” advisedly — of seeing those two men 



working together, it is clear that it is not a photo opportunity. It is not simply a 
moment in which two people managed to put aside their differences for the benefit 
of the cameras. A deep trust is building between those two leaders, and that is part 
of the reason why we have been able to make so much significant progress in 
Northern Ireland in the past few months. 
 
I think that we got off to a very good start. Over the past few months, we have seen 
relationships developing between members of the Executive, although not always in 
an entirely straightforward way. We have seen the Assembly beginning to function, 
and both the Executive and the Assembly beginning to address difficult issues. Of 
course, there will be difficult issues, but it is interesting that they are the kind of 
difficult political and financial issues that every Government know all too well, and of 
course for 40 years in Northern Ireland the only news was, by and large, bad news. 
 
This is a very interesting time. I will refer to many events in the next hour and a half, 
both in my address and in the question-and-answer session. An important point to 
draw out of the test that has undoubtedly come as a result of dissident activity in the 
last few weeks is how strong and solid — and increasingly so — this Executive and 
this political settlement is. Historically, such a test might have pushed individuals 
into their respective corners, but we have seen those individuals not turning their 
back on the process, but hugging it even more tightly. It has been an extraordinary 
few weeks in what has undoubtedly been an extraordinary year. 
 
What comes next? There is much to be done and more challenges to be overcome if 
Northern Ireland is at last to realise full normalisation, with political, social and 
economic stability. The coming months will see the Assembly taking difficult 
decisions. They must finalise the draft Budget and agree a way forward on issues 
such as post-primary education, the review of public administration and the 
regeneration of the Maze prison site. There is also, of course, the challenge of 
attracting investment; the future of Northern Ireland is all about investment. 
 
During the question-and-answer session, I am sure that we will have an opportunity 
to discuss issues such as corporation tax, which I know have been dear to the heart 
of some Members. The fact remains that one of the best ways of understanding the 
difficulties of the Northern Ireland economy is to compare the size of its public 
sector with the size of the public sector in England or the Republic of Ireland. In 
Northern Ireland, Government spending makes up 70% of the economy. In the 
Republic of Ireland, the figure is 34%. That shows how far Northern Ireland has yet to 
come if it is to be a vibrant, prosperous economy that will deliver what everyone in 
Northern Ireland wants in the decades ahead. Of course, that challenge can be met 
because it has been met elsewhere in the UK — it has certainly been met in the 
Republic, which now has an extraordinary economy. 
 
One of the other critical challenges that lie ahead for the Assembly, the Executive, 
the British Government, the Irish Government and all those interested in completing 
the devolution process is the work that remains to be done on policing and justice. 
The Assembly must decide when to ask for policing and justice functions to be 



devolved and so complete that process of two-stage devolution. We know that that 
is what the public wants: surveys carried out this summer show that the number of 
people who do not want full devolution in Northern Ireland is in single figures. 
 
Support for devolution of policing and criminal justice has never been higher. For the 
Government’s part, I will ensure that we are ready to devolve stage two in May 
2008, as set out in the timetable of the St Andrews Agreement. However, as was laid 
out originally, the devolution of policing and justice powers is something for the 
Assembly to ask for. It will not be imposed; it is a decision that is to be reached by 
mutual consent between the communities in Northern Ireland. 
 
In the months ahead, we must also do everything that we can to bring an end to all 
paramilitary activity. I sincerely welcome the statement by the UDA that the war is 
over. However, in Northern Ireland’s shared future there is no place for any gun or 
violence. That can be seen from the public outcry from all sides of the community, 
most clearly after the two recent dissident attacks on police officers. Those attacks 
took paramilitary activity to a new level of cowardice in Northern Ireland. Arguably 
all terrorism is cowardly, but to attempt the murder of a police officer as he leaves 
the police station at the end of work and drives home to his family, to take a gun to a 
police officer at traffic lights, or after a police officer has dropped his children at 
school in the morning, shows what a new low some of those dissidents will sink to. 
 
However, significantly, let us also judge whose voices were the first to totally 
condemn the activity of those dissidents. Let us look at the very different climate 
that exists in Northern Ireland today so that almost the first voices that were heard 
after the attacks were those of Martin McGuinness and Ian Paisley. Martin 
McGuinness said that people should go to the police, co-operate with the police and 
help catch those criminals. The language and the speed of response is very different, 
and it would be foolish not to mark its significance. It shows everything that every 
Independent Monitoring Commission (IMC) report has consistently said in the past 
two years. It proves it, but nonetheless it does not take away from the fact that the 
dissidents — who seem to think that there is still some activity worth pursuing — 
attempted nothing less than murder. Therefore, the police investigations matter a 
great deal. 
 
The investigations by the PSNI and by the police in the Republic into the murder of 
Paul Quinn matter immensely. It is significant that all political leaders are asking for 
everyone’s full co-operation with the police. It is also significant that the police and 
the Justice Minister in the Republic tell me that they are seeing unprecedented levels 
of co-operation from communities in every part of Northern Ireland to assist in 
bringing those responsible for those terrible, despicable and cowardly crimes to 
justice. 
 
Unfortunately, we must live with the past. We cannot draw a line under the past and 
forget the people who were brutally murdered by those who conducted the Troubles 
of the past 40 years. Indeed, it would be wrong to forget the past; but Northern 
Ireland must not be held back in the past. We must find a way to deal with and build 



on the past without forgetting it. That is why the work that is being done by the 
commission set up by the Northern Ireland Office and headed by Lord Eames and 
Denis Bradley is so terribly important for the future and for lasting peace and 
prosperity in Northern Ireland. By the summer of 2008, it will report back to me on 
whether there may be a consensus on how the past might be dealt with. 
 
The challenges ahead in the next year are considerable. However, they are also very 
different to the challenges that were faced in the past, and with which my 
predecessors including Paul Murphy, one of the most successful Secretaries of State 
for Northern Ireland, had to deal. Today, there is a very different climate in Northern 
Ireland for a Secretary of State. I pay tribute to every single Secretary of State before 
me, especially Paul, in what were sometimes incredibly difficult circumstances, and 
which must have tried one’s politics to the core. 
 
It was Robert Kennedy who, when looking back, paraphrased the words of George 
Bernard Shaw: 
 
“Some men see things as they are and say why — I dream things that never were and 
say why not.” 
 
The extraordinary thing is that the “why not” rhymes. 
 
Seamus Heaney said that once in a generation justice rises up and hope and history 
rhyme. That hope and history that rhyme in Northern Ireland now are making an 
incredibly loud sound. There are challenges and difficulties ahead, and we will have 
to meet them, but it is a very different climate. When a dissident republican or 
dissident loyalist behaves as a criminal and tries to murder a police officer, let us 
now ask ourselves where the constituency is for that criminal today? There is no 
constituency in Northern Ireland or in the Republic for the activities of those 
lunatics; there is nobody out there who wants to give them support; nobody who 
wants to give them shelter; and nobody who agrees with the cause that they push.  
That is a very significant transformation on the past and the kind of Northern Ireland 
that Paul had to preside over when he was Secretary of State for Northern Ireland. 
 
The partnership forged in Northern Ireland is truly incredible. The work of the St 
Andrews Agreement, the work of bodies such as this Body, and the work of all the 
institutions that were created by the Good Friday Agreement have helped to 
transform Northern Ireland. However, nothing has helped to transform Northern 
Ireland more than the will of the people who live there. Those people want the new 
settlement and trust us to ensure that we deliver stage two. 
 
I have said elsewhere that I do not believe — in any shape or form — that there can 
be an à la carte programme of devolution in Northern Ireland. Stage one and stage 
two were absolutely the only way we could have achieved that settlement. However, 
stage two is not an option; it is a requirement of stage one. We must help everybody 
in Northern Ireland — including the politicians — and we must work with the 
politicians in the Republic as well as our colleagues here in the Parliament at 



Westminster — all those parts of the United Kingdom and the Republic — to allow 
that confidence to be built and to ensure that people continue to make those acts of 
faith that have brought us so far. If we commit ourselves to those acts of faith and if 
we are prepared to take the next stage with confidence, then we will do for the 
people of Northern Ireland what we came into politics to do, which is to serve. If we 
serve the people of Northern Ireland we will, at the right time, deliver the second 
stage of devolution. The people of Northern Ireland will then be able to enjoy the 
prosperity and the peace that everybody anywhere on the island of Ireland should 
expect — and the people in the United Kingdom and Great Britain have enjoyed for 
so long. Thank you very much. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you very much Shaun for a 
very inspiring speech. The Body has been waiting for such a speech for many years. 
It tells us that the Executive and the Assembly in Northern Ireland are up and 
running and that the peace process is successful. It is great to hear a good story. 
 
We now move to questions. I will call upon the Member who has been successful in 
the question ballot. That Member should indicate the number of his or her question, 
and the answer will then be given by Shaun. The Member concerned may ask a 
supplementary question. After that I will try to arrange a fair balance of 
supplementary questions on each subject. 
 
We have a good start — the Member who was to ask question 1 is not here. We will 
move on to question 2. 
 

ORAL ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 
 

Common Travel Area 
 
1. 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP 
 
asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland what discussions have taken place 
between the British and Irish Governments on the implications for the common 
travel area of the implementation of e-borders? 
 
Lord Dubs 
 
asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland what proposals the British 
Government have to make changes to the arrangements for the common travel 
area, and have those been discussed with the Irish Government? 
 
The Secretary of State for Northern Ireland (Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP): With 
your permission, Co-Chairman, I will answer questions two and nine together. As 
outlined in our ‘Securing the UK Border’ strategy, March 2007, we are reviewing the 



rules and operation of the common travel area to explore how border security can 
be strengthened. The results of that review will be announced in due course. Both 
Administrations continue to work closely together at every level and keep each other 
informed of operational policy and legislative changes, including on the 
implementation of the e-borders programme. 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP: I thank the Secretary of State for his clear answer. He is 
probably aware that people entering Great Britain from the Republic of Ireland are 
not subject to any immigration controls; they are treated as domestic passengers. 
However, passengers travelling in the other direction are subject to passport control 
at Dublin and Cork airports. Has the Secretary of State informed the Irish 
Government that the establishment of e-borders will mean that it will be possible to 
give necessary information to the Irish authorities, thus meaning that there will no 
longer be a need to subject passengers coming from Great Britain to passport 
control? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: That is an extremely important issue, and I know that 
the Body discussed it this morning. There have been a number of speculative articles 
in the press about the common travel area and e-borders. It is important to make 
clear that the climate in which we operate today is very different from that of a few 
years ago, and that is partly due to immigration and partly related to security issues. 
That is why it is equally important to have the review on the common travel area and 
to introduce the e-borders programme. As everybody present will be aware, this is a 
multi-agency programme to create a border control and security framework for the 
United Kingdom. It brings together four key bodies: the Border Immigration Agency; 
the Metropolitan Police Service; HM Revenue and Customs; and UK visas. Its 
purpose is to collect and analyse information relating to those intending to journey 
to and from the United Kingdom before they travel. 
 
We are implementing e-borders because the climate in which we are operating now 
is significantly different from that of a few years ago. It is about appropriately and 
proportionately balancing risks and trying to produce accurate accounts of the way 
that people travel. Around that, there has been hyperspeculation. For instance, 
some newspapers have printed stories about people being required to carry 
passports for travel. There is no suggestion that we will see people carrying 
passports. However, in the biannual talks between officials from the United Kingdom 
and the Republic, we are trying to tackle those issues and to establish a principle by 
which we can preserve the freedom of travel and, equally, to do so in the knowledge 
that the borders are secure enough to deal with immigration and security. 
  
The review will be completed quite soon, and the proposed legislation for e-borders 
will be implemented soon. The final tally of that will not take effect until after 2010. I 
hope that people recognise that the purpose of the Government’s pushing through 
the legislation is not to inappropriately restrict the freedom of individuals: it is to 
give all of us greater safety in the countries in which we live. 
 
The Lords Dubs: I am grateful to the Secretary of State for his clear exposition of the 



situation and the issues around it. No one will dissent from what he said about the 
greater threat that we are all facing. Does he agree that the concept of the common 
travel area has worked well and that it will be a pity if any of the new measures 
detract from its effectiveness? Does he accept that co-operation with the Irish 
Government and keeping the common travel area, with the e-borders around the 
lot, would be better than travelling different paths for the UK and Ireland. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I see the merit of your argument, Lord Dubs. 
However, a number of issues have to be addressed between ourselves and the Irish 
Government to ensure that the principle that you want to see established would 
work. 
 
That is why the review has to deal with those issues. I think that I have an 
understanding of where your argument is coming from, but we have taken that 
argument on board, and we are looking at it. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: Go raibh maith agat, Cathaoirleach. I am interested in 
the issue because I live in Donegal. There are two aspects to it. First, will the 
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland review the number of land border crossings, 
as  part of the overall review? Secondly, there is a relatively new car ferry that 
crosses the River Foyle —for which we have had to pay for the installation of security 
— that is an additional cost. Is it likely that that will become another international 
point of entry that will, perhaps, lead to a situation in which people going from 
Donegal to Derry will have to produce a passport? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I will not speculate on whether it may or may not 
become a point of entry. It is safe to say that the purpose of all of that is for the 
security benefit of everyone who lives in the United Kingdom or the Republic of 
Ireland. The objectives of both Governments are entirely the same. With regard to 
your question about borders, the North/South border is a difficult border to look at 
as a point of entry. There are multiple points of entry, of which not all are accessed 
by road. We have to be pragmatic about that. I am conscious — in the review that is 
taking place — that pragmatism is playing an essential part, as well as principle. 
 

Devolution 
 
3. 
 
Mrs Jenny Randerson AM 
 
asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland if he will make a statement on the 
potential for further devolution of powers to the Northern Ireland Assembly. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: The Government stand by the terms of the Northern 
Ireland Act 1998 and the St Andrews Agreement. We will be ready to deliver the 
completion of devolution in May 2008, if the Assembly so requests. 
 



Mrs Jenny Randerson AM: Thank you for that answer. Ron Davies, who was 
Secretary of State at the time of devolution in Wales, said that devolution was a 
process and not an event. That has proved to be the case in Wales. We are looking 
forward to a referendum on full law-making powers and there are arguments, 
coming from all sides, on further devolution for policing and criminal justice. I 
appreciate that it is early days in the life of the re-established Northern Ireland 
Assembly. However, bearing in mind the significance of policing and criminal justice, 
there seems to be logic in devolving those powers to the Assembly, eventually. What 
discussions, formal or informal, have there been on devolving those powers, or any 
other powers to the Northern Ireland Assembly? What are your views on the 
practicalities of doing so, and what prerequisites would you look for before such a 
development could occur? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: That is an invitation to be here for the next week. 
[Laughter.] 
 
Let me begin with your observation about devolution being a process and not an 
event. I entirely agree with that view. Also, it has to be said that the devolution 
settlements, which are working their way out in Wales and Scotland, are very much a 
matter of evolution and qualification. The devolution settlement for Northern 
Ireland isclearly set out. It is clear that, when those who signed up to stage one went 
into an election this year, they were not signing up for 50% devolution and 50% 
direct rule. They were signing up for full devolution. Therefore, the conversations 
that have begun about devolution, long pre-date the St Andrews Agreement and the 
events that led up to 8 May 2007. I view that which we are doing as being part of a 
process and not an event. I do not believe that when the time comes — next year — 
for stage two of devolution to happen, that it will be so much a moment when 
everybody decides that it will happen. Rather, it will be more a sense of the 
culmination of the process that has brought people to a moment when they feel that 
they have sufficient confidence in each other to commit themselves to a next act of 
faith. 
 
That act of faith is not based on some whimsical hope. It is based on pragmatic steps, 
such as, for example, Sinn Féin joining the Policing Board and its members going into 
police stations and Gerry Adams greeting the Chief Constable in west Belfast to talk 
about community policing. Those acts are not only symbolic, but they are 
substantive. 
 
If one considers the changes that have taken place in Northern Ireland’s policing 
service, one realises how far we have come since the publication of the Patten 
Report, when some 7% of the RUC were Catholic, whereas today more than 23% of 
the PSNI are Catholic. Perhaps, next year the Assembly will decide to ask for full 
devolution. Again, that will not be an event; rather it is part of a process that began 
with Patten and the PSNI. It is a process that includes huge amounts of confidence 
building by the DUP and other unionist parties, as they also have had the courage to 
embrace the new settlement in Northern Ireland. 
 



The talks that are going on between the Northern Ireland Office, the political parties 
and the Executive, are part of that process. The evolution of the institutions, which 
are nurturing and emboldening the politicians, are equally important. However, 
public opinion is the best test of how far we have travelled, and the public want the 
politicians in Northern Ireland to get on with stage two of devolution. However, 
stage two will not work unless people have confidence in it. Therefore, these months 
are not about the Northern Ireland Office and me as Secretary of State still with 
responsibility for policing and criminal justice, forcing it through. They are about 
working with the political parties in the Executive to build that trust to complete that 
sense of confidence in each other, so that it can be embraced and desired. It is not 
about putting pressure on, but about continuing the momentum. It falls to all of us 
to help to ensure that that momentum presides, that it continues, and that next year 
the politicians will have the confidence to do what the public in Northern Ireland 
want them to do and do well. 
 
Mrs Rosemary McKenna MP: I agree with the Secretary of State that devolution is a 
process. As a lifelong supporter of devolution, I have a funny wee question for you — 
for how long will we need a Secretary of State for Northern Ireland? In Scotland and 
Wales, Westminster Cabinet members have taken on part-time roles as Secretary of 
State for Scotland and Wales, with good reason, because most of their work has now 
been undertaken by the devolved Administrations. It was always envisaged that 
there would be a Secretary of State for the devolved Administrations or the 
Constitution. The sooner that a full-time Secretary of State for Northern Ireland is no 
longer required the better. Then we will be able to get on with the business and take 
devolution to the next stage. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: That is a very tempting question. The truthful answer 
is that the decision is not in my hands or in those of the Prime Minister: it is entirely 
in the hands of Northern Ireland’s politicians. It is in the hands of those who make up 
the Executive, the Assembly and the political movements on both sides of the 
community to build that confidence so that they can ask for those powers to be 
handed over. I will be ready to hand them over in May 2008 — it is for the Assembly 
to decide whether there is cross-community support to enable them to ask for it, 
and it is up to the First and the deputy First Ministers to work out a timetable if they 
decide that they will be ready in May, as set out in the St Andrews Agreement. 
 
