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INTRODUCTION 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

1. Standing Order 89(1) of the House of Representatives establishes the Committee of 

Privileges, among others, as a permanent Sessional Select Committee of the House of 

Representatives.  

 

2. Standing Order 89(2) provides for the appointment of Members to Sessional Select 

Committees and states that – 

 

“(2) Members of the House appointed to Sessional Select Committees shall be chosen 

by the Speaker as soon as possible after the beginning of each session.” 

 

3. By virtue of Standing Order 92(2), the Speaker of the House is a Member and the Chairman 

of the Committee of Privileges.   

 

4. On Friday November 02, 20181 the following persons were chosen by the Speaker to also 

serve on the Committee of Privileges (your Committee), Fourth Session (2018/2019) of the 

Eleventh Parliament, in accordance with Standing Order 89 (2) of the House of Representatives 

 

Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis   Member 

Mr. Stuart Young    Member 

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds    Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh   Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath    Member, 

three of the members chosen served on your Committee during the 3rd Session of the 11th Session2. 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

5. Standing Order 92 (1) provides that “the Committee of Privileges shall have the duty of 

considering and reporting on any matter referred to it by the Speaker of the House, in accordance 

with Standing Order 32 (Privilege Matters) and Standing Order 55 (Order in the House and in 

                                                           
1 HOR Debate, Friday 02nd  November, 2018 at page 2 

http://www.ttparliament.org/hansards/hh20181102.pdf  
2 Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds and Mr. Stuart Young were returned to the Committee.  

http://www.ttparliament.org/hansards/hh20181102.pdf
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Committee).  It shall be the duty of the Committee to consider any matter so referred and to report 

thereon to the House”. 

 

MATTER RAISED AND REFERRED 

6. On Wednesday October 10, 2018, the Leader of the House moved a privilege motion in 

the House of Representatives alleging that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt 

of the House, on the following eligible grounds: 

“i.  He willfully and intentionally mislead the House; 

ii. He made injurious allegations against the Member for Diego Martin West when no 

substantive motion was before the House; and 

iii. He undermined the dignity of the House by abusing the privilege of freedom of 

speech.” (The Motion is attached at Appendix I)   

 

7. On Tuesday October 16, 2018, the Speaker of the House ruled that a prima facie case had 

been made out and referred the matter to your Committee for consideration and report (The Ruling 

is attached at Appendix II). 

 

8. At a sitting of the House of Representatives held on Friday November 30, 2018, Dr. Nyan 

Gadsby-Dolly, was appointed to serve temporarily on your Committee during consideration of the 

matter referred as a substitute for Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, who recused herself from the 

matter at the first meeting of your Committee.  

 

SECRETARIAT SUPPORT  

9. The following persons provided secretarial support to your Committee: 

 Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel – Secretary to the Committee  

 Ms. Keiba Jacob – Assistant Secretary 

 Mr. Brian Lucio – Assistant Secretary 

 Ms. Simone Yallery – Legal Officer I 

 Ms. Sheranne Samuel – Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 Ms. Kimberly Mitchell – Procedural Clerk Assistant 



  
 

5 
 

MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

10. Your Committee held three (3) meetings to consider and deliberate on the matter referred.  

The Minutes of the Meetings are attached at Appendix III. 

 

11. At its first meeting, your Committee discussed the following general matters:  

 the mandate of your Committee;  

 the applicable Standing Orders;  

 the procedures to be followed; 

 the composition of your committee; 

 the issue of bias;  

 the scope of the matter referred;  

 whether your Committee was required to cease deliberations pending the outcome of 

an external investigation by a Law Enforcement agency; 

 the documentation and material to be used in its deliberations; and 

 a proposed work plan.   

 

12. In keeping with previous precedent, Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis, recused herself from 

participating in the consideration of the matter referred, insofar as she was the Member who raised 

the complaint via a Privileges Motion before the House. 

 

13. In accordance with the practice of Committees of Privileges of the House of 

Representatives, your Committee agreed that as an essential first step, the Member for Oropouche 

East should be invited to be heard in response to the allegation made against him. There was 

general consensus with the following procedures and practices of the Committee of Privileges- 

a) your Committee’s business would be conducted in a professional and non-partisan 

manner; 

b) your Committee would follow procedures that could withstand public scrutiny; 

c) the Verbatim Notes of evidence will be part of your Committee’s record and be subject 

to the examination and scrutiny of the public and others, upon presentation of our 

Report;  

d) that disagreements, if any, would be resolved in camera and not in the presence of 

witnesses; 
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e) natural justice would be maintained and as such, the Member whose actions are being 

considered would be invited to be heard; 

f) the Member would be permitted to be accompanied by two advisors for the matter; 

g) during hearings (when evidence is being taken), the Member would be invited to be in 

attendance in accordance with established practice, but would not be able to participate; 

and 

h) the Member would not be permitted to attend the deliberations of your Committee  

 

14. During discussions, two members expressed the view that a Member who had already 

publicly voiced a position on a matter before a Committee should recuse himself/herself from the 

Committee’s consideration of the said matter. However, your Committee noted that the prevailing 

rule was that unless a member was directly connected or involved in a matter, it was accepted 

parliamentary practice that a member  may recuse himself/herself only at his/her volition once they 

believe themselves incapable of discharging their duties in a fair manner. 

 

15. A scheduled meeting on Monday January 7, 2019 to continue consideration of this matter 

and to allow the Member for Oropouche East an early opportunity to be heard was aborted.  

 

16. On Tuesday February 05, 2019, your Committee met again to consider the matter referred. 

Once again, the purpose of this meeting was to deal with procedural issues and to allow the 

Member for Oropouche East an opportunity to be heard. However, the agenda could not be 

followed due to developments that affected the matter before the Committee.  

 

17. By letter to the Speaker of the House dated January 28, 2019, the Member for Oropouche 

East raised three (3) points of objection to appearing before your Committee: 

i. that the Committee of Privileges was not appointed or constituted at the 

time of the referrals;  

ii. that there exists no power to appoint temporary members of the Committee 

of Privileges, and therefore your Committee is improperly constituted; and  

iii. that a member of a Committee against whom an allegation of bias is raised 

ought not to serve on a Committee. 
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18. The Speaker responded to the Member for Oropouche East, by letter from the Clerk of the 

House dated January 31, 2019. 

 

Constitutional Matter filed and application made for an injunction 

19. At or around 8:00 a.m. on February 05, 2019, a bundle of documents was delivered to the 

Speaker’s Office relating to a Constitutional motion filed at the High Court, San Fernando on 

February 04, 2019 by the Member for Oropouche East. In his claim, the Member for Oropouche 

East alleges that your Committee as constituted infringes his constitutional rights to a fair hearing. 

He is also challenging the authority of the House to appoint temporary or substitute members to a 

Committee. He further applied for an injunction against your Committee continuing hearings into 

the matters referred to your Committee by the House of Representatives until the determination of 

his matter before the Court. The application for an injunction was heard on February 05, 2019 at 

9:00 a.m. in the High Court, San Fernando. (The Constitutional Motion and Affidavit are attached 

at Appendix IV) 

 

20.  Your Committee is advised that no pre-action protocol letter was issued and no Member 

of your Committee had been named as a party in the proceedings. Additionally, the issues raised 

in the claim differed materially from what the Member for Oropouche East outlined in his letter to 

the Speaker of the House of January 28, 2019. Most notably, the allegation of bias was extended 

to the Chairman of your Committee.  

 

21. Your Committee wishes to inform the House of Representatives that Senior Counsel 

appeared amicus curiae on behalf of the Speaker of the House at the hearing before the Court on 

February 5, 2019. The Speaker, through Senior Counsel, gave an undertaking to the Court that 

hearings into the matter referred by the House of Representatives to your Committee would be 

adjourned, until the hearing of the application or further order. 

 

22. The court did not grant an injunction to prohibit your Committee from meeting. 

 

23. It was made clear to the Court through Senior Counsel, that your Committee would meet 

to decide on the course of action it would take but it would not embark on hearings into the 
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allegations of whether the Claimant committed a contempt until the hearing of the application 

before the Court or further order. 

 

24. Your Committee acknowledges that the Speaker of the House is the guardian of the 

privileges, rights and immunities of the House of Representatives. We therefore consider that it 

was the duty of the Speaker to act in the interest of the House of Representatives as a whole and 

with regard to the comity of relations that exists between the Legislature and the Judiciary. 

 

Action in Defamation filed by the Member for Diego Martin West 

 

25. Your Committee was also informed subsequent to its second meeting that an action in 

defamation had been filed by the Member for Diego Martin West against the Member for 

Oropouche East in the High Court for the words uttered in the House which the Member for Diego 

Martin West claims were repeated outside of the House. (Appendix V) 

  

26. While acknowledging that a contempt is an offence against the House itself and not against 

an individual member, your Committee was satisfied that the Member for Diego Martin West has 

decided to pursue a remedy in the High Court against the Member for Oropouche East for the 

words uttered. 

 

27. Your Committee considered the following issues – 

 

 that there is no guarantee that the rule against premature publication of proceedings will be 

observed. Consequently, Court proceedings could thereby be prejudiced given the 

worrying publication of the Committee’s in camera deliberations of January 07, 2019 in 

the Guardian Newspaper of January 08, 2019; and 

 

 in instances where a member has a remedy in the Courts and has pursued this remedy, it 

may be beneath the dignity of the House for your Committee to continue its investigations 

in circumstances in which the matter before the Courts and the matter referred to your 

Committee involve the very same issue.  
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Report 

28. Your Committee wishes to report that it has endorsed the undertaking given to the Court 

by the Speaker of the House and Chairman of your Committee. 

 

29. Your Committee also wishes to report its disappointment that upon receipt of the ruling of 

the Speaker on the matters about which he raised concerns, the Member for Oropouche East did 

not return to your Committee to outline his further concerns or disagreements, which he was fully 

entitled to do.   

 

30. It is even more disconcerting to your Committee that the Member did not first refer his 

objections to the House of Representatives consistent with parliamentary practice and procedure 

in all jurisdictions. Instead, the Member for Oropouche East misguidedly invited the High Court 

to consider issues touching and concerning matters related to the House of Representatives, 

without fully exploring all options available to him consistent with parliamentary practice and 

procedure. This House of Representatives has guarded jealously since its inception, matters which 

are central to its inherent jurisdiction to regulate itself and its members, namely: 

 

 The jurisdiction of the Committee of Privileges. 

 The composition of a Committee of this House. 

 The capacity of this House to appoint substitutes to a Committee in place of Members who 

have recused themselves. 

 The capacity of the Speaker of this House to rule on procedural matters referred to him/her 

in accordance with the powers conferred on the Speaker of this House by the House of 

Representatives itself through its Standing Orders. 

 

31. Attached at Appendix VI are written statements by two Members explaining the reasons 

for their dissent from the Report. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

32. In relation to the matter alleging that the Member for Oropouche East committed contempt 

of the House on the following grounds: 



i. he willfully and intentionally mislead the House; 

ii. he made injurious allegations against the Member for Diego Martin West when no 

substantive motion was before the House; 

iii. he undermined the dignity of the House by abusing the privilege of freedom of 

speech, 

your Committee recommends that no further action be taken for reasons outlined in paragraphs 25 

to 27 above.  