The British Government are not going to force this on the people of Northern 
Ireland, but if you ask me when I believe it is reasonable to be ready, I would say that 
it is reasonable to do this by the middle of 2008. Equally, it is terribly important to 
recognise that it cannot be done by pressuring people, and a distinction must be 
made between pressure and continuing momentum. Momentum builds confidence, 
but pressure leads to people feeling jumpy, and we will not succeed in encouraging 
an Assembly to ask for full devolution by pressuring it. However, we can create the 
climate, conditions and nurturing that will encourage the Assembly to ask for full 
devolution. 
 
There are three areas that I might draw on. There is clearly an important role for the 



British Government, but there is also a terribly important continuing role for the Irish 
Government to play in enabling completion of devolution to happen. Since the 
Assembly got up and running in May, it is of huge significance that the Irish 
Government have continued to take the level of interest that they have in the day-
today affairs of the Assembly and the Executive over the past six months. As 
Secretary of State, with an ongoing responsibility for policing and criminal justice, it 
was incredibly important for me to be able to talk to the Minister of Justice, Equality 
and Law Reform in the Republic immediately after the despicable murder of Paul 
Quinn, and for the Chief Constable of the PSNI to be able to talk to the 
Commissioner. 
 
As we celebrated Sean Brady becoming a cardinal in Rome at the weekend, I was 
able to talk to the President of the Republic about future programmes of work, the 
purpose of which was to build a nurturing environment in which people can have the 
confidence to ask for stage two of devolution. 
 
Therefore, to answer your question specifically, a role for a full-time Secretary of 
State for Northern Ireland will, hopefully, no longer be required in May 2008. It 
should not be forgotten that there will still be work to be done, no matter what you 
call the individual — Secretary of State, Minister of State — and I would hazard a 
guess that there will still be a Secretary of State after May next year, just as there is 
in Scotland and Wales. However, as happens in Scotland and Wales, it may be 
possible for the Prime Minister to consider combining that role with another one, 
but that is entirely a matter for him. The Prime Minister must take the decision 
about whether there is a role for a full-time Secretary of State once stage two of 
devolution of has happened. 
 
What the British Government will not be distracted from, whether holds the title of 
Secretary of State or not, is that we have a commitment to the people of Northern 
Ireland, and we will never walk away from them, but that is best served by devolved 
Government with local politicians making decisions in Northern Ireland about every 
area of Government business, which, first and foremost for long-term peace and 
prosperity, must include criminal policing and justice. 
 
Mr David McLetchie MSP: Devolution takes different forms in Scotland, Wales and 
Northern Ireland. Are the forms of devolution and the powers of the Parliament and 
the Assemblies to be examined discreetly and separately by the Government over 
time, rather than as part of a wider review at a UK level to see how they fit into an 
overall picture? Many people were struck by the absence of any significant reference 
to the devolved Parliament and Assemblies in, for example, the Government’s paper 
on constitutional reforms, which put much emphasis on a number of other 
important areas, but was rather white in its reference to Wales, Scotland and 
Northern Ireland. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: One must understand that devolution in Northern 
Ireland rests wholly on the principle of consent, which is centred in the Good Friday 



Agreement. The notion of consent fundamentally sets the Northern Ireland 
devolution arrangements apart from any other part of the United Kingdom. 
 
Mr Andrew Mackinlay MP: An Irish language Act was an element of the treaty 
between the United Kingdom and the Irish Republic, and responsibility for that was 
devolved to the Stormont Assembly. There appears to have been some slippage — 
and that is an understatement — on that matter. If the Northern Ireland Assembly 
fails to fulfil its responsibility to implement that part of the agreement, at what stage 
will the United Kingdom seek to fulfil its treaty obligation for an Irish language Act? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I am aware of the significance of the Irish language 
Act for people in Northern Ireland, and I acknowledge that it is important for many 
people in the community that we make progress on that matter. Equally, we must 
recognise that government has been devolved and that that area of responsibility 
now rests with the Assembly. That creates a peculiar paradox for the British 
Government. Although we wished to assist in the enactment of an Irish language Act, 
equally, the Assembly came into being, the Executive is up and running and the 
people of Northern Ireland now have that business in their own hands — such is the 
tough business of politics. 
 
The people in Northern Ireland must now work with their Assembly and Executive 
politicians because the enactment of such legislation is now in the hands of those 
politicians. However tempting it might be for Westminster politicians to intervene, 
the idea that, on the one hand, powers would be devolved, and, on the other, we 
were to impose on the people of Northern Ireland because they did not do what we  
thought they might, would run a coach and horses through the whole principle of 
the devolutionary settlement. 
 
I am not deaf to people’s complaints about that issue. However, I am conscious that 
a way must be found for both sides to find fulfilment, and that will be difficult. We 
must draw hope from the fact that, at one time, we thought that the problems in 
Northern Ireland were entirely insoluble. If it was possible to solve those 
fundamental problems, it cannot be beyond our wit to find a solution to the 
principles that lie behind people’s aspirations for an Irish language Act. 
 
I understand the inequities that some people feel and that they consider the 
implementation of an Irish language Act to be a matter of justice, but we must now 
work with the politicians who are there, and such legislation must be achieved by 
consent. This issue must not be allowed to become divisive and, as politicians, a way 
through the difficulties must be found and the solution must be in the hands of the 
devolved Administration. 
 

Paul Quinn Murder 
 
4. 
 
Dr Alasdair McDonnell MLA 



asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland for an update on developments in 
the investigation into the murder of Paul Quinn at Oram, County Monaghan. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: As I said earlier, this was a despicable crime, and I 
echo the condemnation expressed by all sections of the community in Northern 
Ireland. The matter is under investigation by the police on both sides of the border, 
and it would be inappropriate for me to make further comments. 
 
Dr Alasdair McDonnell MLA: Is the Secretary of State aware that some of the public 
comments and assessments that have dismissed that murder as a falling out among 
criminals are at odds with the views and assessments of Paul Quinn’s family and 
friends from the Cullyhanna area, which are based on on-the-ground evidence? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: We must all be careful not to prejudice the 
investigation. As Dr McDonnell knows, there has been a great deal of speculation 
and parliamentary privilege has been used in relation to this matter. It is terribly 
important to recognize that we all want to see the people responsible for that 
despicable crime tried and put where they belong, which is in jail. I will talk about 
that more in a moment. 
 
I want to ensure that nothing that I do, or encourage others to do, will prejudice the 
investigation. As I said earlier, this investigation is different from others that we have 
seen in the past. It is fundamentally different because the police on both sides of the 
border are reporting high levels of co-operation from the community where they are 
investigating the murder. 
 
I understand absolutely the feelings of Paul Quinn’s family. If anyone in this room 
was to lose a son or daughter in that manner, he or she would have issues and 
concerns and the absolutely understandable desire to nail the people responsible as 
soon as possible. However, politicians must be responsible; we must allow the police 
to do their work. If we want normalisation in Northern Ireland, we must accept that 
the police must be allowed to conduct an investigation. 
 
Politicians who may get small pieces of information must be very careful about how 
they use that information, especially when, as in this case, the police are receiving 
unprecedented levels of co-operation from the community. Frankly, that is 
happening in an area where, traditionally, it has been almost impossible to get co-
operation from the communities precisely because they feared intimidation if they 
came forward. Some people are still worried about intimidation, and I am sure that 
the police are well aware of that. However, as the Chief Constable has made patently 
clear, we will do everything that we can to support witnesses. People are coming 
forward, and their reports must be converted into signed statements. That will 
require huge levels of courage on the part of those people. However, the 
community, the politicians and this Body can help to make that happen. 
 
We must ensure that we throw light onto the matter, rather than heat. There has 
been much frenzied speculation about who was responsible, who might have been 



involved, what people knew and when they knew it. When those sorts of questions 
are being asked, we must ask ourselves whether we are helping the police with an 
investigation that will put people into jail, or whether we are creating a climate in 
which it will be harder to convert witness reports into signed statements that will go 
before the court. I express that reservation, because it is an issue that we all must 
think about. The climate there is different now. When the Chief Constable and the 
Commissioner of the Garda Síochána are asking us to let them get on with the 
investigation, we have a duty to listen to them and not undermine their 
investigation. 
 
Rt Hon Andrew Mackay MP: Secretary of State, you referred earlier to dissident 
terrorists, and you said that nobody believes in their cause any more. You, rightly, 
reminded us that Martin McGuinness had called for anyone who had any 
information to go to the police. As several weeks have gone past, is it reasonable for 
us to expect that, not only those who murdered Paul Quinn, but those who carried 
out the recent dastardly attacks on two police officers will be brought to justice and 
found guilty? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: It is entirely reasonable to expect that people will be 
arrested. That is exactly what we would see in any murder, or attempted murder, 
investigation. Equally, let us be very cautious about wrapping incidents together to 
create some sense that a co-ordinated campaign is going on. We have seen an 
incident in south Armagh, an incident in Derry, and an incident in Dungannon. Two 
of those incidents have a striking resemblance. 
 
The murder of Paul Quinn is exactly what it is — the murder of a 21-year-old man 
who was lured over the border, as we understand it. In the case of the two attacks 
on police officers, as I have said before, we are looking at a new level of cowardly 
activity. 
 
From my conversations with the Chief Constable, I can tell the Body that there now 
exists an unprecedented level of co-operation from witnesses and from people who 
want to see the perpetrators of such acts brought to justice. We now have a very 
different climate: in the past, it was not that people did not want to come forward — 
they were too afraid to come forward. The striking thing now is that although people 
are not afraid to come forward, there is fear about turning their information into 
signed statements. That can happen, and we can all help to create the climate in 
which it can happen. People who were afraid to come forward in the past are being 
encouraged by their communities to go to the police. 
 
We have to recognise the role that is being played by Sinn Féin leaders. An incredible 
transformation has occurred, and we want them to do more to encourage people to 
come forward. As I said earlier, the statements made by Martin McGuinness and 
Gerry Adams could not have been clearer. They were not asking for justice for 
families; they were giving a clear direction — if you know something, go to the police 
in order to put the perpetrators in prison. I hope that we will see people in court and 
that we can create the climate that turns the evidence given by communities into 



signed statements. If that can be done, the police can put people away. 
 
Mr Charlie O’Connor TD: It is right that we spend some time on this question, and 
Alasdair McDonnell should be complimented for asking it. 
 
Is the Secretary of State satisfied that enough is being done in his jurisdiction to 
assist the Garda Síochána? Let us not forget that this murder was committed in my 
country, and at the end of the day, murder is murder. In the days following that 
incident there was, perhaps unfortunately, a great deal of political comment. People 
took an interest as a result, but they want to see those who were responsible for 
that terrible crime brought to justice. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: In a telephone conversation a week or so ago, the 
Republic’s Minister of Justice, Equality and Law Reform told me that an 
unprecedented level of co-operation now exists between the PSNI and the police 
service in the Republic. He was conscious that both police services were working 
extremely hard together in a way that led him to believe that we should see it as a 
new high in North/South co-operation. I would be the last person to do anything 
other than underline what Mr Lenihan said. Although I recognise his operational 
independence, my conversations with the Chief Constable of the PSNI on this matter 
have led me to believe that we are seeing extraordinary levels of co-operation 
between North and South. However, as both the Garda Commissioner and the Chief 
Constable have said, it has been made possible by the level of co-operation that they 
are receiving from the community. That is what makes the fundamental difference. If 
the communities can co-operate, the police — on both sides of the border — want 
to see these people apprehended. 
 
I am conscious of the concern that may have once rested behind the question. We 
are in a new era of unprecedented co-operation. 
 
Mr Alex Attwood MLA: I agree with the Secretary of State when he says that we 
must mark the significance of what is now happening. The reaction to the murder of 
Harry Holland in west Belfast defined the new relationship between the community 
and the police. The community wanted that relationship some time ago, and now 
has the freedom to cultivate such a relationship. It is significant that people are now 
calling for co-operation with the police. 
 
However, can the Secretary of State reconcile that assessment with the words of the 
PSNI’s head of crime — a policeman, not a politician with a political agenda — at a 
public meeting of the Policing Board five weeks ago? He said that the police had had 
a number of working meetings with representatives of a political party at their 
request. At the last meeting, that political party had agreed to consider encouraging 
members of their party and witnesses to come forward. He added that, as of that 
date, no new witnesses had come forward. 
 
That statement was not made by a politician, but by the head of crime at the PSNI, in 
respect of the investigation into Robert McCartney’s murder. He said that, despite 



meetings taking place, no new witnesses had come forward. The police said that on 
public record, just before the trial, in respect of the murder. How does Mr 
Woodward reconcile what the PSNI has said about the McCartney murder, which 
had a deep significance in changing the politics of the North in a productive way, 
with what he has just said about levels of co-operation with the police? I believe that 
the two elements can be reconciled, but I would like the Secretary of State to 
reconcile them. 
 
Rt Hon Mr Shaun Woodward MP: The McCartney murder is no less a despicable 
crime than that of the murder of Paul Quinn. All I can do is report to the Body what 
the Chief Constable tells me. I cannot comment on what a police officer may have 
said to Mr Attwood at the board meeting. In the view of the Chief Constable, there is 
a level of co-operation now, with the leadership of all the political parties and with 
the communities throughout the whole of Northern Ireland, that is unprecedented 
and which is entirely different to that in the past. 
 
As to the particular murder about which Mr Attwood has spoken: I suspect that 
there is no one in the room who does not share many of the feelings that, I suspect, 
lie behind Mr Attwood’s question. We all want to see the people responsible for the 
murder of Robert McCartney brought to justice. However, we have to be careful — 
not for a moment to put that to one side, but to allow what some would describe as 
the slowness in seeing justice for the family to be confused with what is happening 
right now. 
 
There are some issues still to be resolved. Enormous progress is being made: we 
see Sinn Féin join the Policing Board, politicians such as Conor Murphy going to the 
police station at Crossmaglen, Gerry Adams going into West Belfast with the Chief 
Constable and talking to him about community policing. Let us not allow this issue to 
distort the overall progress that has been made. 
 
That does not mean that the murderers of Robert McCartney should not be hunted 
down — they should. The Chief Constable is not, in any shape or form, less 
determined to pursue Robert McCartney’s killers. He wants to see them put away. 
With a little time, and with the same determination that we have seen in the past, 
that is something that we will one day see and quite rightly so. 
 
Mr Dinny McGinley TD: We have all rightly been shocked by the gruesome and 
terrible murder of that young man. Almost as distressing to the family as the murder 
itself, was the spin that was immediately put on the murder, that the young man was 
killed because of a criminal feud. There is little or no evidence to show that that is so. 
There is evidence that threats were made to the young man and that he was told to 
leave Northern Ireland. 
 
There have been a number of such incidents: Robert McCartney, Paul Quinn and, in 
my own constituency a little over two years, Denis Donaldson was murdered in an 
equally gruesome fashion. He had to leave — or left — the jurisdiction of Northern 



Ireland, and came to live near me. Those three examples spring to mind 
immediately. We want an assurance that everything possible is being done to track 
down the perpetrators. 
 
Unfortunately, many of the investigations seem to be running into the sands, and we 
cannot allow that to continue. I want an assurance that the investigations into the 
Donaldson, Quinn and McCartney murders are still being pursued. The peace 
process is important, and I spoke this morning about its benefits. Nevertheless, we 
must be careful and ensure that the lives of people — probably innocent people — 
are seen as equally important. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I do not remotely dissent from a word that Mr 
McGinley said. However, we must recognise that instead of a murder a week or a 
murder a day, we now live in a time when, thank God, such murders are isolated 
incidents. That does not detract from the fact that the murder of one person is, of 
course, a despicable act and must be investigated. The murderers of Denis 
Donaldson, Robert McCartney and Paul Quinn must be found. 
 
However, Mr McGinley put the lack of progress in the investigations in the context of 
being connected to the peace process. It is because of that peace process that there 
is not a murder a day: they are isolated incidents. One cannot help but insist that we 
all recognise the major progress that has been made in community co-operation, 
which means that witnesses are now going to the police. The next step is to ensure 
that we all nurture those witnesses who are coming forward so that they can make 
signed statements that can be used in court. 
 
Mr Sean Neeson MLA: When referring to the Paul Quinn murder, the Secretary of 
State made it known that parliamentary privilege had been used in that case. Last 
week, in the House of Commons, an MP accused an elected Member of having been 
a police informant. Does the Secretary of State share my concern that the misuse of 
parliamentary privilege could undermine the peace process? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: The use of parliamentary privilege is a matter for 
individual Members and the Speakers of the respective Houses. We have this 
enormous privilege for good reason, and we must all be extremely mindful of how 
we exercise it. It is an extremely important discretion and one on which I have no 
doubt that we will, from time to time, need to rely — albeit only in extremis and not 
as a matter of course. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I remind Members that they have no 
such privilege in this room. 
 
Mr Jim O’Keeffe TD: I am not surprised that the question tabled by Alasdair 
McDonnell has clearly struck a major chord among the membership of this Body. 
There was an extreme reaction to the murder of Paul Quinn throughout the Republic 
due to the horrendous brutality, depravity and, as the Secretary of State said, 
cowardice involved. 



 
I understand fully the measured response of the Secretary of State because, above 
all, none of us wants anything to be said that would prejudice the possibility of 
bringing the perpetrators to trial. At the same time, I was considering how we could 
further give expression to this Body’s united view on the Paul Quinn murder, the 
unrelated attacks on the two PSNI officers, and the outstanding case of the Robert 
McCartney murder in which the killers have not been brought to trial. I considered 
tabling a motion to suspend Standing Orders as a means to voice our view. 
 