 

33. In making this recommendation, your Committee wishes to underscore that: 

 

‒ It is not hereby proposing that the House cede its jurisdiction to treat with contempt 

matters committed in its face to another place; 

‒ that this decision should not be considered a precedent;  

‒ this decision was arrived at due to the unique facts and circumstances of the matter 

under consideration.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Sgd. 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George 

Chairman 

 

 

           Sgd.                                                        

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly      Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh 

Member                        Member   

       

 

           Sgd.                   Sgd.    

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds       Mr. Stuart Young 

Member        Member   

          

 

 

        

Mr. Barry Padarath       

Member         
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Appendix I 
            2018.10.10 

Motion 

COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

(MEMBER FOR OROPOUCHE EAST) 

The Minister of Planning and Development (Hon. Camille Robinson-Regis):  [Desk thumping] 

Thank you very kindly, Madam Speaker.  Madam Speaker, I beg to move a matter directly 

concerning the privileges of this House. Madam Speaker, during the debate in this House 

yesterday, October 9th, the Member for Oropouche East made statements in this House which 

included false and wholly fictitious allegations against a Member of this House.   

In making the statements, the Member for Oropouche East presented them to this House 

as matters of fact and freely and voluntarily took responsibility for them.  Madam Speaker, the 

Member referred to cheque payments made, at or around June 2017 from a company named A&V 

Drilling Company Limited, to different contractors.  He added and I quote:  

“Deokiesingh has gone, but you see, Madam Speaker, one day almost I think in a humorous 

way, the Member for Port of Spain North/St. Ann’s West, my very dear friend from Port 

of Spain North/ St. Ann’s West…jokingly said to me that he understood I was going to 

Miami a lot and the Americans he said, or somebody was interested in my travel.  So today, 

I want to explain to him the nature of my travel.” 

I continue to quote, Madam Speaker: 

“You see, Madam Speaker, I did journey on a few occasions…I had wind of something.  

And I had information that pointed me to a bank in Florida… 

Madam Speaker, this bank has documents at the bank to a beneficiary account number, 

IBAN, foreign, with a number 114515.  No purpose of funds, so it is a transfer document, 

beneficiary recipients, no purpose of funds, but additional instructions for attention.  There 

are two names here.  One is Vidya Deokiesingh…Now, what would this Petrotrin employee 

be doing with banking business in Florida? What?   
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The second name I cannot call in the Parliament.  I cannot.  The second name I cannot call.  

But you see, Madam Speaker, I cannot call the second name but I asked a week or two ago, 

I asked the Member for Diego Martin West whether he had any interest in AV Drilling and 

he wanted to fight me.  He said, ‘Come outside on the pavement.’  Today,”—I say—“come 

inside in the House.”   

2.00 p.m.  

After he was challenged based on a valid point of order, the Member continued making 

allegations based on documents in his possession, the source and date of which he refused to reveal.  

Madam Speaker, again I quote: 

“This document, Madam Speaker, suggests that there are some banking 

transactions and information involving Mr. Vidya Deokiesingh or one Vidya Deokiesingh.  

There is no Mr. or Mrs. there, but Vidya Deokiesingh and another name of a Member of 

the House.  Would you wish me to call that name?...…Madam Speaker, I really do have a 

couple more points to make, so I will just indicate, according to your ruling, that the two 

names I have here, ‘Additional instructions, Attention’, V-I-D-Y-A D-E-O-K-I-E-S-I-N-

G-H and the second name, K-E-I-T-H R-O-W-L-E-Y.” 

He continued and again I quote, Madam Speaker: 

“Madam Speaker, it has also been in the public domain before today. This is not 

the first time now, before today, it was in the public domain on a site, on a website of a 

reference in relation to the AV Drilling matter, a reference to one Charlie Diaz…Because 

it was in the public domain already that there was information being asked, purportedly 

being asked for, on Charlie Diaz.  And information pertaining to the banking business of 

Charlie Diaz.” 

I continue to quote, Madam Speaker: 

“It has also been in the public domain so what I am saying now is certainly not 

fresh, that, in an email from the Internet which was circulated months ago, there was an 

email from one Justin Soogrim.  And Justin Soogrim is sending an email on an email 

address of Vivian Baksh.”    

Madam Speaker:  Hon. Member, your time has expired.  

Mr. Al-Rawi:  Madam Speaker, I seek your leave under Standing Order 122(1), to move for the 

suspension of Standing Order 23(2).  
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Madam Speaker:  You have got my leave to seek for a suspension of Standing Order 32(5), if 

that is what you are seeking.   

Mr. Al-Rawi:  I am guided and I appreciate the clarification.  Madam Speaker, in accordance with 

Standing Order 122(1), I beg to move that Standing Order 32(5) be suspended for the Leader of 

the House to complete her Motion that will require a further 10 minutes. 

Question put and agreed to.  

Hon. C. Robinson-Regis:  Thank you very kindly, Madam Speaker.  And Madam Speaker, I 

continue to quote: 

“This was already in the public domain, so this is not new.   

Good morning hon. Prime Minister,  

The following is the banking particulars for Mr. Charlie Diaz as requested.   

Bank information, C&C International Trading bank account, and all the accounts 

there.  This is old information; this is not new information.”  

Madam Speaker, a consideration of the Member’s Hansard record will reveal a Member, 

who by his actions was plainly hesitant.  Obviously, unconvinced of the veracity of his statements, 

but who was determined to mislead this House and cast negative aspersions on another Member 

and then run.  Madam Speaker, that amounts to high contempt of this House.  [Desk thumping]  

These statements by the Member have been covered by both the print and electronic media, 

including social media.  They have gone far and wide.  As you know, Madam Speaker, the 

Parliament has several platforms over which it streams and broadcasts its proceedings.  So these 

statements have been widely published.  Additionally, they have been the talking point of several 

radio programmes this morning.   

Madam Speaker, the sole purpose of these statements, albeit incongruous and disjointed, 

was to seek to contrive allegations of a very serious nature against the Member for Diego Martin 

West.  These allegations are all untrue.  In making these statements: 

1.   The Member for Oropouche East wilfully and intentionally misled the House; 

2.   The Member for Oropouche East made injurious allegations against the Member 

for Diego Martin West when no substantive Motion was before the House.  Madam 

Speaker, that was intentional; 

3.   The Member for Oropouche East relied upon undated and patently fictitious 

documents which the Member, any Member, should have known were deceptive 
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and false; 

4.   The Member for Oropouche East undermined the dignity of the House by abusing 

the privilege of freedom of speech in a most offensive manner.   

Madam Speaker, in moving this Motion of Privilege today in this House, I ask you to 

consider that the Member sought to convince you and this honourable House that he had credible 

information.  After all, in his own words, he journeyed several times to Miami to conduct an 

investigation because he had wind of something that led him to a bank.  This bank had in his words 

“documents at the bank” inferring that he obtained documents from this bank.  The Member chose 

not to share such documents with this House, but caused two slips of paper to be circulated on 

UNC Facebook sites and to be otherwise circulated by Opposition activists.  And, Madam Speaker, 

these activists include UNC Councillor Marisa Ramlogan, attorney Darryl Heeralal and economist 

Patrick Watson.  No responsible person could consider the information being circulated to be 

trustworthy, and today I am providing the Clerk with copies of these documents.   

Madam Speaker, when you look at the information you will observe, they are nothing but 

flimsy pieces of paper.  The so-called bank document is unsigned, unstamped, undated, 

unauthentic, and on its very face appears to be bogus.  The other flimsy piece of paper is 

supposedly an email that the Member claims was found on the Internet, entitled “Banking 

Coordinates”.  The privilege of freedom of speech is regarded as the most important of privileges 

and, Madam Speaker, I ask you to consider the seriousness of this matter which at first glance 

there can be no doubt that a serious misleading of the House has occurred.   

Moreover, Madam Speaker, this Member has brought this House into odium and ridicule 

by his reckless behaviour and sinister conduct which, notwithstanding the cloak of parliamentary 

cover, can be clearly seen to be no more than a wicked ungodly plot by dangerous and devious 

persons targeted at the Member for Diego Martin West.  I therefore move that the statements of 

the Member for Oropouche East be referred to the Committee of Privileges as a serious matter of 

high contempt of this House for investigation and report. 

I beg to move.  [Desk thumping] 

Madam Speaker:  Hon. Members, I shall reserve my decision on whether a prima facie case has 

been made out and I shall deliver my decision on a later date. 
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Appendix II 
       2018.10.16 

Ruling  

COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES 

(MEMBER FOR OROPOUCHE EAST) 

Madam Speaker:  Hon Members, I now will deliver my ruling, based on a matter of privileges 

that was raised on the last occasion. 

Hon. Members, at a sitting of the House held on Wednesday, October 10 2018, the Member 

for Arouca/Maloney and Leader of the House sought and was granted leave to raise a matter of 

privilege in accordance with Standing Order 32.  Having reserved my decision at that time, I now 

rule, pursuant to my duty under Standing Order 32(4), on whether a prima facie case of breach of 

privilege has been made out, thereby warranting further investigation. 

Freedom of speech in Parliament is of fundamental importance.  Parliament is intended to be a 

forum for free and frank debate, and Members should be able to raise issues without having to 

agonize over the exact form of words used, or providing extensive supporting evidence for any 

assertion made.  Hon. Members, the privilege of freedom of speech enjoyed by you asMembers of 

Parliament is, in fact, the privilege of your constituents.  It is not for your personal benefit, but to 

enable all Members to discharge their functions in the public interest.   

As Speaker, it is my duty to jealously guard and defend the freedom of speech and debate.  

However, the freedom carries with it a responsibility to exercise the right judiciously and 

prudently.  Therefore, the privilege of freedom of speech does not absolve Members from being 

accountable for statements they make.   

As I have repeatedly advised, Members are required to take full ownership and 

responsibility for things said in this House.  Freedom of speech is not an exemption from the duty 

to research carefully, nor does it discharge Members from being circumspect before exercising the 

freedom.  Pursuant to the Standing Orders, my sole duty is to consider whether the submission 

made by the Member for Arouca/Maloney suggests a reasonable possibility that a contempt has 

occurred.   

Hon. Members, I have considered the submission and I am of the view that a prima facie 
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case of contempt has been established and that the matter should be referred to the Committee of 

Privileges for its investigation.  In making this ruling, I do not express a decided opinion on the 

substantive issue, as the Committee of Privileges will thoroughly consider and investigate the 

matter raised, and I so rule.   
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Appendix III 
 

Minutes of Proceedings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PRESENT 

 

 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George  Chairman 

Mrs. Camille Robinson-Regis  Member 

Mr. Stuart Young     Member 

Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds  Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh  Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath  Member 

 

Secretariat 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel     Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob       Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Angelique Massiah   Legal Officer  

Mr. Brian Lucio      Graduate Research Assistant 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

1.1 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:18 a.m. and welcomed Members present.  

 

 

MINUTES OF THE 1ST MEETING 

OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES  

HELD IN THE ARNOLD THOMASOS (EAST) MEETING ROOM, LEVEL 6,  

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENT, TOWER D, 1A WRIGHTSON ROAD, 

PORT OF SPAIN 

ON FRIDAY NOVEMBER 30, 2018  
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CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

 

2.1. After brief introductions, the Chairman advised as follows: 

 

i) The Committee’s business would be conducted in a professional and non-partisan 

manner; 

j) As a quasi-judicial body, the Committee must follow procedures that can withstand 

public scrutiny; 

 

k) That the Verbatim Notes of evidence will be part of the Committee’s record and be 

subject to the examination and scrutiny of the public and others, upon presentation of 

the Committee’s Report; and 

l) That all disagreements, if any, would be resolved in camera and not in the presence of 

witnesses. 