However, looking at the motion that the Body agreed this morning, it calls on all 
members of the community to co-operate fully with the institutions of policing and 
justice. The fact that that phrase is included in a political motion to a degree covers 
the point that I wanted to make. I really wanted to intervene — 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt. Hon. Michael Mates MP): Ask a question, Mr O’Keeffe. 
 
Mr Jim O’Keeffe TD: To what extent can the Body voice its unanimous view that it 
wants everyone in the community to co-operate fully with the police forces, whether 
the PSNI or the Garda Síochána, in bringing the murderers of Paul Quinn and Robert 
McCartney to justice. We have a role to play in giving expression to that view. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I could extrapolate a lot from that question, but I will 
resist the temptation. You are correct to want to have such a motion, but it is equally 
important that we encourage those in the community who can nurture those who 
have the courage to come forward to do so. It is by making people feel that it is safe, 
and that they will be supported in the act of coming forward, that we will get the 
statements that we need. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: Go raibh maith agat. The Northern Bank robbery, 
followed by the murders in question were blatant and involved many people, 
although the Secretary of State has said that they were a few isolated incidents. 
Recently, I have listened to the Chief Constable, Sir Hugh Orde: the next level down 
from murder and attempted murder is a bomb scare, and bomb scares have started 
again and bombs are being found. When a bomb scare occurs, everybody throws 
their hands up at the inconvenience, but it may be only a matter of time until the 
day that the bomb scare turns out to be a bomb, which can lead to much death and 
maiming. Is the Secretary of State confident of the isolated nature of those incidents, 
that there is still a level of control, and that there will not be an escalation because 
people think that they can get away with such acts? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: It would be naïve for me to say that I am 100% 
confident because it is clear that there are people who are committed to dissident 
activity, refuse to sign up to the Good Friday Agreement and do not share any of the 
values of the majority of people who live in Northern Ireland, and in the Republic. 
Were they successful, God forbid, they would not face a charge of attempted 
murder, but of murder. There are people out there who would murder others. 
Therefore, when I referred to isolated incidents, I was trying to give a context to the 



situation. That context is the numbers of murders that we saw in communities 
during the 40 years of the Troubles, compared to the murders and attempted 
murders that have taken place recently. I said that there may only be one or two 
incidents, because there have only been one or two. Nonetheless, that does not take 
away from the necessity of hunting down those who kill. 
 
However, it is important that we are responsible and do not create and engender a 
sense of disproportionate panic. The Police Service of Northern Ireland and the 
police service in the Republic do a fantastic job to ensure that those, who will not 
sign up to the future that everyone in Northern Ireland wants, are held in check. We 
must be lucky all the time: the bad guys only have to be lucky once. The context in 
which those people currently operate is fundamentally different: that is the 
importance of our bolstering not the idea, but the lived reality, that, by and large, 
those dissidents on both sides of the communities do not have constituencies that 
support them. In a sense, they are people who are running loose from the places in 
which they once lived. Those people continue to exert a campaign to intimidate and 
terrorise people, which is why it matters that we do everything that we can to get 
the communities that were once terrorised out of the grip of that type of 
paramilitary activity. 
 
I shall add my comments to the matter that was discussed this morning about 
decommissioning and conflict transformation initiatives. We would all like to see full 
decommissioning tonight — if we could see every gun decommissioned, we would all 
be very happy. However, decommissioning is a process. Just because we have not 
seen every gun being decommissioned, we must not lose sight of the progress that 
has been made. 
 
Senator Keaveney is correct to articulate the fear that there are still dreadful people 
in Northern Ireland who might engage in activities such as bomb scares. Although 
regrettable, it must be acknowledged that that could happen. However, that is a very 
different position compared to 10 or 15 years ago, when there were real bombs 
rather than bomb scares. Although there are still bad people in Northern Ireland, 
they haveno constituency due to a different context and climate. Regrettably, bad 
people will always do bad things. However, there are now few bad people in 
Northern Ireland, and there is an entire community — made up of different sections 
— that wants to see those people off the streets and behind bars where they belong. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): There are two more questions on this 
issue. I am conscious of the time, so I ask that those questioners — and all remaining 
questioners — are as brief as possible, whilst bearing in mind that the Body felt that 
the issue should be well aired. 
 
Baroness O’Cathain: I would like a point of clarification. Is it true that, immediately 
following the brutal murder of Paul Quinn, the Garda Síochána and the PSNI agreed 
that there had been paramilitary involvement? Yet, 24 hours later, the Irish 
Government turned turtle and said that it was a criminal act, which was echoed 



immediately by the British Government. In other words, the Irish Government and 
the British Government have caused problems for the family of Paul Quinn by 
implying — not saying — that he died as a result of criminal activity. If that is not an 
attempt to manipulate the outcome, I do not know what is. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I disagree entirely with that analysis. 
 
Mr Arthur Morgan TD: Go raibh maith agat. Does the Secretary of State consider 
that the comments of some politicians — spoken with the protection of 
parliamentary privilege or not — significantly risk prejudicing the investigation into 
the brutal murder of Paul Quinn? Does he agree that the best way to solve the crime 
is a combination of good old-fashioned police work and modern techniques of police 
investigation, in co-operation with the local community, where possible? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I understand the sentiments behind the question. 
Everyone in this room is united in being thankful for the current situation in 
Northern Ireland. Without the bravery of many politicians here and elsewhere, the 
same level of progress would not have been made. Therefore, politicians using their 
voice and having the courage to speak up is something needed to ensure that the 
current prosperity and peace in Northern Ireland is preserved. Equally, politicians 
must be careful not to abuse their privilege. When politicians seek to use 
parliamentary privilege to name people, they must be careful not hinder the efforts 
of the police to bring about a successful investigation and prosecution. 
 
In respect of good old-fashioned policing, the problem for the police in Northern 
Ireland is that, in many parts of the community, it has been very difficult for them to 
carry out any policing, let alone good old-fashioned policing. Consequently, in some 
parts of Northern Ireland, there is now policing for the first time in a long time. That 
has been achieved through community confidence in the PSNI; people across the 
board now feel genuine ownership of the PSNI and that — regardless of the 
communities that they come from — works for the whole community, instead of just 
one section. That means that it is not so much good old-fashioned policing, but, 
rather, for some people in Northern Ireland, it is a new-fashioned policing, and it is 
policing in which they can, and should, have confidence. 
 

All-Ireland Animal Health Regime 
 
5. 
 
Senator John Ellis 
 
asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland if any progress has been made on 
an all-Ireland animal health regime. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Responsibility for that matter has been devolved to 
the Northern Ireland Executive. It would be inappropriate for me, in recognising that 



devolved function, to comment substantively on the matter. However, I know that 
the North/South Ministerial Council is actively considering an all-Ireland animal 
welfare strategy, and I am sure that all Members will welcome that. 
 
Senator John Ellis: Given the recent happenings with foot-and-mouth disease, bird 
flu and all the other diseases that exist, it is important to have an all-Ireland policy 
that would bring about a situation such as the one that was introduced prior to the 
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease four or five years ago. It is imperative that the 
Secretary of State encourages Minister Gildernew and Minister Coughlan to bring 
that about as soon as possible. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I will be delighted to see a strategy such as that 
working. Senator Ellis is right; disease — whether foot and mouth, bluetongue or 
avian flu — does not respect borders. Effective strategies are required. I commend 
the work that the Executive and the Irish Government are doing — significant 
progress is being made — and I congratulate all the Ministers and politicians who are 
involved in that. 
 

Hazelwood Integrated Primary School 
 
6. 
 
The Baroness Blood 
 
asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland what representations he has 
received concerning the security wall at Hazelwood Integrated Primary School in 
North Belfast; and if he will make a statement. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: The decision to erect a security fence at the  
Perimeter of Hazelwood Integrated Primary School was taken on the basis of a 
security assessment from the Police Service of Northern Ireland and in consultation 
with local residents and the school. 
 
The Baroness Blood: I thank the Secretary of State for his not unsurprising answer. 
[Laughter.] 
 
Does the Secretary of State agree that barriers coming down in Stormont but being 
erected in North Belfast sends out the wrong message to the community? I have 
been told that it will cost almost £250,000 to erect the fence. Does the Secretary of 
State agree that that money could have been better spent in North Belfast? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Everyone will regret that there is a need for a new 
security fence in Northern Ireland. However, those erecting the security fence are 
not doing so because they want to. As I have said, the decision was taken following a 
police assessment, and because we believe that that is the best way to protect 
people. 
 



Sadly, it remains the case that some people still wish to cause injuries to others. We 
have a duty to protect everyone in society. We may not like the walls or what they 
symbolise; however, it is important to note that those walls, peace lines and gates 
are the subject of review and assessment. 
 
There are currently 46 walls or fences and 16 gates or barriers in Northern Ireland. 
That is 46 walls or fences too many, and it is 16 gates or barriers too many. Everyone 
wants to see them taken down. However, they should be taken down only when 
those who have been protected by them no longer need them for their protection. 
 
The Baroness Blood: The Secretary of State referred to a review. I live beside part 
of a peace wall, which was extended by 7 ft 12 years ago. At that time, residents 
were told that the peace wall would be removed if there was no trouble in the area. 
There has been no trouble in the area for 12 years, but the wall is still there. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I only allowed you a second question 
because of your Woman of the Year accolade. [Laughter.] 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I understand Baroness Blood’s point. I reiterate the 
fact that no one wants to see those structures remaining in place any longer than 
they have to. We have not made all this progress in Northern Ireland simply to see 
new structures going up if they are not required. I am determined to ensure that if 
there is genuinely no need for those structures, we have the processes in place to 
help to bring them down. Therefore, I am happy to consider the specific instance 
that Baroness Blood raised and I will write to her regarding that. 
 
Baroness Harris of Richmond: I thank the Secretary of State for that. In fact, I was 
going to ask the question that Baroness Blood has just asked. I hope that the review 
and the assessment that the Secretary of State will take will bring the walls down, 
and quickly. 
 

Military Sites 
 
7. 
 
Mr Barry McElduff MLA 
 
asked Secretary of State to make a statement on the transfer of recently vacated 
military sites to the Executive in the North of Ireland, to enable social and economic 
regeneration in areas which have been very adversely affected by the conflict. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Although the 2003 joint declaration stated that many 
of the vacated military and policing sites might be made available, the declaration 
was not specific about how those sites could best be made available. The details of 
the terms of disposal of military sites are essentially matters for the Ministry of 
Defence (MOD). I agree that close working between the MOD, NIO and Northern 
Ireland Executive on military and police asset disposal is desirable to ensure 



maximum benefit from the development of the sites. The Government are, as 
always, willing to listen to representations on those issues. 
 
Mr McElduff: The question is a general one about the transfer of military sites to the 
Executive to enable social and economic regeneration. I have a specific proposal, 
and I would welcome a meeting with the Secretary of State to discuss the nature of 
my proposal. The Lisanelly site in Omagh could be a site for an exciting education 
proposal that would meet the Bain recommendations for a better future for 
everyone and result in collaboration and integration between schools. 
Educationalists are working up that proposal, but it would require the goodwill of 
the Secretary of State and the NIO to assist with that matter, so that an area such as 
Omagh, which has been terribly affected by the conflict, could move forward. There 
is an interesting idea for the Lisanelly site, and it is meeting with great enthusiasm. I 
would like to meet with the Secretary of State to discuss its finer details. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: As Mr McElduff is aware, five sites were gifted under 
the reinvestment and reform initiative. Subsequently, discussion took place about 
some of the remaining military sites and the precise terms under which those may or 
may not be transferred was never properly defined. Under the comprehensive 
spending review — the settlement that has just been given to Northern Ireland — 
the Government believe that a fair settlement was reached for the whole of the 
United Kingdom. Nonetheless, the issue of military sites remains of concern to 
politicians in Northern Ireland. Only a few weeks ago, the First Minister raised it in 
the House of Commons with the Prime Minister. I do not want to give reason for 
raising false hopes, but I am conscious of the work that the honourable gentleman 
has done in Omagh. I am more than happy to meet him to discuss his proposal. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Michael Mates MP): At the risk of damaging Barry’s 
career and reputation, I must say how strongly I support his proposal for Lisanelly. 
Having lived there for three years and having sent two of my children to Omagh 
Academy — albeit a long time ago — I can think of nothing better than to turn what 
was a good and necessary military site, with all the facilities that are there, into an 
exciting scheme where people can be educated together. The fact that children are 
educated separately has always been part of the problem in Northern Ireland. I 
remind the Secretary of State that when discussing such issues, the Ministry of 
Defence is not the most helpful agency in the world. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Are you offering to come with me to meet Mr 
McElduff? [Laughter.] 
 

Single Electricity Market 
 
8 
 
Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD: 
 
asked the Secretary of State if he is satisfied with the progress to date on the single 



electricity market and if he will outline his current views on the likely impact of this 
initiative on electricity prices north and south and how those compare to the 
mainland. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: My predecessor took forward the necessary 
legislation to pave the way for the single electricity market under direct rule. 
However, responsibility has now been devolved to the Executive, and it would be 
inappropriate for me to comment substantively on the matter. 
 
Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD: I thank the Secretary of State for his response. The 
completion of the single electricity market is greatly anticipated by people North and 
South of the border. We have run into some unanticipated problems South of the 
border, where delivering the interconnecting lines has proved to be controversial for 
some Southern communities. The Governments in both parts of the country must 
move forward with the initiative. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I congratulate everyone who has been involved in 
bringing about the single electricity market. It will serve people in Northern Ireland 
and the Republic. People will see their bills fall. It is extremely significant that the 
roll-out of a single electricity market has happened first on the island of Ireland. 
 

Paramilitary Activity 
 
10 
 
Alex Attwood MLA 
 
asked the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland to provide an assessment on the 
current activities of loyalist and republican paramilitary groups. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: The recent shooting of two police officers and the 
latest IMC report that was published on 7 November confirmed that dissident 
republicans and loyalists remain engaged in illegal activity. All groups, whether 
republican or loyalist, should now abandon their paramilitary activity and criminality 
and follow the peaceful democratic path. 
 
Mr Attwood MLA: Will the Secretary of State take this opportunity to congratulate 
the Minister for Social Development, Margaret Ritchie, for the strong stand that she 
took on the funding of an initiative that was perceived to be associated with the 
UDA? Her stand on that matter had very broad and deep popular and political 
support across the North. 
 
Does the Secretary of State agree that it is now time for the British Government to 
continue their efforts to seize the assets of illegal organisations and for the 
architecture of the illegal organisations to be addressed? Does he further agree that 
efforts must be continued to pursue illegal organisations in any of their criminal 
activities? 



 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Of course I agree with most of the sentiments that 
the honourable gentleman has expressed. Obviously, the work that Margaret Ritchie 
is doing as Minister for Social Development is extremely important. 
 
A few weeks ago, on Remembrance Sunday, the UDA made a very important 
statement, not only about decommissioning, but about criminality. That is highly 
significant, but, equally, as the IMC noted in its recent report, loyalism and dissident 
loyalism have been too slow to end their activities. Anything that any of us can do to 
bring about an end to criminality and the use of guns and violence has to be the right 
thing. I, therefore, congratulate Margaret Ritchie on her continuing efforts to 
achieve such an outcome, but, equally, I congratulate all Members of the Assembly 
and all members of the Executive for the role that they have played. I believe that 
they all share the ambition that Margaret Ritchie expressed in wanting to have 
decommissioning completed as soon as possible. 
 
Senator Martin Mansergh: I am intervening because my question, No 15, is related. 
 
Apart from the policing and security measures that are necessary to clear up what I 
described this morning as residual activity — and bearing in mind the Secretary of 
State’s point about the comparison with what existed in the past — does the 
Secretary of State agree that that there must also be a change at a political and 
ideological level? That aspect is sometimes neglected. It must constantly be made 
clear to the loyalist side that there is no possible political rationale, and no possible 
reflection of Britishness, in continuing paramilitary activity. Equally, dissident 
republicanism is totally anti-democratic and elitist and has no justification either.  
Some 10 years after the people of Ireland, North and South, voted overwhelmingly in 
favour of the Good Friday Agreement, those activities must be brought to an end on 
both sides. When I was at the SDLP party conference, I told Margaret Ritchie that I 
support her actions. Two or three years ago, we found that although one can hope 
to bring people along through co-operation, there are times when pressure must be 
imposed in order to achieve greater movement. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I do not think that anybody in this room would 
disagree with the sentiments that the Member just expressed. However, it is very 
important to recognise that the leadership of both unionist parties has been explicit 
in its condemnation of violence and criminal activity by loyalist dissidents. It is also 
important to recognise that, in the past few months, those involved in dissident 
loyalism have worked to bring about the statement that was made in early 
November. We would be foolish not to understand that that was the outcome of 
several months of work and not something that began only in August. 
 
Equally, that does not take away from the contribution made by Margaret Ritchie 
and the Executive in furthering the decommissioning process. Everyone has a role to 
play; there is no single author who can claim responsibility. It is a combined effort, 
and we must all work and nurture each other to achieve the outcome that we all 
want. 



 
Lord Glentoran: Does the Secretary of State agree that the problem is essentially 
one of policing? Would he consider that the PSNI’s priorities could be changed to 
allow more officers to deal with current crimes rather than ancient ones? 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I understand what lies behind the question. On the 
one hand it is tempting to say yes, because it is clear that the more time the PSNI can 
spend on dealing with what might be described as contemporary crime, the more 
that will assist with clear-up rates. Hand on heart, however — and I am not 
suggesting that this is what the Member is proposing — we cannot turn our backs on 
the crimes of the past. We must recognise that there are crimes that should be 
investigated. There are spouses who lost their husbands and wives, and parents who 
lost their children. If evidence exists about those crimes, it should be pursued. 
Nobody is above the law. We have to find a way of dealing with the past, but we 
cannot forget it, even if there are substantial demands on contemporary policing. 
We must find a way to build on the past, but when evidence presents itself, we must 
investigate those crimes. 
 