 

2.2. The Chairman informed Members that in accordance with Appendix III of the Standing 

Orders of the House of Representatives and consistent with practice:  

a) Natural justice will be maintained and as such, the Member whose actions are being 

considered will be invited to be heard; 

b) The Member would be permitted to be accompanied by two advisors for each matter;  

c) During hearings when evidence is being taken, the Member will be invited to be in 

attendance in accordance with established practice, but will not be able to participate; 

and 

d) The Member shall not be permitted to attend the deliberations of the Committee. 

 

2.3. The Chairman reminded Members that Verbatim Notes will be taken while the Committee 

is receiving evidence and not while the Committee is deliberating in camera. The Chairman 

further reminded Members that Minutes would be available for all meetings of the 

Committee and circulated for Members’ consideration 

 

 

MATTERS REFERRED 

 

3.1 The Chairman reminded Members that the matters referred to the Committee of Privileges, 

were as follows - 

1. An allegation that on Tuesday October 9, 2018, the Member for Oropouche East 

committed contempt of the House on the following grounds:  

a. He willfully and intentionally misled the House; 

b. He made injurious allegations against the Member for Diego Martin West 

when no substantive motion was before the House; and 
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c. He undermined the dignity of the House by abusing the privilege of freedom 

of speech. 

 

2. An allegation that on Wednesday October 10, 2018, the Member for Oropouche 

East committed contempt of the House on the following grounds:  

a. He uttered threatening words to a Member of the House; and  

b. He brought the House and its proceedings into ridicule and public odium. 

 

 

DISCUSSION ON THE WAY FORWARD 

 

4.1. Preliminary matters involving the work of the Committee were discussed during which -  

 

a) Mr. Hinds recused himself from participating in the second matter referred to the 

Committee insofar as the matter touched and concerned him; 

 

b) Mrs. Robinson-Regis recused herself from participating in both matters referred to the 

Committee having raised the motions of privileges in the House; 

 

c) Mr. Padarath expressed the view that a Member who had already publicly stated a 

position on a matter before the Committee (in this case, during a debate in the House) 

should also recuse himself from the Committee’s consideration of the said matter.  Mr. 

Indarsingh agreed.  After a brief discussion, the Chairman explained that unless a 

member was directly connected or involved in a matter, it was accepted parliamentary 

practice that a member  may recuse himself/herself only at his/her volition once they 

believe themselves incapable of discharging their duties in a fair, logical and rational 

manner;  

 

d) Mr. Padarath sought guidance as to whether the Committee ought to proceed with its 

consideration of a matter while a concurrent investigation was being pursued by a law 

enforcement agency of the State. The Chairman instructed the Secretariat to conduct 

research on the question raised by Mr. Padarath; 

 

e) Mr. Padarath also sought guidance as to whether a matter could be referred to the 

Committee of Privileges before Members were appointed to the Committee. The 

Chairman responded in the affirmative and explained that the Committee of Privileges 

was established pursuant to Standing Order 89 of the House of Representatives at the 

commencement of each Session of Parliament with the Speaker as Chairman. She 

added that the full membership is completed at the earliest opportunity after the 

commencement of the session. 
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4.2 The Chairman referred Members to the documents circulated to them by the Secretariat, 

namely: 

a) Hansard Report of the contribution made by the Member for Oropouche East on 

Tuesday October 9, 2018; 

b) Hansard Report of the Privilege Motion raised by the Member for Arouca Maloney on 

Wednesday October 10, 2018; 

c) Hansard Report of the Ruling by the Speaker of the House on Monday October 15, 

2018; 

d) Hansard Extract of the contribution made by the Member for Diego Martin North/East 

on Wednesday October 10, 2018; 

e) Hansard Report of the Privilege Motion raised by the Member for Arouca/Maloney on 

Monday October 15, 2018; and  

f) Hansard Report of the Ruling by the Speaker of the House on Friday November 2, 

2018. 

4.3. The Chairman instructed the Secretariat to also circulate to Members the learning from 

May’s Parliamentary Practice with respect to Committees of Privileges. 

 

4.4. Members agreed that the Committee would generally meet on Tuesdays but may meet on 

any other day as determined by the Committee.   

 

4.5.The Committee agreed that the Secretary to the Committee should write to the Member whose 

actions were being considered to: 

 

a) invite him to be heard;  

 

b) offer guidance on his right to be allowed two (2) advisors (per matter) to accompany 

him; and 

 

c) advise on any other procedural matters. 

 

 

CORESPONDENCE 

 

5.1.Members noted the following items of correspondence which were circulated: 
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a) a letter to the Secretary of the Committee from the Member for Oropouche East  dated 

November 29, 2018; 

 

b) the response from the Secretary to the Member for Oropouche East  dated November 29, 

2018’; and  

 

c) a letter from Attorney-at-law Mr. Aaron Mahabir to the Secretary dated November 30, 

2018. 

 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

6.1.There being no other business, the Chairman thanked Members for attending. 

 

6.2. The meeting was adjourned to Tuesday December 11, 2018 at 2:00 p.m. during which the 

Member whose actions were being considered would be heard. 

 

6.3.The adjournment was taken at 12:02 p.m. 

 

 

I certify that the Minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Chairman 

 

 

Secretary 

December 27, 2018 
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PRESENT 

 

Mrs. Bridgid Annisette-George  Chairman 

Dr. Nyan Gadsby-Dolly Member (substitute for Mrs. 

Camille Robinson-Regis) 

Mr. Anthony Garcia  Member (substitute for Mr.