Foot and Mouth 
 
11 
 
Mr Johnny Brady TD 
 
asked the Secretary of State if he is satisfied with the controls in place to prevent 
further outbreaks of foot-and-mouth disease such as occurred in the UK earlier this 
year; and if he will make a statement. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Stringent new safety conditions have been applied to 
the work on the Pirbright site, and a safety alert was issued to all similar 
laboratories. Those measures will ensure the highest level of biosecurity both at 
Pirbright and at all other laboratories that work with specified animal pathogens. As 
my right hon friend Hilary Benn, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs set out in his statement to the House of Commons last week, an 
incident has occurred at the Merial facility on the Pirbright site, but it was entirely 
contained, and there was no leak of foot-and-mouth disease virus into the 
environment. 
 
Mr Johnny Brady TD: I thank the Secretary of State for his reply. There has been 
excellent co-operation between the two jurisdictions in the past, and the work of the 
respective Ministers and officials must be highly complimented. I hope that that 
continues. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: I am sure that it will, and I am grateful for the 
Member’s comments. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): I thank the Secretary of State for 



taking part in a marathon session. He answered the questions extremely well and in 
great detail, and we are grateful to him. Before I ask Seymour Crawford to give a 
vote of thanks on our behalf, there are one or two practical issues to address. The 
bus will leave for Blenheim Place at 6.45 pm. I am advised that some short walks are 
involved; those who wish to do so should bring their coats. Committee C will meet at 
8.45 am in the Churchill Room. 
 
Mr Seymour Crawford TD: It is my privilege and honour to thank the Secretary of 
State for Northern Ireland, the Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP, for the extremely frank 
and open answers that he gave to so many questions. The specific question in the 
minds of most Members related to the dastardly murder of Paul Quinn. I know that 
it is a delicate issue because of legal constraints, but it was dealt with extremely well. 
 
It is difficult to watch a man of such ability working so hard to do himself out of a 
job. However, he must be congratulated, as must all many others, on the great work 
that has been done in Northern Ireland. 
 
I live a few miles south of the border. In my previous life, as a farmers’ 
representative, and throughout my 15 years in national politics, I have dealt with 
issues North of the border and in that isolated county called Donegal, of which 
Cecilia Keaveney constantly reminds us. 
 
I remember the days when I travelled through Northern Ireland, and the RUC, the 
Army, or the B-Specials were round every corner, because they had to be. I recall 
being in Donegal at 8.00 pm and although I had only travelled up through Strabane 
an hour before, I was told that I could not take any route back through Northern 
Ireland that night. As recently as last Saturday week, I left Donegal Town at 1.00 am 
after celebrating with Dinny McGinley his 25 years in politics. As I drove down 
through Enniskillen and on to Clones, I saw no PSNI or gardaí. We should realise that 
we have come a long way, but some difficulties and issues remain. We now need 
everyone’s full support for the PSNI and the gardaí. 
 
I sincerely thank the Secretary of State for the tremendous work he has done this 
evening. [Applause.] 
 
Sitting adjourned at 5.38 pm. 
 

Written Answers to Remaining Oral Questions 
 

 
Paramilitary Activity 

12 
 
Michael Mates MP 
 
asked the Secretary of State if it is his assessment that all paramilitaries have 
completely ceased their activities; and if he will make a statement. 



 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: The latest IMC report published on 7 November 
confirmed not all paramilitary groups in Northern Ireland have completely ceased 
their activities. I would urge all groups whether republican or loyalist to abandon 
both paramilitary and criminal activity and follow the peaceful democratic path. 
 

Waterways Ireland 
 
13 
 
Senator John Carty 
 
asked the Secretary of State if he is satisfied with the progress being made to date by 
Waterways Ireland and if he can quantify the impact that waterways tourism has on 
the overall tourism package on the island. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Responsibility for this matter has been devolved to 
the Northern Ireland Executive, and it would be inappropriate for me to comment 
substantively on the matter. However, I know that progress has been made in a 
number of areas of Waterways Ireland’s work over the past five years, something 
which I understand the North-South Ministerial Council commented on at its 
meeting on 17 October. 
 

Ulster Canal Project 
 
14 
 
Senator Francis O’Brien 
 
asked the Secretary of State if he will provide an up-to-date progress report on the 
Ulster Canal Project 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: Responsibility for this matter has been devolved to 
the Northern Ireland Executive, and it would be inappropriate for me to comment 
substantively on the matter. However, I am aware that the North-South Ministerial 
Council took a decision in July to restore part of the canal. I am sure we all welcome 
that development. 
 

Paramilitary Activity 
 
15 
 
Martin Mansergh TD 
 
asked the Secretary of State what further stages need to be taken to bring all 
paramilitary activity, including the possession of guns, bomb attacks and criminal 
activity, to an end. 



 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: All remaining paramilitary organisations in Northern 
Ireland must decommission. I would like to see every weapon put beyond use and 
destroyed now. The PSNI will continue in their efforts to thwart those who continue 
to be involved in all criminal activity and to bring them to justice for their crimes. 
 

Corporation Tax 
 
16 
 
Dr Rory O’Hanlon TD 
 
asked the Secretary of State if the British government accept that the joint 
promotion of inward investment on a proportionate basis between North and South 
on the basis of a common corporate tax rate of 12.5% would yield the best job 
results for Northern Ireland, and that this would be justified in terms of consolidating 
the unique results and achievements of the peace process. 
 
Rt Hon Shaun Woodward MP: In March this year the Chancellor asked Sir David 
Varney to report on how current and future tax policy, including the tax changes 
announced in the Budget, can support sustainable growth of businesses and 
longterm investment in Northern Ireland. Sir David will report in the autumn. 
 
Sir David has spoken to and received evidence from a wide range of stakeholders in 
business, the Executive and the Assembly and has visited the Republic of Ireland. He 
will consider all representations carefully. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Tuesday 27 November 2007 
 
The sitting was resumed at 10.05 am. 
 

BUSINESS REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Before we start our formal 
proceedings, I point out that it is not only I who has had a birthday recently—Cecilia 
Keaveney’s birthday is today. Happy birthday, Cecilia. The report on the Irish 
community in Britain is now available at the back of the room. 
 
The first item on the agenda is business reports from the Chairs of the Committees. I 
remind colleagues that these are brief business reports about the activities of the 
Committees—I ask for about five minutes, if that is okay. We will then move to the 
more substantive reports. I call on Jim O’Keeffe, the Chairman of Committee A, to 
report to us. 
 

Committee A (Sovereign Matters) 
 
Mr Jim O’Keeffe TD: We had our meeting of Committee A yesterday, at which we 
brought ourselves up to date on two issues that had been dealt with by Committee A 
in the immediate past. The first issue was on penalty points but, with your approval, 
Co-Chairman, I propose to leave that aside, because Lord Dubs will speak to the 
motion under item 4 on the agenda, so we can deal with that as a separate item. 
 
The second carry-over item arose from the report that we did on barriers to trade. 
We noted that the Irish Government had responded to our report and that a 
response from the British Government, from the Department for Business, 
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, will be received for our next meeting, after which 
I will report further. 
 
There were three other main issues. We looked at the issue of e-borders and the 
common travel area. We had done some work on identity cards in the past, although 
the e-borders issue is much wider. We noted that the issue was to be dealt with by 
the Secretary of State for the Home Department at question time yesterday 
afternoon, as indeed it was, and we decided to include the item in our future work 
programme. 
 
The next issue that we dealt with was the question of devolution of policing and 
criminal justice in Northern Ireland. The Committee agreed to travel to Belfast on 13 
and 14 January to be updated on developments via meetings with the First Minister 
and Deputy First Minister, the director of public prosecutions and the chief 
constable. In view of the concerns regarding the planned merging of the Assets 
Recovery Agency with the Serious Organised Crime Agency, it was also decided to 
seek a meeting with the head of the ARA. 
 
Lastly, the main substantive item was on climate change. The Committee decided to 



examine the scope for co-operation in dealing with the consequences of climate 
change, in collaboration with Committee D. As a first step, it will examine the 
present state of the measures that are in place on climate change across 
jurisdictions, with a view to having a progress report in place for consideration at the 
Wexford plenary. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you very much indeed. 
 
I call the Chair of Committee B, Robert Walter, to give his report and to do so as 
succinctly as Jim O’Keeffe. 
 

Committee B (European Affairs) 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP: I hope that I can, Co-Chairman. Sadly, the problems of 
elections—I say problems, although we should not talk about elections as problems 
in a democracy—have meant that, since the previous plenary, a couple of meetings 
that we had planned had to be abandoned because people were more interested in 
holding on to their seats than they were in coming to our sub-committee meeting, 
which I thought was absolutely disgraceful. Nonetheless, I will report briefly. 
 
We decided at our meeting yesterday that we want to bring to a conclusion the 
report on the common European defence and foreign policy, which has been going 
on for some time—from even before I joined the Committee. We hope to bring a 
report to the next plenary. We will have the planned meetings in both London and 
Dublin in the coming months. 
 
The report has taken on an added dimension. We wanted to look at multinational 
peacekeeping forces. The new force that will be sent to Chad to keep the peace on 
its border with Darfur will be commanded by an Irish general, Major General Pat 
Nash, and we felt that it would be appropriate for our report to visit him to get 
information on the mission’s background, objectives and organisation. We hope to 
produce a report before the next plenary, and it may be appropriate for us to discuss 
it during that session. 
 
The other item, which we highlighted at the time of the last plenary but have not yet 
been able to do anything on, was the question of European Union enlargement and 
our policies and responses to economic migrants. We have decided to take that work 
forward and speak to the Administrations in London, Dublin, Belfast, Edinburgh and 
Cardiff, and probably to local authorities in areas that have hotspots of economic 
migrants. We will try both to deduce policies relating to the existing migrants who 
have come to these islands as a result of EU enlargement and to consider the 
prospects of further EU enlargement and the effect that that would have. Obviously, 
Croatia is next in line. 
 
Let me refer briefly to a feeling that some Members have had in producing our 
report on European defence and foreign policy. Those areas are competencies of the 



Oireachtas and the Westminster Parliament and not of the devolved Administrations 
in the islands, and some Members therefore felt a little restrained in participating in 
the inquiry. However, everyone was unanimous that they had something to 
contribute to the question of enlargement and economic migration. I look forward to 
presenting some future reports to the plenary on both those subjects. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you, Robert. I now call the 
Chairman of Committee C, Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD, to give his report. I also welcome 
him to the platform as Acting Co-Chairman of today’s proceedings. When he has 
concluded his report, we will move on to Lord Dubs for Committee D, after which 
Seán Ó Fearghaíl will take the session for items 2 and 3. 
 

Committee C (Economic) 
 
The Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Thank you, Co-Chairman. I think that I 
will take succinct to a new level. 
 
This morning we had a lively debate at Committee C at a quarter to 9. We had before 
us a draft report from Paul Flynn MP, who is somewhat indisposed at present. He 
has been deeply involved in the compilation of the draft report. Renewable energy is 
a subject matter that seems to engage a lot of people. It is our intention to build on 
the draft report that has been prepared, and we hope to meet towards the end of 
January or early in February, perhaps in Galway, to explore wave energy, with a view 
to having a detailed report ready to present to the plenary session in Wexford in 
April. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thanks very much, Seán. Finally, Alf 
Dubs will deal with Committee D. 
 

Committee D (Environmental and Social) 
 
Lord Dubs: Thank you, Co-Chairman. The main item from Committee D comes later 
in the agenda, so I will not refer to it now. I will simply say that Committee D met 
yesterday morning, and we agreed on the next subject for our inquiries, which will 
be the integration of recently arrived migrants into various jurisdictions. We will 
start in Belfast, look at the Republic and then look at probably one other jurisdiction 
in Britain. The idea is to see whether we can identify best practice that can be 
communicated to the other jurisdictions. Recently arrived migrants will probably be 
those who have come in the past five years—in common parlance, we are talking 
about Poles, Lithuanians and so on. 
 
10.15 am 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you. I hand over to Mr Seán Ó 
Fearghaíl TD, who will chair the next item. 
 

 



RESPONSE OF IRISH GOVERNMENT TO REPORT FROM COMMITTEE A— 
“BARRIERS TO TRADE” 

 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Item 2 is consideration of a 
response to a previous report, Committee A’s report entitled “Barriers to Trade”. The 
Irish Government’s response to the report has been received. I ask Deputy Jim 
O’Keefe to move the motion formally on behalf of the Steering Committee. 
 
Mr Jim O’Keefe TD: I beg to move 
 
That the Committee takes note of the response of the Irish Government to the Report 
of Committee A entitled “Barriers to Trade” (Doc No 130). 
 
The letter from the Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Employment, Micheál Martin, 
is available and has been circulated. As I mentioned previously, we are awaiting the 
British Government’s response to the report. I hope that we will be able to return to 
the issue at the Wexford plenary, once we have received that response. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): No Members have indicated 
that they wish to speak on the motion. 
 
Question put and agreed to. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the Committee takes note of the response of the Irish Government to the Report 
of Committee A entitled “Barriers to Trade” (Doc No 130). 
 

REPORT FROM COMMITTEE D—“THE IRISH COMMUNITY IN BRITAIN” 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Item 3 is consideration of the 
report from Committee D, entitled “The Irish Community in Britain”. 
 
Lord Dubs: I beg to move 
 
That the Body take note of the report of Committee D on “The Irish Community in 
Britain” (Doc No 131). 
 
I will take a few minutes to introduce the item. The fact that Members received the 
report rather late in the day is not the fault of the Committee or of the secretariat. 
The reason for the delay was simply that we had to get the report approved when 
the Committee was reconstituted. For that, we had to depend on the outcomes of 
elections and on Members being appointed. The result was that we could not 
approve the report formally until yesterday morning. Normally, we would wish to get 
the report to Members a couple of weeks before the plenary. Members will 
appreciate that, because of the situation that I have described, it was impossible to 



do that. I thank all Members for bearing with the short notice that was given and for 
indulging in some fast reading, so that they could be up to speed on the report. 
 
The general perception is that Irish people in Britain are doing well, as is Ireland, with 
its incredibly successful economy. However, that is only part of the complicated 
picture of the Irish community in Britain. Some members of the community are 
doing extremely well, have leading positions in business and public life and are 
working in the public services, but others—often older people who came to Britain in 
earlier days, are now in their declining years and have not had the same economic 
success—are vulnerable and in need of help and support. We have both a successful 
and vibrant Irish community in Britain and a community that is not doing so well. The 
second community tends to be forgotten, because it is less visible to the powers that 
be. I hope that one of the outcomes of the report will be to draw attention to the 
issue and that the report will be used to exert leverage, so that the resources and 
help that should be available to the community are provided. 
 
I will run through some of the key points in the report. One difficulty is that the size 
of the Irish community is under-recorded. I accompanied the Federation of Irish 
Societies to a meeting with the census people, to see whether the next British 
population census will include questions that will enable us to ascertain the true size 
of the Irish community, because sometimes second and third-generation Irish 
identify themselves not as Irish but as British. Of course, that understates the size of 
the community, which on some reckoning—if we include the second and third 
generations—could be as much as 5 million or 6 million. According to the previous 
population census, it is about 0.75 million. There is a discrepancy between those two 
figures, which affects the perception of the community. 
 
I will run through some of the report’s key conclusions. We visited Irish community 
projects in London, went to Leeds and Manchester, held a lot of meetings and saw 
what the Irish community and Irish groups are doing. Of course, because of the 
nature of our visits, we saw some of the more successful Irish community projects 
and activities. Perhaps we did not see all the areas in which things are not going so 
well, but we learned about them by other means. 
 
The Irish ought to be regarded as the largest ethnic minority in Britain, if I may put 
things in those terms. They are not seen in that way, but statistically they are. There 
is a lack of consistency in how local government, health authorities and central 
Government support or even recognise the Irish community. 
 
The cultural heritage of Irish people should not be forgotten. That is an important 
issue. In Britain, we make a lot of effort to support the cultural heritage of other 
minorities, and it is important that the cultural heritage of Irish people in Britain is 
not lost among the affluence of some members of the Irish community. In particular, 
we should remember the elderly Irish who came over many years ago and played a 
vital part in some of Britain’s basic industries. Those people are now often lonely and 
vulnerable in their declining years and need rather more help than they are receiving 
in some areas. 



 
We think that the situation of the Irish communities is not well understood, and that 
it is possible that we need rather more objective evidence on the health inequalities 
that affect them. We know that such inequalities exist, but a bit more effort to 
assess them ought to result in more resources going towards tackling mental health 
problems or other health problems in those communities. Therefore, we think that 
proper statistics and records should be kept with the encouragement of the British 
Government so that we know who the ethnic minorities are in various areas. We also 
need better statistics. 
 
We think that the media in Britain largely ignore the Irish community. We would like 
to do what we can to encourage the media to focus on the Irish community in Britain 
in the same way that they focus on other communities in Britain. We need to find 
out how the public broadcasting bodies can deal with that. I think that some move 
has been made—this is not stated in the report—towards enabling Radio Telefís 
Éireann to broadcast in Britain. There are two Irish newspapers in Britain—The Irish 
Post and The Irish World—but on the whole, the Irish community is not well 
covered. 
 
The Committee talked about the benefits of Irish support, and we went to the 
London Irish Centre in Camden. Three days before our visit, the Irish community and 
the Polish community were involved in a joint project. The Polish community had 
said that the Irish were years ahead of it and that it wanted to learn from them 
about how they had adjusted to life in Britain. The policy of local authorities is that if 
facilities are provided for the Irish community, say, facilities must also be made 
available to other communities. Indeed, people who manage the Irish community 
centres are keen on doing that. 
 