 Fitzgerald Hinds) 

Mr. Stuart Young     Member 

Mr. Rudranath Indarsingh  Member 

Mr. Barry Padarath  Member 

 

Secretariat 

Mrs. Jacqui Sampson-Meiguel     Secretary 

Ms. Keiba Jacob       Assistant Secretary 

Ms. Chantal La Roche  Senior Legal Officer 

Ms. Simone Yallery  Legal Officer I 

Ms. Sheranne Samuel  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

Ms. Kimberly Mitchell  Procedural Clerk Assistant 

 

EXCUSED 

  Mr. Fitzgerald Hinds     Member   

       

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

1.2 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 2:32 p.m. and welcomed Members present.  

 

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES OF THE SECOND MEETING HELD ON MONDAY 

JANUARY 07, 2019: 

 

MINUTES OF THE 3RD MEETING 

OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES  

HELD IN THE ANR ROBINSON MEETING ROOM (WEST), LEVEL 9,  

OFFICE OF THE PARLIAMENT, TOWER D, 1A WRIGHTSON ROAD, 

PORT OF SPAIN 
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2.1 The Chairman invited Members to consider the Minutes and enquired whether there were 

any amendments. 

2.2 The following amendment was made: 

Paragraph 5.1, page 3: The words “Mr. Indarsingh concurred.” were inserted at the 

end of the paragraph.  

2.3 There being no further amendments, the motion for the confirmation of the Minutes was 

moved by Mr. Young and seconded by Dr. Gadsby-Dolly. 

2.4 The Minutes were confirmed. 

 

MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

 

3.1  Paragraphs 8.9 and 8.13, page 5: 

The Chairman advised Members of the following: 

a. By letter to the Secretary of the Committee of Privileges dated January 21, 2019, 

the Member for Oropouche East requested an extension to January 28, 2019 to 

provide written submissions; 

b. By letter to the Speaker of the House dated January 28 2019, the Member for 

Oropouche East made written submissions (copy of letter circulated); 

c. By letter dated January 31st, 2019, the Clerk of the House responded to Dr. Moonilal 

on behalf of the Speaker of the House. The letter was hand-delivered to Dr. 

Moonilal in the House of Representatives during the sitting of the House held on 

February 01, 2019 (Copy of letter circulated). 

 

UPDATE ON MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE 

Matter No. 2 (Threatening Words) 

 

4.1 The Chairman advised that the agenda which was circulated could not be followed due 

to developments which affected the matter before the Committee. The Chairman 

outlined the following developments: 

a. The Member for Oropouche East by letter dated January 28, 2019, raised three (3) points 

of objection to appearing before the Committee. The Chairman outlined the 3 points of 

objection: 

i. that the Committee of Privileges was not appointed or constituted at the time of the 

referrals; 

ii. that there exists no power to appoint temporary members of the Committee of 

Privileges, and therefore the Committee is improperly constituted; and  

iii. that a member of a Committee against whom an allegation of bias is raised ought 

not to serve on the Committee.  
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b. A response to the Member for Oropouche East’s letter was hand delivered to him in the 

Chamber on February 01, 2019. On the same day (February 1, 2019), the Member for 

Oropouche East wrote to the Speaker of the House of Representatives indicating that he 

had not received a response.  

c. At 8:00 a.m. this morning (February 05, 2019), documents were delivered to the Speaker’s 

Office relating to a constitutional matter filed at the High Court, San Fernando on February 

04, 2019 by the Member for Oropouche East. This matter included an application for an 

injunction against the Committee of privileges continuing hearings into the matters referred 

to the Committee by the House of Representatives. The application for an injunction was 

heard today (February 05, 2019) at 9:00 a.m. in the High Court, San Fernando  (The related 

Affidavit was circulated) 

d. In relation to the matter filed in the High Court, San Fernando yesterday, the Chairman 

advised the following:  

‒ No pre-action protocol letter was issued and no Member of the Committee had been 

named as a party in the proceedings; 

‒ The issues raised in the claim differed materially from what the Member for Oropouche 

East outlined in his letter to the Speaker of the House of January 28, 2019. The 

allegation of bias was now extended to the Chairman;  

‒ Senior Counsel appeared amicus curiae on behalf of the Speaker at the hearing before 

the Court this morning (February 5, 2019) and subsequently provided a report on the 

proceedings;  

‒ No injunction was granted to prohibit the Committee from meeting; 

‒ The Speaker, through Senior Counsel, gave an undertaking to the Court that hearings 

into the matter referred by the House of Representatives to the Committee will be 

adjourned, until the hearing of the application or further order; 

‒ The Speaker as guardian of the privileges, rights and immunities of the House of 

Representatives considered that it was her duty to so act in the interest of the House of 

Representatives as a whole and having regard to the comity of relations that exists 

between the Legislature and the Judiciary; 

‒ Senior Counsel reported that it was made clear to the Court that the Committee would 

meet to decide on the course of action it will take but it would not hear the allegations 

of whether the Claimant committed a contempt until the hearing of the application or 

further order. 

  

4.2 After explaining the sequence of events, the Chairman then requested that the Committee 

endorse the undertaking given to the Court by her, in her capacity of Speaker of the House. 

 

4.3 Mr. Young, Mr. Garcia and Dr. Gadsby-Dolly agreed that the Committee should endorse 

the undertaking given to the Court. Mr. Indarsingh requested further time to review the documents 

to make an informed decision. Mr. Padarath took no view on the matter.  
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4.4 The Chairman proposed and the Committee agreed to submit a report to the House on this 

matter outlining all that has transpired to date. There was agreement that the Chairman should 

cause to be circulated the draft report for approval by round robin.  

 

4.5 Mr. Garcia was excused at 3:01 p.m.                                  

 

UPDATE ON MATTER REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE 

Matter No. 1 (Misleading the House) 

 

5.1 The Chairman announced that Mr. Hinds was unavailable to attend the meeting. 

 

5.2 The Chairman pointed out that the developments outlined above (par 4.1) in relation to the 

second matter referred were relevant to the matter related to the allegation of willful misleading of 

the House.  

 

5.3 The Chairman indicated that there was a further development in relation to this matter and 

advised the Committee as follows – 

 

‒ Subsequent to the last meeting of the Committee, it was drawn to her attention by 

the Secretary of the Committee that an action in defamation had been filed by the 

Member for Diego Martin West against the Member for Oropouche East in the High 

Court; 

 

‒ The Legal Unit of the Parliament was able to obtain a copy of the action so filed 

from the registry of the High Court. (A copy of the Claim Form in relation to claim 

#CV2019-00055 Dr. Keith Rowley v Dr. Roodal Moonilal filed and stamped by the 

High Court on January 08, 2019 was circulated) 

 

5.4 A discussion ensued. 

 

5.5. While acknowledging that a contempt is an offence against the House itself and not against 

an individual member, the Chairman made the following points: 

 

‒ From a perusal of the claim filed in the High Court, it is clear that the Member for 

Diego Martin West has decided to pursue a remedy in the High Court against the 

Member for Oropouche for the words uttered; 

 

‒ Should the Committee continue its consideration into the matter referred, there could 

be an argument that dual remedies are being pursued simultaneously. 

 



  
 

26 
 

5.6 Mr. Young indicated that in his view the Committee should not continue further with the 

Matter in light of the defamation matter before the Court.  

 

5.7 Mr. Indarsingh acknowledged the right of persons to seek relief via the Courts however he 

underscored the view that this Matter before the Committee should be seen to its finality.   

 

5.8 The Chairman referred to the publication of the Committee’s deliberations of January 07, 

2019 in the Guardian Newspaper of January 08, 2019. While registering her concern with this 

breach, pointed out that in the circumstances there is no guarantee that the rule against premature 

publication of proceedings will be observed and that Court proceedings would not thereby be 

prejudiced. Given all the circumstances, the Chairman agreed with Mr. Young that no further 

action should be taken by the Committee in the matter.  

 

5.9 Mrs. Gatsby-Dolly concurred. 

 

5.10 After further discussions, Mr. Indarsingh and Mr. Padarath agreed that in view of the Court 

matter, the Committee should take no further action.  

 

5.11 The Committee underscored the following: 

i.  that the decision was not a precedent for any future matters.  

ii. the Committee was not recommending that the House cede its jurisdiction to treat 

with contempt matters to another place.  

iii. the decision was arrived at due to the unique facts and circumstances of the matter 

under consideration.  

 

5.12 The Chairman proposed and the Committee also agreed to submit a report to the House on 

this matter with a recommendation that no further action be taken with particulars related to Claim 

Form No. CV2019-00055 to be appended. There was also agreement that the Chairman should 

cause to be circulated the draft report for approval by round robin.  

 

OTHER BUSINESS 

 

6.1.The Chairman informed the Committee that correspondence was received from Mr. 

Padarath and Mr. Indarsingh, dated February 01, 2019 regarding the schedule of meetings 

and the agenda.  

 

6.2.In response to concerns raised about the scheduling of meetings, the Chairman advised 

Members that it was the responsibility of the Chairman to schedule meetings in instances 

when the Committee adjourned to a date to be fixed. She advised that there is no rule or 

practice that all Members must agree on the date and time for a meeting.  
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ADJOURNMENT 

 

7.1 There being no other business, the Chairman thanked Members for attending and adjourned 

the meeting to a date to be fixed. 

 

7.2 The adjournment was taken at 3:22 p.m. 

 

 

I certify that the Minutes are true and correct. 

 

 

Chairman 

 

 

Secretary 

February 06, 2019 
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Appendix IV 

 

Constitutional Motion and Affidavit 
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Appendix V 

 

Claim Form CV 2019-0005 
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Appendix VI 

 

Statements 

 



 
 

From: Barry Padarath <barrypadarath@yahoo.com> 
Date: Friday, February 22, 2019 at 8:27 AM 
To: Keiba Jacob <ssc@ttparliament.org> 
Subject: Re: Draft Interim Report Committee of Privileges 
 

Madam Secretary, 

 

Thank you for your correspondence dated February 21st 2019. 

 

After careful perusal of the interim report I wish to register my concerns and my correction to  

What is contained in the report. 
 

At paragraph 8 of the interim report my colleague MP Indarsingh anf I do not accept that there 

was any power to appoint any temporary members to the Committee as this is not provided for in 

the Standing Orders of the House of Representatives and would result in the composition of the 

Committee being in breach of the Standing Orders.  This matter was brought to the attention of the 

Honourable Speaker who failed to address this issue in a satisfactory manner.  
 

With respect to the contents of paragraph 11 of the interim report the concerns of the Member of 

Parliament for Oropouche East were the subject of a pre-action letter dated the 30th November 

2018. This correspondence was brought to the attention of the Committee on the 30th November 

2018 and upon being told of this correspondence written to the Committee by Attorney-at-Law 

acting on behalf of the Member of Parliament for Oropouche East the Speaker indicated to the 

Committee that she had no intention to respond to “strangers” to the Committee. I did not agree 

with this approach that was not put to a vote of the Committee. 
 

At paragraph 14 the I raised a concern about the duty of the Committee to observe the rules of 

natural justice as expressly set out in the Standing Orders. The issue I raised concerning a Member 

who had already publicly voiced a position on a matter before the Committee is a matter that the 

drafters of the Standing Orders specifically considered and provided for in the Standing Orders 

and this very relevant fact was omitted from the interim report.  
 