We considered the safe home scheme, which enables Irish people to return to 
Ireland to settle. That scheme possibly needs to be better publicised. However, there 
are difficulties with it, because the Ireland that people return to is not, of course, the 
Ireland that they left many years before, and sometimes people who have lived in 
Britain for a long time and want to spend their declining years in Ireland find it hard 
to make the necessary adjustments. Often, their friends are not in Ireland—they are 
in Britain—and things can be hard for them. There are also difficulties with getting 
housing, for example. The scheme is good, but it possibly needs to be considered a 
bit more. We urge the Irish Government to consider the operation of the scheme at 
the Irish end. 
 
We spent some time considering the needs of Irish Travellers and the homeless 
community, and think that more needs to be done in that respect. We want the 
Office for National Statistics to include “Irish” as a specific category in the ethnic 
minority section in the next population census, as it has done on a trial basis. We 
believe that that would be a better way of producing the statistics. 
 
In conclusion, we noted the importance of the Irish community to all aspects of 
British life. That is an important, key factor. Irish people who are prominent in public 



life are well recognised. We were slightly concerned about the British Government 
putting renewed emphasis on Britishness, although we have not commented on 
that. We do not want the increased emphasis on Britishness in any way to detract 
from those people—Irish people, in particular—who live in Britain but who may not 
identify themselves as British. We do not want the idea of Britishness to go too far 
into people’s benefits and entitlements—I think that Members know what I am 
getting at. We simply utter a word of caution. 
 
Having gone through the report, I will say a few words of thanks. We had enormous 
support from the Federation of Irish Societies—represented by the people who are 
sitting at the back of the room today—and the Irish Embassy, which steered us to 
the various community groups and gave us a lot of information. The Irish Embassy 
was extremely helpful to us in the work that we were doing. Wherever we went, 
Irish community groups went out of their way to give us information, to meet us and 
to tell us what they were doing and what their strengths and difficulties were. We 
saw some good practice, particularly in Manchester but also in Leeds and elsewhere. 
We received a lot of support for the work that we were doing. 
 
I thank Committee Members for the effort that they put in. They were willing to 
come over here, to travel and to do quite a lot of hard work. Finally, I thank Audrey 
Nelson, our clerk—I do not like the word clerk, which seems to be old fashioned, but 
it is a word that we use in the British Parliament—who did most of the work in 
drafting the document. She put up with the lateness of having to put the document 
together and produced a very efficient report, for which I am thankful. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Thank you very much, Lord 
Dubs. Charlie O’Connor, the floor is yours. 
 
Mr Charlie O’Connor TD: I hate being forced, Chairman, but I wish you well in the 
chair. You are a loyal colleague of mine at home and you certainly look the part. I 
also thank Paul Murphy. Those of us who are new have been made to feel very at 
home here over the past couple of days, and I want to say how much I appreciate 
that. 
 
I compliment Lord Dubs on the report. The subject is one in which I have taken a 
particular interest, as somebody who lived in London for a short time. My father 
beforevme lived in London for a long time, as did my grandfather before him. Our 
formervcolleague in the Oireachtas, Paschal Mooney, also spearheaded a lot of 
initiatives in that regard. I am glad to hear a British parliamentarian acknowledge the 
success of the Irish economy, but there are still challenges. As far as the Irish 
community in the UK is concerned, there are still difficulties and gaps. We, in the 
Parliament at home, have pursued our Minister for Foreign Affairs on the Irish 
abroad initiative. We feel strongly that the gaps regarding social affairs issues should 
be filled. The report makes particular reference to the elderly and how they are 
coping in England. It is no reflection on the British system, but there are Irish people 
living in London, Birmingham and elsewhere who face challenges especially in their 
elderly years. 



 
There is a role for us, at home, and for this body in sending a message to the Irish 
Government, making the point that the report emphasises about what happens 
when Irish people in England want to return to Ireland. Those of us who live in 
Ireland recognise that, despite the progress that has been made and the great 
economy—I am a Government TD, by the way—it can often be difficult for people 
who come home to access housing, social welfare payments and so on. It would be 
positive if, following the adoption of the report this morning, the Irish Government 
were to be sent a message from this body about our concerns on that issue. As I say, 
I will do my bit and I know that colleagues at home will do theirs. 
 
The report does a good job in highlighting the issues that it identifies, and I 
compliment all the Committee Members on it. 
 
Dr Dai Lloyd AM: Diolch yn fawr, Cadeirydd. Thank you very much, Mr Co-Chairman. 
 
As a Member of Committee D, I am pleased to endorse the report and the comments 
of Lord Dubs in opening the debate. I reiterate the thanks to the Federation of Irish 
Societies for all its help and assistance over the past several months in providing 
access to all the evidence and projects that have formed the basis of the report. I 
also thank the aforementioned clerk, Audrey Nelson, for skilfully pulling everything 
together at the end of our machinations over a prolonged period of time. The report, 
rather than consisting of an assortment of random thoughts from a bunch of 
confused parliamentarians, has, surprisingly, become a coherent whole. 
 
10.30 am 
 
As a general practitioner, I have concentrated on the health aspects of the report, 
particularly those that concern—as Lord Dubs alluded to—elderly Irish citizens from 
an earlier wave of migration to Britain. They face challenges with regard to being an 
ageing population; they have a poorer health record and, in particular, a high suicide 
rate in comparison with the indigenous English population. There are particular 
issues—which concern all of us Celts—as regards heart disease. That is one of those 
genetic fallibilities, as well as being a fallibility that is due to poor lifestyle choices— 
after two days here, I shall not dwell too much on that. [[Interruption.] Singing is a 
good riposte, however, Cecilia. 
 
There are particular issues that revolve around increased rates of heart disease, such 
as mental health issues and drug and alcohol misuse, all of which result in lower life 
expectancy for the Irish community—as noted in the report—as well as the high 
suicide rate. Poverty is a major determinant of ill-health, and should a poor person 
have a heart attack, their heart attack tends to be worse—their chance of recovery 
from that heart attack is also worse—than somebody who is relatively better off. 
That panned out in some of the evidence that we took on our travels. 
 
Regarding one of the recommendations in the report, it is becoming obvious that the 



database on the Irish community in Britain needs to be strengthened. My home city 
is Swansea, and I am aware that a fair percentage of the population of Swansea—as 
it is a long-established port—is of Irish extraction, but we have no clear idea of the 
exact numbers. Bearing in mind some of those adverse social indicators, we should 
know the details—the statistics bear repetition throughout the United Kingdom. We 
just do not know the details, and we need to know them. One of the main 
recommendations in the report is to establish a thorough database to advise both 
local and national Governments of the extent of the issues. 
 
The report makes clear that other ethnic groups in Britain face some of those 
adverse health and social indicators, and some of the statistical challenges also 
extend to other appropriate ethnic groups. I will end on a note regarding the cultural 
expression of Irishness. Research shows that some of the causes of mental health 
issues relate to that sense of cultural loss and longing that sometimes cannot be fully 
expressed— certainly in London—and to the sense of always wanting to return to 
one’s homeland but never managing to do so. The increased mental health issues 
that confront the long-established, and now ageing, Irish population in Britain are 
complex, as are their causes. Hopefully, the report assumes and commends the fact 
that more support is needed in that regard. I commend that conclusion to both 
Governments—work is being done, and the Federation of Irish Societies and the Irish 
Government are to be commended for the work that has been done so far. 
However, the statistics from our research as Committee D show that more support is 
needed for the Irish community in Britain. 
 
Diolch yn fawr. 
 
Mr Arthur Morgan TD: Go raibh maith agat, a Chomh-Chathaoirligh. Thank you, Mr 
Co-Chairman. 
 
I thank the Members of Committee D for the friendship and camaraderie that I 
enjoyed as a Member of that Committee. I have moved on to greater things under 
your stewardship—I am sorry about that, Lord Dubs. I also acknowledge the 
excellent working conditions of the Committee. 
 
The report is very important; it highlights a number of important issues for a 
community that is increasingly isolated for the following reason. In decades gone by, 
continual waves of immigrants from Ireland renewed communities in Britain and 
sustained the older population—or the older members—of those communities. With 
changing economic circumstances in Ireland, that is no longer the case. Although 
some immigrants might still be coming, they are coming to a different sector of the 
economy and different geographical locations than in former years, which of course 
is having a hugely negative impact on Irish communities. 
 
I acknowledge the huge amount of work done by Alf Dubs in particular. He showed 
unbelievable commitment to this project and inquiry, as did a number of others. It is 
always dangerous to start naming people, but I have to acknowledge that Chris 
Ruane, Dai Lloyd and Jeff Ennis, who are Members from this island—I hope that that 



term is politically correct enough for all concerned—showed huge commitment to 
delivering on this project. I must also mention the Federation of Irish Societies, 
which was absolutely brilliant and made an invaluable contribution to the 
compilation of the report. It does important on-going work with the Irish community. 
 
Many serious issues have been identified in the report. There is an onus on all the 
parliamentarians in their respective areas—there will be impact studies in Britain in 
particular and Ireland—to ensure that the various Government departments and 
agencies acknowledge this report and take on board its recommendations. 
 
I acknowledge the work of the secretariat. In particular, I acknowledge Audrey 
Nelson and the team—although perhaps it is a team of one. I hope that the 
recommendations 
are followed up. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): We have 10 further speakers. 
 
Chris Ruane MP: Thank you, Co-Chairman. I thank Arthur Morgan for his kind 
comments. I declare that I have a vested interest in that my father came over on the 
same boat as John Murphy, who I think is “Green Murphy”. In London the green vans 
are John Murphy’s and the grey vans are Joe Murphy’s. My father and Green 
Murphy visited Rhyl and met my mother there. Green Murphy said, “Are you coming 
down to London? I’m going to seek my fortune down there.” My father said, “No. I’m 
going to get married.” I could have been the son of a millionaire. When I said that 
yesterday, one of my colleagues said, “Yes, and a Tory MP.” I do have a vested 
interest. 
 
As Arthur Morgan said, we have to focus on how we take the document forward. It is 
a small document of only six or seven pages, but it contains a host of 
recommendations that could make the lives of the Irish in Britain—young and old—
much better in the years to come. Every report that the Committees produce should 
have a campaigning section at the end to show how we can take forward the issues 
that we are looking at. 
 
There is an issue with programming for Irish people. My mother is 83 and spends a 
lot of time watching TV, as do many elderly people. She is fortunate in that she is 
Welsh and British and can find stuff that interests her. If the population of Irish 
people in the UK is two million and the BBC has a budget of £3.5 billion, it should 
allocate some of those resources to programming that will reach the Irish 
community. MPs, MLAs and MSPs should be going back to their regions and asking 
the BBC what it is doing for the Welsh Irish in Wales or the Northern-Irish Irish in 
Ireland or the Scottish Irish in Scotland. They should put that pressure on. They 
should not just have one-off meetings but say that they will back in a year’s time to 
see how the BBC has got on. TDs and senators in Ireland should arrange a meeting 
with RTE and ask what it is doing to develop programming for the Irish in Britain. 
 
Paschal Mooney is visiting my constituency next week. He is doing a programme on 



the Irish in Britain and has invited me along. More programming like that should be 
done. Having said that, Paschal’s programme is only sent out in Ireland—it is not 
done for the Irish in Britain. It is about the Irish in Britain but the audience is in 
Ireland. Perhaps that audience should include the Irish in Britain. 
 
Perhaps the TDs and the Senators should consider lobbying the Irish Government for 
a satellite platform, so that we can get streams of programming for the Irish in 
Britain. A big satellite would connect with the 70 million or 80 million Irish people 
around the world. They are your friends, they are your ambassadors, and they are a 
great strength for Ireland. A satellite platform to reach them, as other countries have 
done, would be a boon for the Irish in Britain and indeed the Irish around the world. I 
have been told that it would cost £5 million to reach the British audience. 
 
I also have a vested interest in health matters. My father died in 1974, at the age of 
48, leaving five kids. There is a living example—a dead example, I should say—of 
inequalities. He was not alone. Many of his colleagues died an early death, due to 
the lifestyle of an Irish navvy—drinking, smoking and hard work in dangerous 
conditions. The ones that did survive into their 70s and 80s—there are one or two—
have big physical and mental health problems. More should be done. I put down a 
parliamentary question listing the Irish in Britain by constituency and ward. We know 
where Irish people live, or at least the 700,000 who claim to be first generation. We 
should look at those health authority areas, and the MPs in those areas, and where 
there are large concentrations of people with poor health, we should be asking for 
cross-party lobbies of health authorities to remind them that the British Government 
has put it in black and white that they supposed to be delivering for minority groups, 
including the Irish. Some health authorities, such as Leeds and parts of Birmingham 
are already doing that quite successfully, although not as well as they could. As MPs, 
we should be taking whatever best practice is out there to the health authorities in 
our regions and saying, “If Leeds and Birmingham can do it, you can do it.” Armed 
with those facts and figures, we will do a service for the Irish in Britain. 
 
As far as the safe-home scheme is concerned, recommendation 9 is that more 
publicity should be aimed at the Irish in Britain, informing them that they have a 
right to go back to the old country—to the place where they were born—and to have 
a flat or a house. That should be done in tandem with proper social and cultural 
support once they get there, because the island that they left 50 or 60 years ago is 
not the island that they will find when they go back. More needs to be done to 
support them when they go back, and TDs and senators should consider establishing 
those support mechanisms. There was a discussion the other day about whether 
that should be at county or national level. Somebody said that if it was done at 
national level it would be nobody’s baby, but perhaps it could be at county level, 
with national oversight. 
 
The Federation of Irish Societies does excellent work. I helped to establish the North 
Wales Irish Society back in 1990 and, as I think I have told the Body before, the first 
item on the agenda was the split. I think that there have been a few splits since then, 
and it is not just Irish societies—we have a bit of that in Wales and other areas of the 



UK as well. With the demographic change—elderly people dying and not enough 
young people coming in—there needs to be a change of emphasis and a more 
modern approach. The Federation says that 20 new groups have been set up over 
the past couple of years, many of which have changed their outlook to cater for the 
younger Irish that are coming over. It would be good if we could have a blueprint of 
that, help the existing Irish societies, and establish more Irish societies, with a more 
modern outlook, to bring in fresh blood and ensure that they continue. That may 
come down to funding. There are various pots of funding, such as Interreg, objective 
1, the Welsh Assembly, the Scottish Parliament and the UK Government. I know that 
the Díon Committee gives £7 million—or €7 million—a year. Funding on that should 
perhaps be increased, because it is money well spent. 
 
10.45 am 
 
Mr Michael Ring TD: Thank you, a Chomh-Chathaoirligh. I, too, want to congratulate 
the people who were involved in producing the report. I hope that the Irish 
Government and the British Government will carry through many of its 
recommendations. 
 
I want to speak about returning emigrants. It is fine for the British Government and 
the Irish Government to advertise the safe-home scheme—they can do that all they 
like— but as a practising politician, like all other Members here today, my experience 
is that people find it difficult to cope if they come home to a rural area or area where 
there are no services, especially if they have come from Britain and have been used 
to having public services and public transport available. Many people come home, 
find themselves in a situation where they are not happy and then want to return to 
Britain. That creates its own problems. The safe-home scheme is very good, but 
before we start publicising it we need to talk to the Irish Government to ensure that 
people are advised what is available before they come home. 
 
For example, a gentleman and his wife who needed hospital appointments three or 
four days a week came back from Britain to an isolated area in my constituency 
where there was no public transport to bring them to the hospital. In England, they 
had been collected every day by the social services, which brought them to hospital 
for their appointment and brought them home again. They were just lost and found 
it very difficult. After a few months, they wanted to return to Britain, but they also 
found that difficult. In fact, I had to get the social services to provide funding for 
them to return to Britain, but they had difficulties returning to where they had been 
living previously. That is a problem. 
 
There is no point advertising the safe-home scheme in Ireland if we do not have the 
facilities available. People should know what they are coming to. We need to be very 
careful about that. We must prepare returning emigrants and ensure that they know 
what services are available for them. We must also know what their needs are 
before they return to the country. 
 
On Chris Ruane’s points about RTE and the BBC, I have been pushing RTE for many 



years to provide some kind of service in Britain. At one time, a private company 
provided such a service but it could not have gone too well, I think, because it went 
into liquidation. Given that RTE and the BBC are supported by the taxpayers in both 
countries and have some joint programming, between them they should be able to 
provide some coverage for the Irish community in Britain. 
 
I want to thank the Federation of Irish Societies for its work. It does a good job. 
When I was in America recently to talk to some of our Irish emigrants, I was told that 
the Irish community there is now dying. That is happening in Britain as well. Because 
we do not have emigration from Ireland in the way that happened in the past, there 
is now a gap. In the past, the younger people who emigrated to Britain would 
support the older people, but that does not happen now. More and more, we will 
depend on the Federation of Irish Societies to deal with those people, in particular 
the homeless. We need to try to do something for those people—to help them and 
to assist them—to ensure that they are looked after. 
 
I compliment the Members of the Committee that produced the report for the great 
deal of thought and effort that they put into it. We now need to ensure that both 
Governments, in Britain and in Ireland, deal with the issues—financial, social, health 
and so on—that need to be dealt with. 
 
I am pleased that we are now talking about this issue because I have always had a 
great concern about our Irish emigrants in Britain. The ones who did well are able to 
look after themselves, but we must never forget those who did not do so well. In the 
bad old days before we joined the European Union—or European Economic 
Community as it was known—those people kept the Irish economy going, so we 
should not forget about them now that things are going well. 
 
Mr Jeff Ennis MP: I do not want to repeat what has already been said, so I will focus 
on one or two key recommendations in the report. 
 
Recommendation 1 identifies the glaring disparities that exist in the funding support 
from the Irish Government via the Díon Committee for the Irish communities in 
Britain and the poor level of support from some local authorities and some national 
programmes. 
 
I pay tribute to the fact that our Committee was ably supported throughout the 
course of the inquiry by representatives from the Federation of Irish Societies, who 
obviously do a first-class job on behalf of the Irish community in Britain. 
 
From the British point of view, there is definitely a lack of consistency in support for 
the Irish communities. We need to look at ways and means of promoting best 
practice in all local authorities. 
 
Following on from the point that Chris Ruane made about having action points, we 
will send the report to both the national jurisdictions for their comments. In 
addition, I recommend that we send the report to the Local Government Association 



in Britain so that it can inspect it and decide whether it wants to respond. It is 
important that the LGA gets hold of the issue, too. 
 
Recommendations 3 and 4 in the report refer to the inequalities in our health system 
that affect elderly Irish people. I fully endorse many of the points that Dai Lloyd, 
Chris Ruane and Alf Dubs made. There is no doubt that health authorities need to 
ensure that there is appropriate monitoring of any health inequalities that might 
exist in the Irish communities in their areas so that appropriate health strategies can 
be pursued. There was a story on the news this morning about the lack of care for 
Alzheimer’s sufferers in care homes in Britain, and many members of the Irish 
community in Britain will obviously suffer from Alzheimer’s. I have not had a chance 
to read the report, but apparently it refers to the fact that many Alzheimer’s 
sufferers in care homes get approximately two minutes’ conversation from their 
carers for every six hours of care. We must look at the issue in greater detail. 
 
Mention has already been made of how impressed we were with all the facilities 
that the Irish community centres that we visited provide, particularly for elderly 
single Irish people. There is no doubt that the best practice model that we saw 
involved Irish community centres being used by other ethnic minority and 
community groups in the local area. That certainly helps integration of and support 
for the Irish community, but it also means that other ethnic minorities get the same 
level of commitment and cohesion, which will greatly assist with the wider 
community cohesion issues that currently affect all our communities in all the 
jurisdictions. 
 
Finally, I turn to the last recommendation, which Alf Dubs mentioned. The 
Government wants to encourage integration. I am certainly a great believer in 
integration, which isa laudable aim, but we should not try to get ethnic minorities to 
jettison their ethnic identities. I will digress briefly on that subject, if I may, because I 
feel strongly about it. 
 
Just before the summer recess, I tabled an early-day motion on the loss of the 
Yorkshire dialect. Craven College in Skipton in North Yorkshire produced a report 
that said that many of the old dialect words from the farming and mining 
communities were being lost because of the growth of mass communications, and 
that we were all gradually developing an estuary English accent. The motion 
attracted a lot of media attention. In fact, I did an interview with the British forces 
overseas and you would not believe the number of e-mails I received from Yorkshire 
soldiers serving in Afghanistan, Iraq and Germany that said, “Mr Ennis, we totally 
agree with you. We are proud to be serving our nation, but we are also proud to be 
Yorkshiremen.” The point that I am making is that, if it is difficult for Yorkshire 
people to maintain their identity in Britain, just imagine how difficult it is for Irish 
people to maintain their identity in Britain. That is an extremely important point. 
 
I am unfortunate in that I do not have a defined Irish community in my constituency; 
the two closest Irish communities are in Leeds to the north and Sheffield to the 
south. However, I have some good Irish friends, who are extremely proud of their 



Irish heritage. For example, Pat McKearnan from Coalisland in Northern Ireland is a 
good friend of mine. He is always giving me his views of the former troubles. Peter 
Bird is a well-known councillor on Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council who 
comes from Kerry; he, too, is proud of his Irish heritage. 
 
In my opinion, one of the most important points in the report is that we should allow 
Irish people in Britain to be proud of their heritage and should encourage cultural 
activities in all Irish community centres. I will leave it at that. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Thank you very much, Jeff. 
We have 12 more speakers. We will now hear from that great advocate of music 
therapy for the political classes, Senator Cecilia Keaveney, who will be followed by 
Baroness Harris. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: I am tempted to tell Jeff Ennis the usual one: you can 
always tell a Yorkshireman, but you canna tell him much. 
 
I congratulate the Committee on this important report. We are all getting older and 
it is funny how easy it is to forget, in the context of the new Ireland and the rising 
tide that we have had for the past decade, that the people who left a number of 
years ago are in a different social stratum—if that is the right way to put it—to those 
who are leaving now. That has a lot to do with whether the Irish community in any 
country is dying. People are leaving now for economic reasons, career advancement 
and so on, and are more likely to integrate with the people in the countries that they 
go to than previous emigrants were. Previously, new arrivals would meet earlier 
arrivals on building sites and would go to the same pubs and so on. That was 
probably a negative spiral. We need a study to create a database of who is in Ireland 
now, who is emigrating and how they are different to those who emigrated before. 
That is important. 
 
I just happened to be listening to the radio the other night and heard a 
programme—I do not know which programme or why it was on—about an Irish 
community in England that had been getting a £60,000 grant from, I think, the British 
Government to keep them going. The community was under threat because the 
grant was going to be withdrawn, which would be the end of that community, as it 
would no longer be able to keep the show on the road. In an era when community 
groups in Ireland can get £60,000 from one of very many sources of funding—of 
which, as some people were complaining yesterday, there are none in Oxford—I 
thought that it should not have been impossible for that group to get its £60,000. 
That comes back to the recommendation that things need to be not as ad hoc as 
they are. That is not to say that such ad hocery does not need to be resolved in 
Ireland as well. 
 
If I can go to Belfast and get a Sky package that includes RTE, there should be no 
reason why I cannot get RTE as part of a Sky package in Northampton or wherever I 
happen to be. I do not understand why the issue cannot be resolved. A couple of 
times during this conference we have discussed the issue at breakfast with some of 



the media people and it seems that advertising is part of the problem. The BBC is 
paying a lot of money to access a lot of people and, if RTE can pay a small amount of 
money to access a small number of people but can then get cheap access to more 
people via a Sky package, that creates an issue. However, I do not see why the 
situation cannot be resolved and it is important that the BBC get over that rule. 
 
I will castigate RTE a little because of one of its programmes, “Killinaskully”. People 
think it is really funny but I think that it reinforces a stereotype that is no longer 
Ireland. It is important that the new Ireland is given an airing and that the traditional 
Irish person on “EastEnders” or any other programme is not the drunk guy in the 
corner, because that should no longer be the Irish image. 
 
I was interested in the recommendation about promoting Irish sporting ventures, 
because the gardai were over here a month ago and took Sam Maguire to the New 
Scotland Yard headquarters, where there were representatives of the New York 
police department. I think that some of our other friends nearly took out a contract 
on all involved for bringing Sam Maguire to New Scotland Yard. Some people do not 
want to see Irish culture being displayed in England, believe it or not, which is a bit 
sad. 
 
In relation to facilities that are available when people come back to Ireland, I should 
say that we have an extremely good scheme for voluntary housing. That is one way 
of overcoming some of what Michael Ring was talking about. It used to be that, if 
any community group had a piece of land, the Government would pay 90 per cent of 
the cost of putting up a facility if the group paid the other 10 per cent. Now, the 
funding has risen to 100 per cent. If returning emigrants were part of a voluntary 
housing package, they would be integrated into a community and would not be seen 
just as “that crowd coming back from England”. Most of those schemes are 
happening in towns, so people would not be in situations such as that which Michael 
Ring described. I agree with him that people who are coming home need to be 
aware that they are returning, in some respects, to the same as what they left, and 
in other respects to something very different. 
 
11.00 am 
 
That is really most of what I want to say. I commend people for taking on the issue; it 
is relevant and I congratulate all those in England who are working with Irish groups. 
 
It is a spiral. The problems that used to be faced by Irish emigrants might not be the 
same problems that will be faced by people emigrating now. The resources of people 
coming from Ireland should also be tapped. The problems and the potential might be 
slightly different, which is why I am saying that the likes of the BBC and RTE should 
be getting a good message out about Ireland, getting over the stereotypes and, at 
the same time, dealing with the stereotypical Irish person who is still there and who 
works and plays too hard. 
 
Go raibh maith agat. 



 
Baroness Harris of Richmond: As a Yorkshire peer who was born in Lancashire and 
has an estuary accent, I commend what Jeff Ennis said. I also commend Alf Dubs’s 
report; all his reports are excellent, and this one is fascinating, as this debate has 
been. 
 
I had no idea how many groups were involved in the help given to the Irish in Britain, 
and I, too, commend the work of the Federation of Irish Societies. 
 
As Jeff Ennis said, we must do an awful lot more work in local government. We must 
also take on board Chris Ruane’s comments about the campaigning that needs to be 
done on these issues. Local authorities have a big responsibility in that area, which 
Jeff Ennis highlighted very well. This report must go to the Local Government 
Association and be debated thoroughly so that we understand in much more depth 
the concerns that are being expressed and that are highlighted in the report. So 
many people need extra support and help and local government is the prime mover 
to ensure that they get that help. 
 
Mr John Austin MP: I suppose that I represent an estuarial constituency, but I make 
no apology for that. 
 
I join Arthur Morgan in paying tribute to Alf Dubs: he really drove this report and 
persuaded Members that the inquiry ought to be conducted. A number of people in 
this body and many outside it have asked, “Why?”, but Alf Dubs persuaded people 
that there was an issue and that there were problems and needs that had to be 
addressed. 
 
I also pay tribute to the Federation of Irish Societies and to Audrey Nelson for putting 
the report together. I was an associate Member and I was very pleased to participate 
in part of the study. I have a vibrant Irish community in my constituency, but I cannot 
say how many there are. I can say how many people there are of Asian, Caribbean 
and West African origin, but there are no reliable statistics about the number of 
people who are first, second or third generation Irish. That is partly because the 
community is made up of white people who speak English, which means that the 
community is hidden—or invisible—and it leads to people asking whether they have 
special or particular needs. 
 
Chris Ruane mentioned the tragic early death of his father at the age of 48. I wonder 
whether he would feature in the statistics as another Irish death, or whether that 
would be recorded at all. It might depend on which health authority or local 
authority area he died in. An issue that became apparent during our study was the 
disparity between primary care trusts and health trusts throughout England when it 
came to monitoring. 
 
I was appalled when we had a meeting with officials from the Department of Health 
and the Department of Communities and Local Government. It appeared to me that 
there was no consistent approach and no sharing of information. That is one of the 



issues that, on the basis of the report, needs to be addressed. Research shows that 
in terms of health outcomes and morbidity, people of Irish origin fare less well than 
the majority community. However, that finding comes as a result of individual pieces 
of research rather than as a result of consistent monitoring. 
 
We appreciate the Irish Government’s funding through the Díon Committee, but is it 
the responsibility of the country whence people came to fund their social welfare in 
the country in which they live and where they have made a contribution, or is it the 
responsibility of the country in which they now reside? I agree with Baroness Harris 
that local authorities are the main providers of such services, but there is a 
responsibility on the UK Government and, in our case, English local authorities, to 
provide services. 
 
Dai Lloyd said that poverty is perhaps the greatest indicator of poor health, but he 
also alluded to the importance of a positive self image. He said that people who have 
migrated may feel a sense of loss, and he mentioned the negative images that 
appear in the media and elsewhere. Everyone has a right to be in touch with their 
cultural identity—I would add linguistic links—and to have a positive self image. That 
is an important factor that affects health and morbidity. There should be facilities for 
people of Irish descent in the UK to access their heritage language. 
 
There is another factor that we ought to recognise. I have eight grandchildren. They 
are all British and they were all born in Britain, but two of them have an Irish mother 
and Irish grandparents. They have a right to be aware of their mixed cultural heritage 
and to be in touch not only with their Britishness but with their Irishness. 
 
Many Members have referred to those who have a desire to go home. A common 
feeling among many migrant communities is that they will return to their country of 
origin—their home. Others referred to what is often the myth of return and the 
difficulties that such people face: not only are they returning to a different Ireland 
from the Ireland they left, but while they are in England or another part of the 
United Kingdom they become accustomed to the culture, surroundings and services 
there. 
 
Members have rightly said that if people are returning home to Ireland they need to 
be aware of what support services will exist and support services have to be 
available when things do not go as well as expected. However, those who return 
home will be a minority, which brings us back to Baroness Harris’s point that services 
must be provided for the older generation in England. When, on a Wednesday, I go 
to one of the Irish lunch clubs in my constituency, I know that that community hall 
has become a little bit of Ireland for those elderly people. That does much to 
maintain their positive feelings about themselves and it is good for their mental and 
physical health. 
 
During the inquiry, we visited several Irish centres—I went on the visit to Leeds and 
Manchester. Others have said that some of those centres are used by other minority 
groups. The report mentioned in passing a joint event with the Polish community in 



one centre a few days before our visit. Much more could be done to encourage 
members of the Irish community to share their experiences of discrimination and 
invisibility with the newer white migrants—particularly those from eastern Europe— 
who are also often not acknowledged as ethnic minorities because they are white. 
Even if they are acknowledged, their children will face the same invisibility as the 
Irish community has experienced. 
 
I support having the census question, but people should have the option of 
identifying themselves as Irish British or British Irish, as with other ethnic minorities. 
 
Mr Dinny McGinley TD: I, too, welcome publication of the report and compliment 
Lord Dubs and his Committee. I hope that the report will be more than a report—I 
hope that it will be a blueprint for action for our Government and the authorities in 
Britain, because the Irish in Britain have for a long time been almost a forgotten 
segment of our people. The focus back in Ireland for the past number of years has 
been almost exclusively on the Irish in America—the 30,000, 40,000 or 50,000 there 
who are undocumented. 
 
Mr Chris Ruane MP: The number is 1 million. 
 
Mr Dinny McGinley TD: The number of Irish people in the UK is 1 million, but I was 
talking about the estimated 40,000 or 50,000 undocumented Irish people in the 
United States. The focus has been entirely on their situation. A fortnight ago, an all-
party motion in Dáil Éireann gathered support from across the political spectrum for 
something to be done about those people. They have been on the political radar big 
time, but the people in Britain have not had as high a profile. For that reason, I 
welcome the report. 
 
Last December, with three or four of my colleagues, I visited the Irish societies in 
Birmingham and met people there. We found more or less what the report found: 
there are two cohorts of people—people who settled down and have done very well 
in this country, many of whom are prominent members of the establishment; and 
people who have not done as well, who probably followed the work from one place 
to another, from one city to another, from one town to another and from one region 
to another and who never succeeded in putting down roots. They are now retired.  
They might be confined to just a room of sparse accommodation and they do not 
have much of a social life. They are the people with whom we are concerned. 
 
I remember one social housing development in Birmingham that comprised 30 or 40 
little apartments, all of which were taken up by elderly retired Irish people. It had 
dining facilities and was a great social centre. I compliment the Irish societies and the 
Federation of Irish Societies on the work they do. In the previous year, three or four 
of us went to Manchester, where we found the same thing. There is a problem, but I 
will not repeat what has already been said. 
 
I do not know whether the Committee got as far as Scotland, where a significant 



number of Irish people are in the same situation in different parts, including 
Edinburgh and particularly Glasgow. Most of them are Ulster people and quite a few 
are from my county. It would be difficult to find a family in Donegal South-West that 
does not have close relations in some part of Scotland. People from other parts of 
Ireland—from Dublin and from the south—came to England, but people from 
Northern Ireland and Donegal went to Scotland. I think that similar problems exist in 
Scotland, although I have not had the opportunity to go there to see what is going 
on. I have been there, but we did not go there with the intention of finding out what 
was going on on the ground. 
 
11.15 am 
 
We know what is going on in London. I have been to the Camden Irish Centre and 
other Irish centres, where excellent work is being done. We have been to 
Manchester, Birmingham and Leeds; I think that we ought to go to Scotland as well, 
see what the situation is there and see what can be done. We encountered the same 
sort of problems. People would like access to Irish television and Irish media. 
 
Some people would like to get Irish passports for travelling. There is a difficulty in 
bringing them back, however. I met a number of people from Cecelia Keaveney’s 
constituency, some of whom have ended up staying in this country for about 30 or 
40 years. Two of them went back to Ireland for a fortnight. They thought the 
fortnight would never be over until they got back to where they were used to. They 
had lost all contact. Very few of their family were left in Ireland, which was a 
completely new environment to them. If we are going to bring them back, we need 
to have all the services there. 
 
The Díon Committee represents the Irish Government’s effort to support Irish people 
in Britain. I think that our report’s recommendations will probably require joint 
action. We have a responsibility. John Austin asked which country is responsible: the 
host country or the country that people left. I think that we all have a responsibility. 
As Michael Ring said, in the lean years of the 1930s, the 1940s and the 1950s, the 
people who went to work in Britain kept the Irish economy going. Those of us who 
did economics at University College Dublin way back in the late 1960s and early 
1970s were always told that emigrants’ remittances provided a very significant part 
of the Exchequer and of the Irish economy. They contributed, and we, too, have a 
responsibility. 
 
Provision has to be made at local authority level. The major thing is housing. That is 
number 1. Medical services and back-up are number 2. We also need to give people 
the opportunity to have social encounters. Those would be the three main 
objectives. The report is excellent. I hope that it is more than a report; I hope that it 
is a plan of action and that both Governments will participate in it. Well done. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Thank you very much, Dinny. I 
am conscious that we are running a little bit over time, but the debate is very useful 
and I do not want to stymie it. We go next to Robert Walter, followed by Seymour 



Crawford. 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP: The number of Members who wish to speak in this debate is 
a credit to Alf Dubs and his Committee, and particularly to the clerk, given all the 
work that they have put in on this very good report. I will also the mention the work 
that was done by Paschal Mooney and by the Federation of Irish Societies. 
 
I wish to pick up on one aspect of the report that other Members have also 
mentioned: the availability of the Irish media in Britain, particularly RTE. The BBC has 
a coat of arms. One does not see it on the television screen much these days, but it 
has a motto at the bottom, which is “Nation Shall Speak Unto Nation.” 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: It is “Speak Peace”. 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP: Thank you, Michael, for correcting me. The motto is, “Nation 
Shall Speak Peace Unto Nation”. 
 