At paragraph 20 of the interim report it is stated that the “Speaker responded to the Member for 

Oropouche East, by letter from the Clerk of the House dated January 31, 2019”. What is omitted 

from your report is the fact that the response of the Speaker was not representation of the 

Committee as the response was not disclosed or discussed with the Committee before it was 

dispatched to the Member for Oropouche East. This was clearly a breach of settled parliamentary 

practice and procedure. 
 

With respect to paragraph 22 and the statement that no pre-action letter was written to the 

Committee this statement is factually incorrect as the Member for Oropouche East wrote to the 

Committee on two occasions by letter dated the 30th November 2018 and by letter dated the 28th 

January 2019 both expressing the intention to pursue his remedies in Court if his concerns as raised 

in these letters were not addressed in an appropriate manner. That this could be misrepresented in 

the report and any reference omitted is deeply disturbing to the Members.  
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mailto:ssc@ttparliament.org


 

With respect to the contents of paragraph 24 of the interim report my colleague MP Indarsingh 

and I are troubled by this attempt to misrepresent what transpired in the Court proceedings. 

Counsel for the Speaker gave an undertaking to the Court and in those circumstances the 

application for injunctive relief could not be heard. The said application is still pending before the 

Court. What is more troubling and of grave concern to us the Members is that the action of the 

Speaker to retain Senior Counsel and give instructions was carried out without the authorisiation/ 

and or instructions of the Committee. 
 

We are very troubled by the failure of the interim report to address the very serious issue of the 

Corporate Communications Department of the Parliament issuing a press release containing 

information with respect to the proceedings of the Committee in clear violation of the Standing 

Order regarding premature publication. While the interim report “acknowledges that the Speaker 

of the House is the guardian of the privileges, rights and immunities of the House of 

Representatives” this most important matter that falls within the jurisdiction of the Speaker was 

not addressed. This blatant omission is even more inexplicable and alarming when one considers 

that the issue of premature publication is addressed in he interim report in relation to another issue 

at paragraph 29 where one of the grounds for the actions of the Committee is stated to be, 

“that there is no guarantee that the rule against premature publication of proceedings will be 

observed. Consequently, Court proceedings could thereby be prejudiced given the worrying 

publication of the Committee’s in camera deliberations of January 07, 2019 in the Guardian 

Newspaper of January 08, 2019” 

With respect to the statement at paragraph 26 of the interim report that acknowledges that the 

Speaker of the House is the guardian of the privileges, rights and immunities of the House of 

Representatives it would be useful and proper to also acknowledge that in the discharge of these 

duties the Speaker must act in accordance with the law and the rights that are guaranteed to each 

Member of Parliament by the Constitution.  
 

At paragraph 27 of the interim report I wish to indicate that the actions that are recited therein were 

in breach of the undertaking given to the Court and this is a most serious matter.  
 

Paragraph 29 does not reflect a true representation of what transpired before the Committee and if 

it does it would be a clear breach of the undertaking given to the court. 
 

With respect to paragraph 30 of the report the I do not wish to give ex post facto approval to a 

course of action that the Speaker chose to embark upon without the approval of the Committee.  
 

With respect to paragraph 31 and 32 of the interim report  my colleague MP Indarsingh and I wish 

to endorse the right of every citizen to seek recourse to the High Court to seek redress where the 

rights guaranteed under the Constitution have been or are likely to be breached. This is a right that 

is conferred on every citizen by the supreme law. The contents of these respective paragraphs seeks 

to chastise the Member of Parliament for Oropouche East for seeking a remedy from the Court for 

the breach of his rights. We cannot condone the contents of these paragraphs. The action of the 

Member for Oropouche East is no different from that of the present Prime Minister a on a previous 

occasion and the action of the Member for Oropouche East has precedent in the Courts throughout 

the Commonwealth.  
 



My colleague MP Indarsingh and I strongly object to the recommendations at paragraph 34 of the 

interim report.  
 

I do hope that the concerns and corrections raised would be considered and reflected through the 

necessary ammendments to this interim report. 
 

Barry Padarath 

MP 

 



From: Rudranath Indarsingh [mailto:rudranath43@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 8:55 AM 
To: Committee of Privileges (HOR) <ssc@ttparliament.org> 
Subject: Re: Draft Interim Report Committee of Privileges 

 

Attn: Ms Keiba Jacob. 

 

I refer to your email correspondence and the above captioned subject matter and after perusal of 

the said report, I am not in agreement with the contents of same and as such I wish to highlight the 

following,  

 

     Clause 11, that at the first meeting the committee discussed the issue of wether the committee 

was duly and legally constituted, which has been omitted from the attached report and do not 

accept there was any power to appoint any temporary members to the committee. 

 

     Clause 16, I am not in agreement with the last sentence and it should read “the advice was noted 

by your Committee”. 

 

     Clause 25, I do not agree with the current wording because as a member of the committee I was 

not consulted in relation to the decision in the said clause and the actions which therein followed. 

 

    Clause 29, I am not in agreement because I have not been privy to the court order referred to in 

said report. In the absence of such I cannot agree to the wording of clause 29. 

 

    Clause 30, I am not in agreement with clause 30. I do not wish to give Ex facto approval to a 

course of action that the Speaker chose to embark upon without the approval of the committee.  

 

    Clause 31, I cannot agree to the conclusion stated herein said clause because it places an 

indictment on all members of the committee. I endorse the right of every citizen to seek recourse 

to the High Court to seek redress where the rights guaranteed under the constitution have been or 

are likely to be breached.  

 

I strongly object to the recommendations at paragraphs 30 and 31 of the interim report. I hope my 

concerns will be addressed and find it’s way into the final report. 

 

 

Please be guided accordingly, 

 

Member  

Rudranath Indarsingh. 
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