The BBC has done that exceedingly well over many years, not least in Ireland, where 
BBC programmes are systematically available throughout the island of Ireland, as are 
the programmes of UTV and Channel 4. If we go to other European countries, for 
example Belgium, we find that BBC1 and BBC2 are systematically available through 
cable television throughout the country, as is most of French and Dutch television. 
Technically, that is not a problem. 
 
The digital era means that there are now enormous possibilities for international 
programming to be broadcast virtually anywhere in the world. I have a Sky package, 
and I think that I probably have access to something like 40 television channels from 
the Indian sub-continent. There do not seem to be copyright problems or problems 
with advertisers. I understand the arguments about intellectual property, copyright 
and advertising, but the nature of digital television, whether it is delivered through 
satellite, cable or broadband—which is now available—or even through terrestrial 
sources, is such that who is watching each channel’s programmes can be identified. 
That means that people can quantify, for copyright or advertising purposes, who is 
actually watching. If that can be quantified, it has a financial value. 
 
I will give Members a precedent. Sianel Pedwar Cymru, the Welsh fourth channel, is 
available throughout the United Kingdom—and probably in Ireland as well. A deal 
was done at an early stage with the Sky package that put a financial value on the 
number of people who were watching it. Members might think that the Welsh 
language television channel does not have a lot of viewers— 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: Three? 
 
Mr Robert Walter MP: It is actually more than that, Michael. I watch it because it is 
the only channel outside Wales that carries Magners League rugby matches. Every 
Saturday afternoon at 10 past 5, S4C shows a match. Unfortunately for those of us 
who do not speak Welsh terribly well, the commentary is in Welsh—but the rugby is 



very good. I wanted to set that out as a precedent that RTE may be able to follow. 
 
There are legal precedents that may solve all the problems of copyright, intellectual 
property and advertising. I hope that, if only one thing comes out of the report, it is 
that we can solve the problem of the availability of RTE and the other channels—TV3 
and TG4—in the rest of these isles. 
 
Mr Seymour Crawford TD: I sincerely congratulate Alf Dubs and his Committee. The 
commitment of the UK Members of that Committee must also be strongly 
recommended. They obviously took a very keen interest and did an excellent job in 
finding out about the real situation on the ground among the Irish who left the 
country, as Michael Ring said, in the 1940s and 1950s. There is no doubt that the 
amount of cash that those people sent home to what was then a very poor country 
had a major benefit to many families and their siblings. There is certainly a major 
onus on us to ensure that those who are now in more difficult times in their old age 
are looked after as best as possible. 
 
I want to concentrate on two issues. The first was mentioned by Dr Lloyd—health, 
especially the fact that there is such a high level of suicide among the elderly. There 
is a misuse of drugs and there are alcohol problems. That clearly needs to be dealt 
with. 
 
The second issue is the fact that these people, having been away from the island of 
Ireland, whether it is north or south, for the past 40 or 50 years, are having to 
readapt to life back in what they would call their homeland. I have come across a 
few such people. It certainly is not easy, especially for those who live in a rural area 
where there is a lack of transport and no possible linkage to the health service. That 
is a problem that Governments have to look at seriously if they are encouraging 
emigrants to come back home. They should be brought into a social situation such as 
voluntary housing near medical facilities, because as they get older their need for 
medical structures grows. We have certainly not done enough in the past. 
 
I strongly commend the report, which I have unfortunately not had time to read 
fully. However, I know from discussing the issue with some Committee Members 
before the change of Government that they put tremendous work into it and that Alf 
Dubs especially gave it tremendous commitment. I commend the report and hope 
that the two Governments will take it into consideration and act on it. 
 
Baroness O’Cathain: I am overwhelmed by the merit of the report. I say well done to 
Alf Dubs. It is great that a colleague of mine was responsible for most of it. 
 
I was educated in Ireland. I was also at university in Ireland, where, throughout the 
1960s, people in universities knew that they were being educated for what they 
called the emigrant ship. Those are the very people we are talking about. A lot of 
them did well, but a lot of them did not. There are emotional problems, financial 
problems and communication problems, and I have suggestions for all three. 
 



First, on the emotional problems that lead to the high suicide rate and bad health, I 
wonder whether a paper on the matter could be prepared—I suggest one side of 
A4— and sent to all primary care trusts and GPs. The paper would state that there 
are these people who are suffering from incipient loneliness and poverty. Their 
existence should be highlighted so that they can be treated accordingly. PCTs and 
GPs would be receptive to that. 
 
On the second point, it is not generally known that people who started work in 
Ireland in those years, say in their late teens, and then came over here are entitled 
to a pension from the Irish Government for the years they worked in Ireland. Even if 
someone’s pension is based on a limited number of years, it is often more than the 
pension they get here, because Ireland seems to have much better pensions than we 
do. 
 
Thirdly, on the communication problem, the BBC gets £3.5 billion, so a back-of-
anenvelope calculation suggests that if there were such a thing as hypothecation, 
about £80 million would be spent on Irish programmes for the Irish in Britain. I know 
that that is a simplistic way of looking at it, but there should be money for 
programmes for 2 million people. 
 
I wonder whether the Irish News and the Irish Post are prepared to comment on the 
pensions issue. I am sure that a lot of people who could benefit have no knowledge 
of it. 
 
Rosemary Butler AM: I found the report a thought-provoking document. My 
greatgreat- grandparents came from Ireland in the 1840s or 1850s. I was a McGrath 
before Iwas married. I am now a Butler, but a Huguenot English Butler as opposed to 
a wealthy Irish Butler. 
 
Paul Flynn is not here because he is not well, but he is on the mend and he sends his 
best wishes to everyone. He and I tend to pay a lot of attention to other ethnic 
groups in our constituency, but I must say that I do not pay that much attention to 
the Irish community because it is just there. The Irish community is a good example 
of a group of people who have assimilated themselves into the local community but 
kept their own identity. 
 
When we go to Chinese new year celebrations, Eid celebrations or Diwali, and when 
we visit schools that have a high percentage of ethnic pupils, we use a communal 
speech that we tend to plagiarise from each other. It is about the fact that, 130 or 
140 years ago, people came to Wales with exotic-sounding names such as Murphy, 
Tuohy, Flynn and McGrath. Now, those people are MPs or AMs. One of them is 
sitting on the stage. We make the point that we look forward to welcoming the first 
Councillor Wang or Li, and perhaps the first Mrs Ali as an MP. We tend to think of 
the local Irish community as a group of people who have achieved without losing 
their Irish identity. 
 
11.30 am 



 
The only Irish community centre that I know of in my constituency is a local 
heavydrinking place called the Irish club. Moreover, at the moment, there is a 
shortage of Catholic priests. Recently, there was a moving and rather sad ceremony 
in which five parishes in my constituency were amalgamated into the All Saints 
parish. In any case, I suspect that attendees from eastern Europe are beginning to 
outnumber those from the Irish community. 
 
What I think has happened—I do not know—is that the traditional support networks 
have become less strong. One of my colleagues said that he knows the number of 
Afro-Caribbean, Bengali and Bangladeshi people in his constituency—I certainly 
know how many there are in mine—but he is not aware of how many Irish people 
there are. We might well say that Irish people are doing very well, but while I have 
been sitting here I have been thinking about the older Irish people who are not as 
well-heeled or as well-off as they might be. 
 
I will go back to my constituency and address the issues that have been raised in this 
very thought-provoking report. Thank you very much for producing this very good 
document. 
 
Senator Dominic Hannigan: I, too, congratulate Lord Dubs on the report, most of 
which I agree with. 
 
It is correct that we recognise the differences in the experience of elderly Irish 
immigrants and more recent arrivals. As an immigrant to the UK in the 1980s, I want 
to talk about the latter group. When I say more recent arrivals, I do not mean those 
who come to the UK for only one or two years, whom we used to refer to as being 
on national service. The experience for those who came here in the 1980s and 1990s 
was very different for two main reasons, the first of which relates to the issue of 
integration that Cecelia Keaveney mentioned earlier. The fact that we got a great 
response and were welcomed with openness made it easier for us to integrate into 
our local communities. 
 
The second reason, which I do not think has been mentioned yet, relates to 
fundamental changes in communication. Those changes have had a huge impact on 
recent Irish arrivals. For example, when I emigrated in the 1980s, a trip home by air 
cost a month’s salary. Nowadays, it costs a day or two’s wages to travel back and 
forth to Dublin. As those who emigrated in the 1980s and 1990s now travel home 
five or six times a year for parties, christenings and so on, the links with the 
homeland have remained as strong as ever. Moreover, the advent of the internet 
has also made huge changes. For example, my parents have grandchildren in the UK 
and can see them on Skype every couple of days. 
 
As I said, the experience for emigrants who moved here in the 1980s and 1990s has 
been different as they have managed to integrate locally while retaining strong links 



with home. That has not been the case with the elderly population; because travel 
was not so easy for them, their links with home have weakened. The report is 
therefore right to focus on helping the elderly community. 
 
Michael Ring said that it was difficult to get younger people into community centres 
in Britain. As the people with whom I emigrated are more likely to be found at the 
local soccer club, book club or golf club than at the Irish centre, the major challenge 
is to involve these so-called new arrivals in running centres to ensure that they 
remain operational and support the elderly community. 
 
Rt Hon Tony Baldry MP: I am going to be slightly blasphemous in saying that I do not 
see this as an issue. In my constituency, the Irish community is the establishment.  
For example, Banbury’s mayor this year is Irish; we had Irish wolfhounds at mayor 
making; we have Irish line dancing at civic events; and Banbury has a very good 
Roman Catholic secondary school that promotes Irish games. We need to put this 
into context. 
 
Father Mervyn at the Roman Catholic church would say that the community’s 
concern is that in the past two years Banbury, a town with a population of 40,000—a 
third of my constituency—has absorbed 4,000 Poles. That is one person in 10. In the 
next few years, the complexion of Blessed George Napier secondary school, which 
for the past 20 or 30 years has been a school predominantly of first or second-
generation Irish children, will change completely as a consequence of Polish 
immigration into the town. 
 
Many Poles will stay for a few years before going back to Poland, but many of them 
will remain in the community. What is the Roman Catholic, predominantly Irish, 
community in Banbury doing? It is not concerned about the identity of the Irish 
community, because it is the establishment. St John’s in Banbury is looking after 30 
or 40 failed Zimbabwean asylum seekers, who cannot go back to Zimbabwe but who, 
under our rules here in the UK, are not allowed to work and are without support. 
Those people are being supported by the Roman Catholic, predominantly Irish, 
community in Banbury. 
 
This is not an issue. Many people feel that the Irish community is the establishment, 
and it is crazy to pretend that it is not. One thing that keeps me awake at night is the 
thought of the frail elderly living at home on their own. Many people came to 
Banbury to work in the aluminium works, including people who trekked from 
Glasgow and the east end of London. For some crazy reason, the London Borough of 
Lambeth bought a lot of council housing in Banbury in the 1960s and decanted 
people there. Now those people are 80 or 85 years old and are completely divorced 
from their roots. Many people are elderly and alone, and all of them need concern 
and looking after. That is not just an Irish problem—it is an issue for people who 
have migrated from all sorts of communities. 
 
The only bit of the report with which I agree entirely is the paragraph on television. I 
say to Cecilia Keaveney that she should not worry about the portrayal of people in 



“EastEnders”, which is the most dysfunctional programme possible and should be 
banned. The impression of the United Kingdom that “EastEnders” gives is such that 
anything that replaced it on television—Irish line dancing or Gaelic lessons, for 
example—would make a greater contribution to the public good. 
 
I hope that we can get the issue in proportion, because in many parts of the UK the 
Irish are now the establishment and are running or helping positively to run our 
society. That is not a problem. For many years, Monsignor Corrigan was probably the 
most authoritative individual in the whole of Banbury. The idea that the Irish are an 
oppressed minority is totally divorced from reality. 
 
Barry McElduff MLA: Go raibh maith agat, a Chomh-Chathaoirligh. Tony Baldry is 
definitely entitled to his opinion, but I can only imagine that his constituency is not 
typical. Ba mhaith liom an tuairisc seo a mholadh. I commend the report. I want to 
home in on two aspects of it that I find particularly interesting. 
 
I like recommendation 7, which states: 
 
“The Committee welcomes the interest of the Irish Community in Irish sport and 
recommends that funding is provided … to encourage these important health-
sustaining and community-building activities.” 
 
The GAA—Cumann Lúthchleas Gael—has a big role to play, because in Ireland and 
Britain it has a tremendous interest in community development. The GAA sees an 
increasing role for itself in that area and is working hard on the issue. It would have 
been useful for the Committee to have engaged with the GAA. Nicky Brennan, the 
current president of the GAA, will have a particular interest in the matter. I intend to 
forward a copy of the report to him, so that the GAA can contribute to the on-going 
debate. 
 
Jeff Ennis said that the Local Government Association in Britain should be given a 
copy of the document. There is a role for local government authorities in Ireland, 
north and south—I mean the county councils in the 26 counties and I am talking 
largely about district councils in the north. People tend to be parochial—as well as 
everything else. Acting on a county-by-county basis, for example if Kerry County 
Council asks where the Kerry people are in Britain, can often arouse parochial 
loyalties and concern for people’s well-being. Local government has a role to play. 
 
I commend an initiative that was taken in 2005 by the then mayor of Kerry, Toireasa 
Ni Fhearaiosa, or Toireasa Ferris. As Members know, the Sam Maguire, which Cecilia 
Keaveney mentioned, was in the hands of the Tyrone people at that time. Toireasa 
Ferris contacted me and we ensured that a Kerry Gaelic footballer, a Tyrone Gaelic 
footballer and the Sam Maguire went to Arlington House in London, which is a hostel 
that many Irish people—and people of other origins—who have fallen on hard times 
can attend daily for lunch. It was a morale-raising visit. Individuals who were 
interested were photographed lifting the Sam Maguire. That was just a little 
initiative taken by a mayor in a local authority back in Ireland, but such initiatives 



could be replicated. Of course, we want more sustainable initiatives, but one-off 
initiatives such as that one are valuable in raising morale. 
 
I agree with Dinny McGinley that the report should become a blueprint for action. It 
would certainly provoke curiosity about other valuable reports on the subject that 
might be out there. Go raibh maith agat, a Chomh-Chathaoirligh. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Go raibh maith agat as ucht do 
chuid smaointe. 
 
Lord Glentoran: I have little to say, except to agree that Alf Dubs, Audrey Nelson and 
the team produced a fantastic report. I confess that I played zero part in it, except to 
read the finished report. 
 
I make a couple of general points. First, will both Co-Chairmen ensure that the 
people who are debating the free travel area read the report and the summary of 
today’s debate? Secondly, the people on the Steering Committee who are discussing 
the British-Irish Inter-Parliamentary Body’s future formation and role should ensure 
that debates such as this one, which is probably the best that I have heard in my 
years on the Body, are not lost. The opportunity to go forward and be involved in 
Irish and British affairs across the two countries and the possibility of pushing 
Governments into taking action must not be lost. That is vital. 
 
Apart from that, I thank the team for an excellent report. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghail TD): My apologies, Dr Mansergh, if 
I missed your indication. The floor is yours. 
 
Senator Martin Mansergh: Thank you. I, too, congratulate Lord Dubs and Members 
on this side of the water for their participation in an excellent report. This has been 
the best debate that I have heard on the second day of a BIIPB plenary session in the 
years in which I have been a Member or an observer. 
 
11.45 am 
 
There has been a simplicity in much of the debate, but there is always a problem of 
definition in talking about who is the Irish community in Britain. In many cases, the 
answer is clear, but it may be less so at the edges. Nowadays, we need to allow for 
the possibility of dual or multiple identity. Of course, part of the Good Friday 
Agreement was that people in Northern Ireland could be British or Irish or both. 
Previously, the two islands involved in the treaty settled at first on common 
citizenship, which evolved a quarter of a century later into a common travel area. 
Implications perhaps flow from that. I also point out that the changes to article 2 of 
the constitution that were made following the Good Friday Agreement introduced a 
new category apart from citizenship to recognise those who have “affinity” with Irish 
identity for cultural and social reasons. That is particularly relevant when one is 
talking about the second and third-generation Irish and beyond. 



 
On the social responsibility debate, one could take the view that the country to 
which people have paid their social contributions should be responsible. However, 
the response to that—this point was put to me quite forcibly only last weekend in 
Leeds and it has also been reflected in this morning’s debate—is that the Irish 
community in Britain also sent remittances home. When people left in the 1950s and 
1960s, they sent remittances that helped. Therefore, some responsibility also lies 
with the Irish Government. That might be best channelled, where possible, through 
Irish welfare organisations and the Díon Committee, which perhaps needs to be 
better resourced. 
 
I say in passing that I fully support Dinny McGinley’s point about the Irish in Scotland. 
We have talked implicitly mostly about the Irish in England and Wales, but a slightly 
different dimension exists in Scotland where there are some echoes of the divisions 
in Northern Ireland that are not a significant factor—although they might have been 
a couple of generations ago in Liverpool—in England and Wales. That perhaps ought 
to be the subject of a separate study because the Irish in Scotland—or at least those 
of Irish affinity or descent—are an important community. 
 
My final point on the Irish community in Britain is that, although they have obviously 
helped to build up Britain and helped Ireland through sending remittances, in the 
context of a transformed Irish economy they are also today—and perhaps were so 
even in the past—a resource for Ireland. They are not simply friends who understand 
us and who might buy Irish goods. For some years past, Ireland has been seeking to 
attract qualified people. Obviously, such workers do not need to be Irish but, for 
those who have Irish connections or are of Irish descent, Ireland is an attractive 
place to come back to. The Irish in Britain as a resource for Ireland is another 
dimension that needs to be thought about. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): I do not think that I have 
missed any other Members who want to speak. 
 
Having regard to the fact that we have run considerably over time, I ask the Vice-
Chair of Committee A to make his concluding remarks, which should be kept as 
succinct as possible. 
 
Mr Johnny Brady TD: Thank you very much, Co-Chairman. That will be hard, but I 
will certainly try. Pages of issues—more than 50 important issues—have been raised 
by Members today. That is a credit to all concerned and it just shows the interest 
that exists in the issue. We all have returning emigrants across our own patches, in 
Ireland and elsewhere. 
 
Michael Ring spoke passionately about how the majority of those who emigrated to 
England in the 1940s and 1950s came from the west of Ireland. A lot of west of 
Ireland people emigrated up to my home county in those times, and a lot of them 
ended up in England, Scotland and Wales. 
 



As I said, more than 50 issues have been raised today. I compliment all who spoke. 
Their views will certainly be taken into consideration and will be beneficial to the 
Committee. 
 
People have said that the media were not doing enough. We all know that it is 
important that the media highlight these issues—not just the bad ones but the good 
ones. That came across strongly today. 
 
I was glad that I rang my wife last night, because she told me that a discussion on 
returning emigrants was on our local radio—I am sure that it was on all the local 
radio stations throughout Ireland yesterday. The report was discussed and it is good 
to see that it is getting local media attention. However, we would like the BBC and 
RTE to cover such things. We will seek a meeting with RTE and will write to it 
regarding this issue. 
 
A lot of people spoke about local government. When the issue came up in our 
meeting in Belfast—I think that it was in 2005—I sought and had a constructive 
meeting with the minister for housing. That meeting was also attended by people 
who are, unfortunately, not here today, such as Paschal Mooney—I compliment him 
on his influence on this issue—Jim Glennon and Paul Coghlan. 
 
I wrote twice to the County and City Managers Association—our local government 
association—but it never responded. That is not good enough. I had a meeting with 
the County and City Managers Association and the agriculture committee about 
planning issues. I brought up the issue when I had them in, but, unfortunately, they 
were not responsible for it and would not discuss it. Perhaps we in Ireland will ask 
the environment committee to bring in the County and City Managers Association. 
We will continue to try to meet it. 
 
I know that you are under time constraints, Co-Chairman. I compliment Lord Dubs 
and the Members of the Committee. It is a pleasure to be a Member of Committee 
D. As was said earlier, the amount of effort and work put in by the UK Members was 
second to none. I associate myself with everyone else in complimenting them on 
that. I compliment Lord Dubs again on the marvellous work that he has done; I also 
compliment the clerk of the Committee, Audrey Nelson, on her tremendous work 
and on the insight that she has into this issue. 
 
I also want to compliment the Federation of Irish Societies. We have met it on 
numerous occasions and it has done Trojan work, which is a credit to it. 
 
I apologise to Lord Dubs, the Committee Chairman. Unfortunately, many meetings 
took place in the run-up to the elections and, as we all say, of course the elections 
naturally enough have to come first, so I did not get to attend some of those 
meetings. 
 
I thank everybody for their contributions. All their views will be compiled and will be 
helpful to the Committee in moving forward. 



 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Mr Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Thank you very much for your 
concluding remarks. 
 
Question put and agreed to. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the Body take note of the report of Committee D on “The Irish Community in 
Britain” (Doc No 131) 
 

MUTUAL RECOGNITION OF PENALTY POINTS 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you Seán. By the way, having 
listened to most of that debate, can I echo how I thought it was a tremendous 
example of what this Body should be doing? The report that Alf has produced in this 
committee is a good example of a reason for the continuation of this Body. It was 
interesting because everyone spoke from different angles, from the devolved 
administrations to the two sovereign Governments, the bodies and so on. It was very 
good and I commend the committee on its work. 
 
However, because Members have taken such a great interest in the subject, it means 
we will must take a slightly shorter time for the next important debate, which is on 
mutual recognition of penalty points. It is Alf's morning and I again ask him to 
propose formally the motion to open the debate. 
 
Lord Dubs: I beg to move 
 
That the Body welcomes the progress that has been made towards the development 
of draft regulations for the mutual recognition of UK and Irish driving qualifications; 
notes that a feasibility study focused on the penalty point systems for road traffic 
offences in Ireland, Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the possibility of mutual 
recognition of lesser infringements of road traffic law is continuing; further notes 
that it is four years since the submission by Committee A of the report of mutual 
recognition of penalty points; and reiterates that there remains a pressing need to 
implement a system of mutual recognition between the Republic of Ireland and 
Northern Ireland in order to improve road safety and driving behaviour and reduce 
the number of traffic fatalities and serious injuries suffered on the island's roads. 
 
In view of the time and the excellent debate the Body has just had, I shall be much 
briefer than I would have been otherwise, if that is all right. I should pay tribute to 
Brian Hayes, who was a Senator when he and I were co-rapporteurs on this issue. 
Now that he has moved on to being a TD, he is very sorry he is not present this 
morning to lead this discussion. 
 
This issue is important for this reason. We know there is a high rate of road accidents 
throughout Ireland. We also know there are penalty point systems in both the 



Republic and Northern Ireland, as well as in Britain. However, the penalty point 
systems are not compatible and as a result, drivers from Belfast, for example, who 
are heading towards Dublin, cross the Border, speed and drive badly and it is simply 
too complicated to do anything about them. Similarly, drivers from Dublin heading 
north do the same thing. We felt that were it possible to co-ordinate and unify the 
penalty point systems, then any people driving too fast or doing whatever they 
should not be doing would incur penalty points outside their jurisdiction that were 
applicable within their jurisdiction. 
 
While on the face of it, this seems to be a very simple proposition, nothing is as easy 
as it might seem. The issue has now got to the British-Irish Council, which has been 
looking at it and some progress has been made. Indeed I am happy to say that more 
progress is likely to be made. While the complexities are too many to go into, let me 
illustrate briefly what became a difficulty. We discovered there was not even a 
mutual disqualification procedure. That is to say, at the extreme, a driver in Northern 
Ireland who was disqualified from driving and who had not merely received penalty 
points or whatever, was not disqualified from driving in Britain. We discovered that 
across all the jurisdictions, there was no recognition that someone who was 
disqualified in one jurisdiction should be disqualified in all of them. This process has 
started and this has already been going on for two or three years between Britain 
and Northern Ireland. Between the United Kingdom and Ireland, it will be 
implemented with effect from next summer. It may require some legislation in order 
that if one is disqualified in Ireland, one will not be allowed to drive in Britain and 
vice versa. 
 
This takes us to penalty points, which are usually imposed for lesser offences. Again 
this issue is being considered and I hope there will be some progress in spring 2008. 
It is with the British-Irish Council and constitutes another example of why closer 
relationships between this Body and the British-Irish Council would be helpful, 
because we are obliged to get information from it somewhat indirectly. As a result of 
pressure, it appears as though something is happening and we are hopeful that by 
next year, mutual recognition of penalty points will have been progressed with. This 
will require legislation as the systems in each jurisdiction are different. I suggest that 
this item again should be on the agenda at the Body's next meeting in Wexford. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: Hear, hear. 
 
Senator Dominic Hannigan: I will be brief. I completely agree with Alf's comments 
about speeding by Northern drivers in the South. I live in Drogheda, which is on the 
M1, that is, the Dublin to Belfast road and without carrying out a scientific survey, it 
is clear that many Northern drivers drive with impunity on a daily basis at 20 km/h to 
30km/h over the speed limit. We need something in place to ensure that such 
offenders are stopped because obviously this has safety implications. 
 
Senator Cecilia Keaveney: I will be as brief. As another Border Senator, although 
the serious road accidents and deaths in my area are not always attributable to 



Northern drivers, a percentage of them are. However, this is not to say it is all one 
way traffic as it is just as bad the other way around. Therefore, it makes sense for 
this issue to be addressed. 
 
Mr. Fergus O'Dowd TD: A total of 108,000 people who do not have Southern driving 
licences have received penalty points in the South of Ireland . Consequently, this is a 
very serious issue. Approximately one in four people who receive penalty points are 
not resident in the South of Ireland. The Motor Insurers' Bureau of Ireland tells me 
that it is a very serious issue and most of the drivers in question are actually 
Northern. The other point I wish to make pertains to cars that are involved in 
accidents in the South of Ireland. Of those that are from outside the State, only 85% 
have insurance. Hence, 15% of drivers involved in accidents in the South of Ireland 
who are from outside the State do not have any insurance. Unfortunately, the 
statistics inform us that again, most such drivers come from the North of Ireland. 
 
This is a very serious issue as the annual cost to the economy of road deaths in the 
South of Ireland is approximately €58 million and I agree we ought to put it forward 
for the next plenary session in Wexford. However, I believe it requires urgent action. 
While I appreciate there has been significant progress, there has not been enough. 
The jurisdictions, North and South, should be seizing the cars of uninsured drivers in 
particular. At present, the technology is not available in the South to ascertain 
whether a car is insured. However, we ought to make serious and immediate 
progress on these issues. 
 
12:00 noon 
 
Dr Martin Mansergh TD: I wish to make a brief point. In a phrase that we have used 
quite a bit in the past few days, we have a Common Travel Area. Consequently, it 
would be logically absurd not to have common disqualification and mutual 
recognition of penalty points. Movement in this regard should be linked explicitly to 
the Common Travel Area. 
 
Dr Rory O'Hanlon TD: I support fully the motion that has been put before the Body. 
It is important to recognise the number of people who die in road accidents. We kill 
as many people in the South of Ireland on our roads in ten years as were killed in the 
Northern Ireland troubles in 30 years. It is important to bear this in mind. When 
introducing new legislation to cut down on the number of road accidents, of which I 
am in favour, we should always stress the importance of driver behaviour and the 
personal responsibility of drivers. Too often, when one reads reports of accidents, 
the roads are blamed, the weather is blamed and all kinds of things are blamed. We 
must change the culture. While I am all in favour of the introduction of new 
legislation, when so doing or when producing a report like this, one always must 
stress the importance of the personal responsibility of drivers and of driver 
behaviour 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): If no one else wishes to contribute, I 
will ask Seymour Crawford to wind up this short but important debate. 



 
Mr. Seymour Crawford TD: I thank all those who took part in the debate and I again 
thank Alf Dubs for leading it in the absence of Brian Hayes. This issue is extremely 
important and Members will have noticed that in the main, Border Deputies and 
Senators have spoken on it because they are aware of what is actually happening on 
the ground. It is no accident that the authorities in the South put up cameras on the 
roads in the north east and nowhere else in the country, because they realised it was 
the worst-affected area. However, there was no point in installing such cameras 
when the authorities were unable to bring to justice at least quarter of the people 
involved. 
 
Fergus O'Dowd has spelled out clearly that in the Republic, one quarter of those who 
are on the Garda books for penalty points cannot have them imposed because their 
licences are not attached to the database. I welcome the comments made and 
support Alf Dubbs' request to have this subject on the agenda again for further 
discussion at Wexford. Moreover, Members should do everything possible, through 
the Inter-Parliamentary Body, to encourage the two Governments to get penalty 
points put into place as quickly as possible. 
 
The situation whereby someone who has been disqualified in Northern Ireland can 
get a licence elsewhere, even within the United Kingdom, is unique. It simply 
demonstrates the serious difficulties that arise when streamlining the legislation to 
ensure that this issue is brought to the fore. Last, I could not agree more with Dr 
O'Hanlon than when he raised the need for culture change. However, a need also 
exists, throughout the islands, for a new driver training structure before people can 
get licences. We all must consider how to ensure that people receive the proper 
training, in order that on venturing out on the roads, they will have control of their 
cars and will know what it is all about. I again thank everyone and in the interests of 
time, I will wind up at this stage. However, I ask that this issue should be put on the 
agenda of the next plenary session for a longer debate. 
 
Question put and agreed to. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the Body welcomes the progress that has been made towards the development 
of draft regulations for the mutual recognition of UK and Irish driving qualifications; 
notes that a feasibility study focused on the penalty point systems for road traffic 
offences in Ireland, Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
possibility of mutual recognition of lesser infringements of road traffic law is 
continuing; further notes that it is four years since the submission by Committee A of 
the report of mutual recognition of penalty points; and reiterates that there remains 
a pressing need to implement a system of mutual recognition between the Republic 
of Ireland and Northern Ireland in order to improve road safety and driving 
behaviour and reduce the number of traffic fatalities and serious injuries suffered on 
the island's roads. 
 



ADJOURNMENT DEBATE 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you. We now come to the 
adjournment of the Body and I ask Michael Mates to move the Adjournment. 
 
Rt Hon Michael Mates MP: I beg to move: 
 
That the Body do now adjourn. 
 
As was stated many times yesterday, we are at a crossroads. The best example of 
this has been how we have moved on in respect of the debates that we have had 
this morning. They have not been about the political situation, the difficulties and 
differences that we all had over what the political solution might be. Rather, they 
have been about getting on with trying to make things better for the citizens in both 
of our countries, which is wholly admirable. 
 
We know we must change. I now am speaking as a member of the Steering 
Committee and hopefully on behalf of all its members. We now know we must 
change the focus and the Steering Committee will get on with that. We probably 
need to change the format of the conference because it is a matter for sadness that 
two or three excellent debates were conducted this morning to a half-empty house, 
because people felt obliged to leave. We must consider whether to have such 
debates at the beginning of the session and to have the keynote speech nearer the 
end because people then will want to stay on. It is a great shame that at least half 
the Members of this Body have missed the excellent contributions that were made 
this morning. 
 
Now that we have got the Irish election out of the way - I do not think there will be a 
British election for a couple of years at least - another lesson to emerge is that we 
must get more focus on committee work. As Members can see from the excellence 
of such work when it is carried out, it really contributes to what the Body should be 
all about. I hope that all the committees will now get down to considering what 
matters they can examine in depth, to bring to the Body the same sort of 
knowledgeable and useful contributions as were shown today despite the difficulties 
experienced by the committees due to the Irish elections taking place. 
 
We talked yesterday about the possibility of having themed sessions, which is 
another matter the steering committee must consider. I have been thinking about 
this overnight and it is not as easy as it sounds. While everyone says this is a 
wonderful idea, trying to think of a theme that would run through a conference will 
give us a little more difficulty. In particular, were my wish to be granted and the 
three committees were to produce some good detailed work, it would not be on a 
theme but would be on widely different subjects, as was the case this morning. This 
is another problem we must consider. 
 
As we come to adjourn, we can congratulate ourselves on having had a very useful, 
good-natured, informed and intelligent debate, both today and yesterday. I think we 



can go home in a different spirit to that with which we started yesterday morning, 
when we asked where do we go from here. I think we now know. We must set a 
course for a new direction and I think we can all do it. 
 
Finally, I offer our thanks to the two Co-Chairmen and in particular, to the two clerks 
who do all the work in the intervening months, to say nothing of the clerks who 
serve our committees. I refer to two people who have served us well and long, 
although I do not know if they are even present. The first is Veronica Carr who, alas, 
is leaving us to work for the Ceann Comhairle. While she would not do it for all those 
years when Rory held the job, I guess that now he has gone, she is prepared to take 
up that post. I thank Veronica for all her help and support over the years. She has 
been a joy to have working for this Body. Second, I thank Mike Clark, who is also 
leaving to go on to another job. I offer our thanks to all of them, as well as to those 
who have organised this conference and that is it from me. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you very much Michael. If no 
one else wishes to come in on this, I would like Seán to say a few words as Co-Chair. 
 
The Acting Co-Chairman (Seán Ó Fearghaíl TD): Thanks very much Co-Chair. 
First, I again apologise on behalf of our colleague, Niall Blaney, who unfortunately 
was obliged to leave us early for a very good reason. However, Seymour and I were 
glad to have the opportunity to stand in for him over the past few days. I thank you 
for the considerable hospitality and the conviviality of the debate over the last few 
days and I look forward to being involved in the work of this Body in the years ahead. 
 
I wish to echo two points that have come across very strongly to me over the last 
two days. First, I refer to comments made by Baroness Blood yesterday, when she 
talked about the need to continue to support the fragile peace process. Certainly, 
this is an ongoing challenge for us. Second, I refer to the need to explore the benefits 
that will undoubtedly accrue to all the assemblies involved in closer east-west co-
operation and I look forward to being involved in that process. I thank the Co-Chair. 
 
The Co-Chairman (Rt Hon Paul Murphy MP): Thank you Seán. It rests now with me 
to conclude the proceedings. I will start with an announcement about buses, which is 
the most important announcement of the morning. The British bus, which will return 
to London, will leave at 12.45 p.m. The bus taking our Irish colleagues will leave one 
hour later, at 1.45 p.m. I also wish to echo everyone's thanks to the staff for a 
tremendous conference. I refer to what took place in this building and last night at 
Blenheim Palace, which to say the least was a memorable event. I think this was an 
historic conference in two senses. First, this was the first conference to take place 
after the finality of the setting up of the institutions in Northern Ireland. This is also 
very important and I am sure that everyone who has been involved in that process 
during the many years involved will share with me a sense of great achievement. 
 
However the second aspect that is equally historic for this Body concerns how we 
must change. I think the Steering Committee has been given a very clear steer from 



everyone in the room. When we meet next in Wexford, I sincerely hope that there 
will be very positive proposals to put to Members as a Body. I also urge any Member 
who has his or her own views on ways in which they think this Body can work to 
forward those views to me or to my Irish Co-Chair in order that they can be 
considered in the coming weeks. The Steering Committee will meet in London after 
Christmas and I hope we will be in a position to put recommendations to that body 
for consideration. Thereafter, in April, we will hold a meeting in Wexford, at which I 
am sure we will see ourselves going from strength to strength. As I said to Members 
last night, I am very happy about what is likely to occur. I think this is a very exciting 
and challenging time for us as a Body and although we will lead a different life, it will 
be an equally important one. 
 
Therefore I thank you all, wish you well and formally declare closed this 35th plenary 
session of the Body. We meet next on Monday, 28 and Tuesday, 29 April 2008 in 
Wexford, Ireland. 

 
  Sitting adjourned at 12.14 p.m. 


